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SITE BELOW PUTNAM, ON THE MUSKINGUM RIVER.

17.1 feet fall, from surface of a 7 foot dam to end of canal.
13 feet head on the wheels.
150  cubic feet of water required.
12 inches per second velocity of the water in canal when it passes through earth.

Excavations of earth.

Plan P.~Profiles A Fand ¥ L.
I. From A to B = 996.6 feet.

Fect.
1. Height of surface of the ground above the level of the dam, on the line A B, - - = 8.533
2. Least depth of water in the canal, - - .- - - - 7.75

Making the breadth of the bottom of the canal equal to the whole depth of water -contained in it at the lowest
stage, will give very nearly a section of the least expensive excavation. The expression of the area of that part
of the canal below the level of the low water at the dam becomes

3 .
at+2a X a =150, where a = the depth.

2
5a2 =300, and e = y/ 32—0= 7.7459 = 7.75 nearly, for the depth of the canal below the level of the dam,

and its breadth at bottom. )
Thus, 8.53 - 7.75 = 16.28 for the whole depth of the excavation.

16.28 x 3 - 7.75 = 56.59 feet for the breadth of the excavation at the surface of the ground. And
56.59 + 7.75

= 82.32 feet for the mean breadth of the section of the canal. Consequently,
32.32 x 16.28 X 996.6 = 524871 cubic feet, or 19421 cubic yards; averaging 16 feet deep.

II. From C to D = 957 feet. .

Feet.

Average height of surface of ground above the level of the dam, - - - = 2.617

There the small elevation of the ground above the low water level in the canal will not influence its dimen-

sions. The least depth of water will be taken at 4 feet, which determines the breadths and whole depth of exca-
vation, viz:

1? = 87.5 feet, the mean breadth of the section occupied by the water.

375 — 3—;—% = 31.5 feet for the breadth of canal at bottom.

3L5 4 3 X 4+ 2.617'= 51.851 feet for the breadth of the canal at the surface of the ground. And

51.351 4 3L5
2

2.617 4+ 4 = 6.61 feet for the depth; consequently, -

6.61 x 41.42 x 957 = 262007 cubic feet, or 9815 cubic yards, with 6.61 feet average depth.

= 41.42 feet for the mean breadth of the excavation.

Ezcavations of rock.
IV. From E to X = 620.4 feet.

Feet.
Average height of the rock above the level of the dam, - - - - - =79

The velocity of the current in this distance may be increased at pleasure. The dimensions of the excavation
will, therefore, be taken at the adopted minimum for such cases, as it regards the expense, viz:
12 feet breadth of the canal; 4 feet least depth of water.
Then, 7.9 4+ 4 = 11.9 feet, whole depth of excavation, and )
11.9 x 12 x 620.4 = 88593.12 cubic feet, or 3281 cubic yards, at an average depth below the surface of the
ground of 7.9 + 16.258 = 24.15 feet.
1

The velocity through the rock, in this case, becomes % = 38.125 per feet second.

Excavations of earth.
V. From E to Xo= 620.4 feet.

Feet.
1. Average depth of earth from the surface of the ground to the rock, - - - .= 16.253
2. Average breadth of canal through the rock, - T - - - C12.
3. Add for the breadth of the two berms, - - - - - 3.

Average breadth of the excavation at the top of the rock, =15. °

16.25 X 3 + 15 = 63.75 feet for the breadth of the excavation at the surface of the ground.

And @-52—'-—16: = 89.375 feet for the mean breadth of the mean section.

89.375 X 16.25 = 639.84 feet for its area.
639.84 x 620.4 = 396956 cubic feet, or 14702 tubic yards; having an average depth ¢f 16.25 feet.

VI. From X to H = 4191 feet.
) Feet.
Average depth of earth above the level of the dam, - - - - - 20.4
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Here the breadth of the canal at bottom may be taken at its minimum, viz: one-half the depth of the column
of water below the level of the dam; and the expression of the area of the section below that level becomes
402 300

5= 150, and @ = 4/ —— = 4/ 75 = 8.66 feet, nearly, when a is taken equal to the depth.
And 8.66 4 204 = 29 06 feet for the whole depth of the excavation.
20.06 x 3 + -@ == 91.51 feet for the breadth of excavation at the surface of the ground: therefore,
91.51 4- 4.33

3 = 47,92 feet for the mean breadth of the mean section of the canal from X to H.

Therefore, 47.92 x 29 X 4085 = 5676842.8 cubic feet, or 210253.4 cubic yards.

1. The dimensions and area of that portion of the transverse section of the ground to be excavated, which is
contained between a perpendicular raised from the inner edge of the foundation of the wall and the opposite side
of the canal, are as follows:

Feet.
1 Depth of earth above the level of the dam, - - - - =18.15
2. Depth below the level of the dam to the bottom of the canal, - - - 10.68

Whole depth of grouxrd to be excavated, = 28.83

%8'8_2’3 - 5.34 = 48.585 feet, breadth at surface of the ground.

48.585 + 534 = 26.962 feet, the mean breadth.

26.962 x 28.83 = 777.31 square feet for the area.

2. Dimensions and area of that portion of the transverse section of the earth to be excavated which is con-
tained between the perpendicular and the bank next the river, viz:

Feet.
1. Depth of earth from the surface of the ground to the bottom of the canal, - - = 28.83
2. Depth of foundation of the wall, - - - - - - 3.5

Total depth, = 32.33

3. Breadth of foundation, - - - - to- - - = 8775
VII. From H to I, at end of canal = 586 feet.

: Feet.

Average depth of earth above the level of the dam, - - - - - —=18.15

The canal from H to I will be walled, as in other cases, on the side next the river. The base of the earth
slope, opposite the wall, continues the same as before, viz: once and a half its altitude; the base of the talus to the
wall is one-erghth its alutude, the breadth of the canal at bottom is half the depth of the column of water at a low
stage of the river. The velocity of the water is 1 foot per second: the quantity to be conveyed 150 cubic feet
per second

Hence, + 2 % a =150 X 2 = 300; where a is taken equal to the depth; and a® §2(l4—>2< 16 = 1143
feet, nearly; and a = 4/ 114.3 = 10.68, nearly.
Feet.
1. The highest rise of the river, above the dam, is - - - - - ~=11.
2. The depth of water in canal, as found above,is - ° - - - - - 10.68

The greatest depth of water in the canal, which is also the height of the side w‘al!,‘ = 21.68

214£ = 542 f{eet, the mean thickness of the wall.

1.355 feet, half the talus.

6.775 feet, thickness of the wall at its base.
2. feet, extension of the foundation beyond the base.

N

8.775 feet, thickness of the foundation; and L.
3.5 feet, depth of the foundation.

VIII. From H to I = 586 feet.

A base to the slope of the earth bank, which will barely retain it in its position during the erection of the wall,
is all that is necessary; half the altitude is sufficient for that purpose: therefore,

32_13 +'8.775 = 24.94 feet breadth at top.
@%ﬁﬁ 16.857 feet for the mean breadth.

16.857 x 32.33 = 544.98 square feet for the area.

723.89 4- 544.98 = 1268.37 square feet for the area of the whole transverse section; and

1268.37 X 586 =.743264.82 cubic feet, or 27528.32 cubic yards.

Omitting to estimate the prism and pyramids at the end as of comparative small value, and unnecessary for the
occasion.
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RECAPITULATION OF EXCAVATIONS.

Cubic yards.

1. Averaging 6.61 feet deep, at 10 cents per cubic yard.

From C to D, 9815 cubic yards, at 10 cents, - - - - = 9815,
2. Averaging 16.25 feet. '

From A to B, - - - - - - - 19421.

TFrom E to X, - - - - - - - 14702.
3. Averaging 30 feet deep. .

From X to H, - - - - - - - - ) 210253.4¢

From H to I, - - - - - - - 27528.3

Total, = 281719.7

Side or river wall from D to E 85 feet high, mean thickness 10 feet, length 1254 feet, contents 12666.66
perches. :

Masonry of the canal.
Side wall from H to I = 586 feet.

The end wall may be taken equal in length to the mean breadth of the transverse section of the canal below
the level of high water, added to the breadth of the side wall at its foundation, viz:

‘lﬁs—XE + 6.775 = 89.295.

586 + 89.295 = 615.29 feet for the whole length of the wall; the mean thickness of which is 5.42 feet, and
height 21.68 feet.
615.29 x 5.42 X 21.68 = 72299.98 cubic feet.
The foundations are 8.775 feet broad, and 8.5 feet deep.
8.775 % 3.5 x 615.29 = 18897.09 cubic feet.
72299.98
18897.09

Total, 91197.07 cubic feet, or 3680 cubic perches.

NOTICES OF SEVERAL SITES EXAMINED.

Stonefort, at the forks of Duck river, Tennessee.

Our return route from Alabama passed near to this place, and was the occasion of its being visited. It is more
remarkable on account of its singular military antiquities, than the advantages of jts position for an armory. It is,
perhaps, the only instance among the remains of ancient fortificatious, in this country, that discovers any evidence of
the agency of water having been artificially employed and combined with other means of permanent defence.

The local situation of the ground is favorable, and the water from both forks of the river might be employed
at one point with perfect security to the works. The fall was estimated at sixty feet, or more, in the distance of
a mile; and although the quantity of water furnished by the two streams, during a dry season, could not be ascer-
tained, it is probable that they would afford sufficient power.

Its distance from navigation, and the limited resources of the country around. if, render a more particular de-
scription of the site unnecessary.

The nearest point from whence boats descend the river is said to be at Shelbyville, twenty miles below; and
even from Columbia the navigation is only occasional, and attended with too much uncertainty to be relied on
for the purposes of an armory. Supplies would arrive by the way of Nashville, and be transported a distance of
sixty-five miles by land.

The falls of Caney Fork of the Cumberland are about fifty~two miles by land, above the junction of the two
rivers, and fifty-three from Carthage. They consist of two principal falls, about one hundred and fifty yards apart,’
and a rapid of considerable descent at the foot of the lower fall. The power which they afford, at the stage of water
when it was examined, is among the greatest we have met with. The whole fall cannot be less than sixty or eighty
feet; but there is no site for an extensive establishment, and the position does not afford sufficient space for the
necessary buildings, without ascending to the summit of the hills.

From the upper to the lower fall, and below the foot of the last rapid, extending as far as could be observed,
the right bank of the river consists of high limestone cliffs, occasionally overhanging their base. A high and steep
hill side occupies the intervening distance between the lower fall and foot of the lower rapid, and barely affords suf-
ficient room to place the water shops

The 1éft bank of the river is even more unfavorable. Keel-boats occas:onallv ascend the Caney Fork to Allen’s
ferry, supposed to be twelve or fifteen miles below the falls, and might, it is said, proceed to the foot of the rapid,
during the greatest part of the year. However, the communication would probably be by land to Carthage, on the
Cumberland river, one mile below the mouth of Caney Fork.

Falls of Fallingwater, a branck of the Caney Fork of Cumberland.

These falls are four miles above the mouth of Fallingwater, and thirty-seven miles by land from Carthage, on
the Cumberland river. The whole descent is probably more than one hundred and fifty feet in less than half a
mile. One cascade alone is sixty or eighty feet high.

The Fallingwater is of the smallest class of mill streams, on which it would be prudent, under any circumstances,
to establish an armory. It is liable to be reduced so low as to render the extensive employment of its water power
greatly inconvenient, and nearly impracticable. Accordmg to" the best information we could obtain, it is probable
that the quantity of water which it furnishes has, at times, been less than eight cubic feet per second. It would
therefore require to be used on a number of wheels in successwn, and those of the largest dimensions; four, at least,
would be indispensable, and each from thirty to forty feet in diameter. The ground, however, does not admit of
this arrangement, without an expense altogether disproportioned to the advantages of the site. Below the falls, the
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stream is bounded on both sides by steep hills and high precipices, which continue about two milés, before ground
sufficiently low can be obtained to apply the water as often’ as might be necessary; and it is doubtful if an open
canal could be taken half of that distance, in consequence of high intervening ridges, which terminate abruptly at
the water edge of the stream. ’ '

The west fork of Red river, near Clarksville, Tennessee; Fountainville powder works, on Lynn Camp; and
falls of Rough creek, (branches of Green river, Otter creek, and Doe run, emptying into the Ohio below Louis-
ville;) Fourteen Mile creek, in Indiana, and Elk Horn, a branch of the Kentucky river, were severally examined, and
found to be deficient of water during dry seasons, and, in some instances, liable to be interrupted by freshets. Doe
run is a diminutive, but remarkably fine mill stream. It has a great fall, fluctuates but little in its volume of water,
has the advantage of being near the Ohio river, and its power might be sufficient, if the whole fall could be em-
ployed at one point. But there is no convenient site below the village of Little Fork, and not sufficient fall above
or near to it; nor could the water be taken further down than that place without tunnelling, or resorting to aque-
ducts to convey it round the clifis immediately bordering the stream. The falls of Sinking creek, nine or ten feet,
were not examined; they are near its mouth, and subject to interruption from the back water of the Ohio.

Big Blue river, in Indiana,

Empties into the Ohio about forty miles below Louisville, a mile and a half above the town of Leavenworth,
and has an excellent harbor at its mouth,

Two sites were examined on this stream, but neither of them was found to possess sufficient power. The
upper site affords the greatest; it has 13.32 feet fall at low water; the highest rise of any freshet is stated to be six-
teen feet. The lower site has only seven and a half feet fall. '

The mills of Mr. Leavenworth afford a tolerable measure of the quantity of water which the river furnishes at
its extreme low stage. They are twelve miles above the upper site. The proprietor states that, during two or
three months in 1821, the supply of water at that point was not sufficient to enable one pair of four foot stones to
perform their usuval grinding. The head and fall employed at the wheels was not recollected, but the dam is nine
and a half feet high. Now, taking the head only at eight feet, and applied on an undershot wheel, the quantity of
water could not exceed eighteen cubic feet per second. Between these mills and the upper site, the river receives
an accession nearly (or quite) equal to its whole volume, from the Big Fish spring. Hence, the whole volume sup-
plied by the river at the upper site was probably less than thirty-six cubic feet per second. A dam fifteen feet
high at this site would increase the fall to twenty-eight and one-third feet at low water; and, supposing all that
portion of it which would not be liable to interruption by the highest rise of the river, viz: twelve and one-third
feet, to be employed with overshot wheels, and the remaining part of the fall to be applied on reaction wheels, viz:
sixteen feet during a low stage of water, and an equivalent power at all other times, (which is practicable,) then the
whole virtual head employed on the wheels would be nineteen feet nearly, (omitting to make any allowance for the
descents of the canal, races, &c., or to free the wheels,) and the whole quantity of water requisite for an armory
would be fifty-four cubic feet per second, nearly; leaving a deficiency of eighteen cubic feet per second, equal to
one-half the volume of the stream, with a virtual head of nineteen feet, to be remedied by increasing the height of
the dam, which would not only be objectionable on account of the hazard and expense, but nearly impracticable,
from the circumstances of the ground.

, Licking river, in Kentucky,

Empties into the Ohio opposite Cincinnati; and possesses, in a high degree, many of the characteristic features
and habits of the Western rivers. It is long, passes through a narrow valley, and is subject to great extremes in its
stages of elevation and depression. During several months it is navigable as high as Falmouth, where it forks,
forty or fifty miles from the Ohio; and in the spring of the year boats descend from a much greater distance. Near
its mouth are several ripples at low water; the most considerable are Three Mile and Six Mile ripples, so called from
their respective distances from the Ohio river. Qur attention was drawn to these ripples by the favorable represen-
tations made to us of the water power they were said to afford. But, judging from their appearance, in connexion
with the reputed character of the river, and the probability of frequent interruptions by the back water of the Ohio,
we were impressed with the belief that an adequate power could not be obtained at either of those places. The
obvious advantages, however, of a position in the immediate neighborhood of Cincinnati, and also the circumstance
that many of the most respectable inhabitants of that part of the country entertained opinions decidedly different from
those we had been ablé to form on a cursory examination, induced us to direct such levellings and surveys as might
satisfy us of the propriety of going into a more minnte investigation of those sites, or show the inutility of paying
any further attention to them. The following abstract of the levellings, it is believed, will render any additional
remarks concerning those sites altogether unnecessary. 1Itis proper to state, bowever, that the bed of the Licking
is limestone, and could hardly be more favorable to the security of any dam it might be deemed necessary or advi-
sable to erect on it.

The river was meandered from its mouth, and levels taken for several miles above the ripples in question; and
it appears that at Three Mile ripple the whole descent in two miles and three-quarters is five feet four inches:
the foot of the ripple is three feet above low water mark of the Ohio. The descent at Six Mile ripple is nine feet
five and a half inches, and occurs in the distance of sixty-seven chains: the foot of this ripple is eight feet four
inches above the low water of the Ohio. From the head of Six Mile ripple to the head of Deadman’s ripple is four

" miles; and the descent in that distance is nine feet seven and a half inches: the foet of this ripple, therefore, is seven-
teen feet nine and a haif inches above the level of low water in the Ohio. So that the entire fall in eleven miles,
including all these sites, from the head of Deadman’s ripple to the Ohio river, and during a stage of low water in
both rivers is twenty-seven feet five inches.

The highest rise of the Ohio at the mouth of Licking, that has been correctly ascertained, is forty-seven feet.

The highest rise of the Licking at these points, independent of any rise in the Ohio, is not known. Twelve
miles higher up it was measured, and found to be thirty feet.

Levels were taken at a fourth site, on the left bank of the river, twenty-four miles above its junction with the
Ohio. The whole fall is fourteen feet five and a half inches in three miles thirteen chains, beginning at the mouth
of Cruizer’s creek, and terminating near Bowman’s creek. The highest rise of the river at this place is not known.
A water mark near the mouth of Cruizer’s creek was found to be thirty feet above low water; and, from this circum-
stance, it is inferred that the greatest rise below the rapids cannot be much less than forty feet, and may exceed
that height.

The greatest elevation of the Ohio river at the mouth of Licking is within one foot of the level of Cruizer’s
creek, and more than thirteen feet above low water at the foot of the rapids.

The ground between the two creeks, near their junction with the Licking, is high river bottom and nearly level;
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the average elevation of its surface above low water at Cruizer’ s creek exceeds thirty-one feet. The course of the
canal would pass 8,261 yards through this bottom to the nearest part of the valley of Bowman’s creek, where the
water might be applied with most safety to the works, and with equal, if not greater, economy than on Llckmg river.

We did not examine this s1te, the foregoing facts, exhibited in the returns of the surveyor, rendered our mspec—
tion of it unnecessary. Its position offers no compensating advantages for the excessive expense that would evi-
dently attend the occupation of it for an armory.

To aid in forming an idea of the probable cost, an estimate has been made on the hypothesis that the dam is to be
built fifteen feet high, and the works to be placed on the banks of Bowman’s creek, at the point nearest to the head
of the falls, where eight feet may be employed on reaction wheels. Thisis doue, however, for the sake of greater
accuracy in the calculatlons, as the surveys and levellings furnish sufficiest data for an estimate at that point only;
for, if a head of eight feet, with reaction wheels, would suffice at low water, it might be unnecessary to take the
canal across the river bottom, and the works might be established to greater advantage (as regards the e\pense)
immediately on the banks of Licking, and nearer o the dam. But we have no correct information concerning the
quantity of water in the river during its lowest stage, and such as could be procured does not warrant the supposi-
tion that the minimum quantity would be 258 cubic feet per second, which is the quantity required for a head of
eight feet on reaction wheels. The works, therefore, would not be placed either at the point we have assumed, nor
on the Licking river, but near the mouth of Bowman’s creek, where a fall of sixteen or iwenty feet may be employed
The height of the dam, however, would not be affected by changmg the location of the works, and could not be
lessened without augmenting the excavations to a degree that would increase the aggregate expense.

Estimate of the expense of locating the armory on Bowmenw’s creek, 8,261 yards from the dam on Licking river,
near the mouth of Cruizer’s “ereek.

Excavations of earth for forebays, races, and wall, in line of shops and foundations, 15578.88 cubic )

yards, from 4 to 8% feet deep, - - - - - - - $1,620 44
Fm canal.
487059 cubic yards, 28 feet deep, at 28 cents per cubic yard - - - - 136,376 52
12405 cubic yards, 11 feet deep, at 15 cents, - - - - 1,860 87
For masonry.
Walls for forebays, races, and wall next the creek 11596.29 perches, at $2 per perch, - < 23,192 58
For arches, 189.59 perches, at $4 per perch, - - 758 36
Canal wall at the shops, 3709.23 perches, at $2 per perch - - - - 7418 46
Head-gate of canal, near the dam, — feet high, including its wall and fixtures, - - 965 00
Two bridges over the canal, at 8100 each, - - - - - - 200 00
Four bridges over the forebays, at $25 cach, - - - - - 100 00
Dam 15 feet high, 530 feet long, stones of large dimensions, hammer dressed, and covered, - 30,367 32
Sixty-one buildings, including quarters for officers and workmen, workshops, with fixtures for the
machinery, &ec. - - - - - - - - 137,556 10
Machinery, tools, patterns, &c. -~ - - - - - - 14,522 00
Miscellaneous articles, - - - . - - - - 1,549 00
Whole cost of labor, materials, machinery, tools, &c. 356,486 65
Add for contingencies 10 per cent. - - - - - 35,648 66
For 640 acres of land, and water right, at $10 per acre, - - - - 6,400 00

, \ . Aggregate, $398,535 31

By taking the canal half a mile further towards the mouth of Bowman’s creek, sixteen feet fall might be
employed on the wheels, which would have the effect to diminish the excavations of the canal, notwithstanding the
increase of its length. But the quantity of masonry would be augmented more than one-half, in consequence of
increasing their height by the difference of the fall, (eight feet,) supposing the existence of no other cause for
enlarging their dimensions.

Whatever difference might be produced, therefore, in the distribution of the expense, by placing the works
nearer to the mouth of Bowman’s creek, and employing a greater head of water on the wheels, the whole amount
could not fall any thing short of the above estimate. Further, by examining the calculations, it will be seen that
the dimensions of the canal are, in fact, taken at less than what would be admissible in practice. Its width at
bottom is only equal to half the least depth of water which it holds, and no allowance is made for obstructions.
It is also to be remarked, that the prices of labor and materials, in the preceding estimate, are according to the
Cincinnati rates; that the Licking is not navigable half the year; and that the distance by land from the Ohio is
twenty-five miles. The maps marked T, and numbered from 1 to 6,* exhibit these several sites, with profiles of
the ground through which the canals would be taken. No.1isa general map, embracing and connecting the
whole. No. 6 contains the profiles of the ground along the route of the canal, between Cruizer’s and Bowman’s
creeks, with sections of the canal.

Great Kenawha, Virginia.

The falls are ninety-four miles above its confluence with the Ohxo, thirty-five miles, by water, above the town
of Charleston; and a mile and a half below the mouth of Gauley river, which empties into the Kenawha on its right,
and from the northeast. The whole descent at the falls is near twenty-one feet at low water. The great body of
the river is precipitated over the rocks about fifteen feet at a single pitch, and portions of it eighteen or twenty
feet, in several places. The river is confined, at this point, between a high mountain on its left, and a range of
Jiffs on the opposite side. A small tnangular-shaped piece of bottom land, containing about twenty-five or

0 * Maps omitted; their publication not being considered necessary.
101 a
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thirty acres, at Montgomery’s ferry, on the left bank of the river, furnishes the only spot adapted to the erection
of buildings for several miles below the falls. It is intersected near the middle by a rivulet from the mountain
immediately in the rear; and a portion of it is liable to inundation. Between the falls and the upper end of this
tract a point of the mountain is interposed, presenting a high and continued mass of .rock for several hundred feet
fronting the river, and projecting many yards beyond its base, which has been worn away by the constant action
of the current. It would be most advisable to tunnel through this part of the mountain; perbaps it would also be
the cheapest plan. In no other way, however, could the requisite quantity of water-be safely conveyed to the
site below. On the right bank of the river, and for several miles above and below the falls, there is an almost
total deficiency of ground for sites. A dam eight feet high on the Gauley, three-quarters of a mile above its
mouth, would raise the water of that river near twenty-three fect above the level of the Kenawha, at the head of
the falls:. but in the whole distance between the two points, (two and a quarter miles,) there are not thirty acres
of ground that could be occupied. ’

The nearest site sufficiently extensive for an armory is four or five miles below the falls, on the right bank of
the river; and the only means of conveying the water to it, which the nature of the intermediate ground will admit,
are of the most expensive and insecure kind.

The cliffs-which border on the river for several hundred yards below the falls barely afford room enough at
their base for the passage of a common wagon road, and leave no other alternative but that of cutting a tunnel
through the rock the whole distance, or resorting to the unsafe expedient of a high river-wall to confine the water.
Other difficulties are then to be encountered. The canal would pass a considerable distance through narrow ground,
along the margin of the river, composed, for the most part, of a loose aggregation of soil and rocks that have been
detached from the hills and clifis above, and therefore might require to be puddled, (sometimes to be walled, on
the side next the river,) besides several expensive culverts and embankments on the subsequent part of the route.

The vast power at these falls could hardly be more unfavorably circumstanced for the purposes of a national
armory, aud it is scarcely Jess objectionable on the score of its position than of its localities. The bottoms of the
Kenawha, that are uncommonly fine and extensive near its mouth, diminish in ascending the river; and five miles
from the falls they nearly cease, as before stated. For thirty miles below, the whole country, it is believed, does
not at this time furnish subsistence for the population. -

The inhabitants of Charleston, and those dependant on the numerous salt-works above that place, draw a
large portion of their supplies from the lower country, and even from the Ohio river. Provisions are therefore high,
and will probably remain so. ’ . .

The navigation of the Kenawha has been greatly improved by the board of public works of Virginia, and may
be considered as constant between Charleston and the Ohio river. It is attended, however, with some inconve-
nience on account of the descent, which is forty-five feet in about fifty-eight miles; and from the falls to Charleston
it is still greater: the distance is thirty-six miles by the course of the river, and the descent sixty-one feet, which
must always render the ascending navigation tedious and expensive. :

The-head waters of the Kenawha pass through several counties of fine land; but below the junction of Green-
briar and New rivers the country affords no resources whatever for an establishment at the falls. The late civil
engineer of Virginia, in his report to the board of public works in 1820, states, that in thirty-five miles next above
Bowyer’s ferry * ten acres of good land in a body rarely occurs;” and from Man’s creek, a quarter of a mile below
Bowyer’s ferry, to the mouth of Gauley river, a distance of eighteen miles, that * not a trace of human industry
or art is any where to be seen, except a part of a small field which approaches the river, at the mouth of Mill creek.
Indeed, for alarge portion of that distance, a spot of earth of sufficient dimensions for the groundplan ef a mod-
erate sized dwelling-house is rarely to be seen.” This rugged and extraordinary region, which prevails between
the upper country and the falls, also obstructs the water communication between them. From the junction of
Greenbriar asd New rivers to the falls is sixty-eight miles, and the descent in that distance is seven hundred and
twenty-three feet, which is ‘equal to, and probably greater, than the whole descent of the Ohio and Mississippi
from Pitisburg to the Balize. g ’

Itis hardly necessary to make any comments on these facts, with the solitary exception of fuel. All supplies
of consequence (perhaps even to the gun stocks) must be procured from a great distance, and a large portion of
them by way of the Ohio.

Falls of Coal river. .

The lower falls of Coal river are fourteen feet three inches high, and are five miles by water above its junction
with the Kenawha, in which distance the descent of the river is said to be fifteen feet. The ordinary rises of the
Kenawha vary from fifteen to thirty feet; its extreme rise is stated at forty feet, and is therefore near eleven feet
higher than the head of the falls. The ground is advantageously disposed.for the erection of water shops, and all
the necessary buildings of an armory; but nothing certain or satisfactory could be ascertained concerning the quan-
tity of water which the river affords in dry seasons, or the probable period that the power would be interrupted by
freshets. At the time it was examined, however, the whole volume of the stream was judged to be insufficient.

. The upper falls are about five miles above the lower, and do not exceed eight or ten feet in their whole descent.
The quantity. of water is also less; two streams discharge into the river between the upper and lower falls, and add
- about one-third to its volume.

Coal river, at its junction with the Kenawha, is twelve miles below Charleston.

The Little Miami, Paint creek, the Hockhocking, Licking creek, and Little Beaver, are among the most valu-
able mill streams in the State of-Ohio. But, on examination, we were satisfied that neither of them would afford
sufficient power during a dry season. .

The Little Sandy, in Kentucky, has a fall of eight or nine feet at low water. It is within a mile of the Ohio,
and therefore subject to serious interruptions from the back water of that river, as well as from its own freshets.

The Big Sandy has no fall of any censequence below the Tug Fork. )

Not long since there was a considerable fall on the Guyandotte, in Virginia. A broad ledge of rock, extend-
ing obliquely across the stream, from the foot of the hills on its left bank to the opposite shore, made a natural
dam eighteen or nineteen feet high, which backed the water for several miles. The fall no longer exists. A grist-
mill and a considerable part of the adjoining bottom land were carried away by a freshet. In a few hours the cur-
rent cleared itself a passage round the rock, which terminated abraptly atsome yards distance within the bank.
The river now flows in its new channel, a few yards to the right, and eighteen feet below the level of its ancient bed.

Mad river affords an abundant supply of water at all seasons, and numerous sites where it may be employed
without interruption. Iis distance, however, from useful navigation, and the deficiency of its neighborhood in some
articles of primary consequence to a manufactory of arms, are considered as forming decided objections to it.
The nearest point of the Ohio river is at Cincinnati, fifty-five miles distant by land, from whence it would be necessary
to bring iron and other supplies; and, as the country does not contain stone coal, fuel also would be comparatively
dear.
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The White Water labors under similar disadvantages, and affords no site, it is believed, below its forks at
Brookville, in Indiana, that is not liable to interruption from freshets. This stream, however, was not examined.

‘There are several rapids on the Wabash, below Vincennes, and not far from White Water river. It is said thata
fall of fifteen or twenty feet can be obtained at one of these rapids, near Mount Carmel, by means of a canal from
four to six miles in length, and at a moderate expense. As no fact or circumstance, then or since, within our
knowledge, would warrant the expectation of obtaining an uninterrupted power at that or at any other point on
the Wabash, below Vincennes; as the character and habits of that river, so far as they are known, rendered the
contrary almost certain, and, at the same time, created other objections to the occupation of any site upon its banks;
and, also, as it was well ascertained that the country in its immediate vicinage was yet inferior in those resources
of most consequence to an armory, we did not perceive a sufficient motive for giving it an examination.

Duncan’s falls, on the Muskingum, are nine miles below Zanesville. The whole descent is 8.75 feet in 2,504
yards, 5.37 feet of which occur in the first 600 yards. The ground below the fall, on the right bank of the river,
is well adapted to the use of the water power, and affords an extensive and advantageous site. 'The position for
the dam is also favorable. The bed of the river and both shores are of rock. But at the point where the
left wing of the dam would terminate, and thence for 258 yards below it, the hills crowd upon the stream, and
would require the erection of a river-wall along their base, to confine the water, and convey it to where the ground
admits of taking it within the bank. The length of the canal, supposing the works to be placed near Duncan’s run,
below the foot of the last rapid, or Deadman’s ripple, would be near 2,000, yards; the_average elevation of the
ground along its route, is —— feet above the level of low water at the head of the falls, which would therefore be
the depth of the excavation; to be diminished or increased, however, by the difference, if any, between the depth
of water in the canal and the height of the dam.

. Itis quite possible, and even probable, that no advantage would be derived from placing the works further
down than the foot of the first rapid: from thence to the foot of the last rapid the descent in the surface of the
river, when at its greatest height, or during its rise, may be too inconsiderable to add any thing to the power, or to
lessen the period of its interruption; in which case, the whole length of the canal might be reduced to 6 or 800
yards. But, according to the least favorable hypethesis, as regards the expense, the dam, river-wall, and canal,
(admitting the upper part to be made navigable for river craft,) and including a lock, would probably cost less than
the dam and canal and water rights at Zanesville. Four hundred and ninety-four acres of land, with the exclusive
privilege of the water, may be purchased for ten thousand dollars, besides two thousand dollars-for the probable
damage to Mr. Taylor’s salt-works, on the left bank of the river, above the dam.

The objections to this position arise from the liability of the power to be interrupted by high water. The whole
fall is nearly a foot less than at Zanesville, and occurs in a great distance; and that part of it which would probably
be made use of is three feet less. There are considerable obstacles to the current, when the river is high, between
the head and foot of the falls at Zanesville, and none immediately below them. There is no similar or apparently
equal impediment at Duncan’s falls; and the river contracts in its width below the first rapid, without enlarging pro-
portionately below the last. Hence, it might happen that the power would frequently cease at Duncan’s falls, with
a dam eight feet high, while the efficient head of water on the wheels would seldom, if ever, be reduced to its
minimum at Zanesville, with a dam only seven feet. Again: the descent from Slagoe’s run to the head of Duncan’s
falls is five feet, at low water. A dam eight feet high at the latter place would interfere with the lower water
privileges at Zanesville, render the mills at Putnam entirely useless, and destroy the ford across the river at that
place. These effects might be attended with other difficulties, besides adding to the cost of the site at Duncan’s
falls, by the purchase of the water rights and other property that might be aflected at Zanesville and Putnam.

Cheat river.

The greatest fall which can be obtained on this river, within convenient distance of navigation, does not afford
a sufficient power at all seasons.

. The site of Jackson’s mills and iron-works is eight or nine miles from the mouth of the river. The greater
portion of these extensive works were stopped during several weeks of the last year, (1828,) for want of water.
A grist-mill with two pairs of four foot stones, and a carding machine, alone continued in constant operation. The
head of water employed on the wheels is eight feet.

Youghiogeny river, below the Ohiopile falls.

Several sites were examined hetween Connellsville and the mouth of this river, including that at the Maria
forge, immediately above the town. There is no certainty that the requisite supply of water for an armory could
be obtained at any of these points without damming the river to an inconvenient and dangerous height.

The site at the Maria forge has much the greatest power; the whole fall is sixteen feet at low water. Buta
part of this fall, it is believed, could not be advantageously employed, and the localities of the site are objectionable
on many accounts. At Oliphant’s works, six miles below Connellsville, the forge was stopped for two months in
1822; and the supply of water, during that time, was only sufficient to operate two pairs ot mill-stones and a saw-
mill. The dam was tight, and head of water on the wheels six and seven feet, respectively. These works, there-
fore, afford a tolerable measure of the quantity of water in the river at that time.

Falls of Tygert Valley fork.

Those falls are six miles above the junction of the Tygert Valley fork with the Monongahela, and one hun-
dred miles from Pitisburg. They are estimated to be thirty feet high, and consist of two perpendicular pitches of
near fifteen feet each, and about one hundred feet apart. From the foot of the lower fall there is a continued rapid
for about a mile, in which distance the descent is supposed to exceed twenty feet; making, altogether, fifty or sixty feet
fall. The highest vise of the river at the head of the falls is stated to be sixteen feet. The rise below is unknown;
but, according to the best information that could be procured, it-appears that breast and undershot wheels cannot be
employed without interruption from high water. It was also ascertained that the power of the stream, when at its
owest stage, was not more than sufficient to operate four pairs of four foot mill-stones, with'a head and fall of
twelve feet; and, consequently, the whole fall of thirty feet, employed with reaction wheels, would not afford an
adequate power for the armory. The ground is likewise deficient in extent. At no point within a mile and a half
below the first fall could the workshops be placed contiguous to each other. In the greater part of this distance
the shores of the river consist either of huge masses of detached rock or high precipices; and for eight hundred or
one thousand yards tunnelling and high side walls are the only practicable means that can be employed to convey
the water to where it may be taken into a canal; and, after all, suitable ground cannot be obtained for an establish-
ment so extensive as an armory at any point within two miles of the falls.

.
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18th Coneress.] No. 264. - [2d Sessron.

SURVEY OF THE WORKS AT FORT DELAWARE, AND PROCEEDINGS OF A COURT-
MARTIAL ON MAJOR BABCOCK.

COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, JANUARY 19, 1825.

Sir: DeparTyENT oF War, January 19, 1825.

Pursuant to a resolution of the House of Representatives, instructing the Secretary of War to communicate
to the House * copies of all-such letters on file in the Department, or any part thereof, from Major S. Babeock,
requesting inspections of the works carried on at the Pea Patch, in the Delaware river, or communicating the state
and condition of such works; and, also, the proceedings of a court-martial ordered upon the said Major S. Babcock
during the last year; together with the testimony taken by the said court, and the judgment by it pronounced in the
case,” T have the honor to transmit, herewith, a report of the chief engineer, which furnishes the information
required. -

"1 have the honor to be, your obedient servant, .
J. C. CALHOUN.

Hon. Henry Cray, Speaker of the House of Representatives.

Sir: "EnciNeEr DeparTMENT, WASHINGTON, January 18, 1825.

In obediente to your instructions, I have the honor to present, herewith, to you ““copies of all such letters
on file in the Department, or any part thereof, from Major 8. Babcock, requesting inspections of the works carried
on at the Pea Patch, in the Delaware river, or communicating the state and condition of such works; and, also,
the proceedings of a court-martial ordered upon the said Major S. Babcock during the last year; together with the
testimony taken by the said court, and the judgment by it pronounced in the case,” in conformity with the resolution
of the House of Representatives of the 4th of January, 1825. ‘

As the general court-martial was ordered in consequence of the unfavorable report made by the board of
engineers, in May last, as to the’ condition of the works én the Pea Patch, after duly inspecting them, and in
consequence of the opinion of a court of inquiry, confirming the report of the board of engineers, (which court of
inquiry was assembled in May last at the Pea Patch, with directions to inquire into the state of the works at that
place, and to ascertain in what particulars Major Babcock had deviated from the plaus furnished him for his guidance
in the construction of Fort Delaware, and whether the said works had been executed with due precision, solidity,
and skill,) the report of the inspection made by the board of engineers, and the proceedings of the court of inquiry,
being, in a degree, connected with the proceedings of the general court-mértial held on Major Babcock, copies
of them are presented, herewith, as necessary to a proper understanding of the case.

It may be proper to add, that, since the decision of the court-martial, the board of engineers have been directed to
repair to the Pea Patch, and make careful examinations and estimates of the sums necessary to correct the errors
committed by Major Babcock, and to report. whether the work, with these corrections, and such additions -as
were necessary to complete it, would answer the object for which the fort was originally designed. The board
have fulfilled this duty, and have reported that the sum of $11,715 55 will be sufficient to correct the errors
referred to, and which, with the additional sum of §59,968 95, making $71,679 50, will complete the work
according to the original plan, and make such additions as will be necessary to render it permanent and effective.

It may be proper to add, that the estimates on which Fort Delaware was built amount to $379,608 90; and
that the expenditures, in addition to those which have been found necessary in the progress of the work, and not
comprehended in those estimates, together with the estimates for the work now recommended for its entire comple-
tion, amount to $101,810 73; and that thére has been expended on the work $398,024 58, according to the
monthly reports of the superintending engineers, which added to the estimate of the sum necessary for its comple-
tion, comprehending the correction of errors of construction by Major Babcock, will make §469,704 08, which the
work will cost when completed, and exceeding the estimates on which the work was built, together with the
estimate of the items omitted in the original estimate, viz: $59,968 95, and $30,131 23.

The board also state, that, although they urge the above expenditure under a conviction of its necessity, they
are happy to have it in their power to say that the objects thereof being accomplished, the fort may be considered
as fully answering the purpose for which it was projected; and that, although many faults of construction are now
visible, many of these may be remedied by skill, and none will finally remain which can be considered as at all
injuring its efficiency. .

The chief engineer thinks it also proper to explain,.in this place, the ground on which he made the report that
the sum appropriated by Congress in 1823 would be sufficient to complete Fort Delaware. Major Babcock,
the superintending engineer, had been directed to report the sum which would be necessary for the completion of
the work, founded on a detailed statement of the part of the work remaining to be done. In his report he estimated
that the sum necessary for the completion was $58,000, which was recommended to Congress for that purpose, and
was appropriated accordingly. In the fall of that year the chief engineer visited the fort, and was assured by
Major Babcock that the sum appropriated was not only amply sufficient for its completion, but that a surplus
of several thousand dollars would remain; and, relying on the full assurance of this representation, the report was
made by the chief engineer that the work would be completed in the course of the year, and that the sum appropri-
ated would be ample; which, however, turned out otherwise. The erroneous estimates of Major Babcock, and
the misstatement on this point, constituted one of the charges against him when tried by the court-martial.

The chief engineer cannot but remark, that Fort Delaware is the only work which has proved defective on
the final examination, either as it regards workmanship or the conformity to the plan. The other works have
been pronounced, on the final inspection of the board, to have been executed in a superior manner; and he has the
fullest assurance that, under the present organization and system of inspection, an instance similar to that of Fort
Delaware will not again occur; ‘but that, on the contrary, there is every reason fo believe that the works now
building will be so constructed as fully to effect their objects, and to do credit to the officers under whose
superintendence they may be constructed. :

Respectfully submitted.
ALEX. MACOMB, Major General, Chief Engincer.

To the Hon. Joun C. Caruoun, Secretary of War. :
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Sir: WasnineTon, Hay 14, 1824,

On the 10th instant the board of engineers visited Fort Delaware, on the Pea Patch, in obedience to your
orders of the 30th April; and they have now the honor to submit the following report as to the present state of that
work, and the manner in which it has been constructed. The board will refer to the points on which, in your let-
ter of yesterday, you required information, in the order in which they are stated in that letter.

The first point is, * whether or not that work has been built in conformity to the plan, and with proper solidity,
precision, and symmetry; and, if not, in what respects these conditions have not been fulfilled.” Asthe board were
not particularly informed as to the nature of the inspection desired by the Engineer Department, and as they were
required to hasten to this city, their examination was not so minute as to enable them to go into details as to devi-
ations from the plan, or to refer to particular instances of want of solidity, precision, or symmetry. They, however,
are under the painful necessity of reporting, first, that they did observe some deviations from the plans as to details,
but they were not of great importance; secondly, that the evidences of the foundations of the fort being imper-
fectly secured are visible in many places, the piles not having been driven home, or to the complete resistance of
the ram; thirdly, that some of the walls are out of line, and some of the piers out of plumb; and, fourthly, that the
masonry, in general, is rough and uosightly.

As to the second point, viz: ¢ Whether the appearance of the work would warrant the conclusion that their non-
fulfilment has been produced by neglect or incompetency, or both, ou the part of the superintending engineer, and,
if not, by what other cause they may have been produced,” the board are compelled to report, that they can in no
way account for any want of conformity to the plans, or any want of precision and symmetry observed in the work,
but by supposing want of attention on the part of the superintending officer; but they are disposed to believe that
the fault of not driving the piles sufficiently may fairly be attributed to inexperience in that description of work.

The board take gieat pleasure in stating that no essential injury has resulted from the partial subsidence of the
walls and piers; and that the superincumbent masonry having now probably completed the work which was left
incompleted by the pile-driver, no further settlement of any consequence need be apprehended. The board
observed that the mortar used appears to be very strong.

It is important to add, that the measures adopted to secure the island from abrasion seem to answer their ob-
ject perfectly.

We have the honor to be, very respectfully, your most obedient servants,
JOSEPH G. TOTTEN,
Maj. Eng. Br. It. Col. and M. B. E.
Brevet Maj. Gen. ALexanoEr Maconms, BERNARD, Brig. Gen.
Colonel, Commandant U. S. Eagineers. . .

Proceedings of a Court of Inquiry held at Fort Delaware and at New Castle, by virtue of the following order:
ENGINEER ORDER—No. 2.

EnciNger DeparRTMENT, Washington, May 22, 1824,

The board of engineers, under the orders of this department, having recently inspected Fort Delaware, and it
being stated in their report of that inspection that the work has not been executed in conformity to the plan, nor
with proper solidity, precision, or symmetry, the President of the United States has directed that a court of inquiry,
to be composed of officers of the corps of engineers, be ordered to ascertain the precise nature and extent of the
objections to the manner of executing the works at Fort Delaware which have been represented in the report of
the inspection made by the board of engineers above referred to; or of any other objections that may be discovered;
the causes by which the same may have been produced; and whether or not, among those causes, are involved
the want of skill, or of proper attention, or both, on the part of Major Babcock, the engineer who was intrusted
with the superintendence of the construction of that work; and, if want of skill and proper attention on the part of
Major Babcock be among those causes, in what instances they have occurred, and in what degree.

It is therefore hereby ordered, that a court of inquiry, to be composed of Lieutenant Colonel C. Gratiot, pres-
ident; Lieutenant Colonel J. G. Totten, and Captain J. L. Smith, members; and Lieutenant G. Blaney, recorder,
assemble at Fort Delaware, or New Castle, on the 27th instant, or as soon thereafter as practicable, to carry into
effect the foregoing directions of the President of the United States; and particularly to ascertain if the foundations
of the fort have been properly prepared; if the walls, and other parts of the work, have been built with due preci-
sion, regularity, and symmetry; and if the workmanship has been properly executed. As a preliminary step in
this investigation, it will be necessary that the court, or some member or members thereof, maks a minute and
thorough admeasurement of the works of Fort Delaware.

The court, having performed the duty required by this order, will report in detail the result thereof to this
department, together with their opinion thereon.

By order of the Secretary of War:
: ALEXANDER MACOMB, HMaj. Gen., Chief Engineer.

Forr DeLAWARE, PEA Parcu, May 27, 1824.

The court met pursuant to the above order: Present, Captain J. L. Smith, member.
The court was adjourned to Wednesday, the 2d June next, to complete the measurement of Fort Delaware,
and to give time for the absent members and the recorder to arrive; 1o meet either at Fort Delaware or New Cas-

tle, as the president may direct.
New Castie, June 2, 1824,

The court met pursuant to adjournment: Present, Lieutenant Colonel C. Gratiot, corps of engineers, presi-
dent; Brevet Lieutenant Colonel J. G. Totten and Captain J, L. Smith, members; Lieutenant George Blaney,
recorder.

The court, being duly organized, was sworn, in the presence of Major Babcock.

In consequence of the measurendent of Fort Delaware not being completed, the court was adjourned to meet
at Fort Delaware on Wednesday, the 9th June instant.

. ForT DErAWARE, June 9, 1824.

The court met pursuant to adjournment: Present, Lieutenant Colonel C. Gratiot, corps of engineers, presi-

dent; Lieutenant Colonel J. G. Totten and Captain J. L. Smith, members; Lieutenant George Blaney, recorder.
The courtadjourned to meet again to-morrow morning at nine o’clock.

'
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ForT Drrnaware, June 10, 1824.

The court met pursuant to adjournment: Present, Lieutenant Colonel C. Gratiot, corps of engineers, presi~
dent; Lieutenant Colonel J. G. Totten, and Captain J. L. Smith, members; Lieutenant George Blaney, recorder.

AvuLey PARKE, a witness, superintendent of Fort Delaware, being sworn, says as follows:

Question by the court. Have you been employed in the construction of this work? if so, in what capacity, and
for how long a period?

Answer. 1 have been employed as superintendent of Fort Delaware since March, 1818, to the present time.

Question by the court. What officers of the corps of engineers have been in the superintendence of the work
during the period you have -been at Fort Delaware; and what officers have acted as assistants during the same
period? ‘

. Answer. Captain (now Major) Babcock has been the superintendent of Fort Delaware during the whole of
the time that I have been here, with the exception of two or three months last winter, when Captain De Russey
was the superintendent. Major Babcock was absent at this time. Lieutenant Brewerton was the first assistant; Cap-
tain Dumas was also an assistant to Major Babcock for a short time in 1823.

Question by the court. Has the construction, so far as it has progressed, been directed exclusively under the
superintendence of Major Babcock; and, if not, what part thereof has been constructed under Captain De Russey?

Answer. Principally or all the mechanical work has been constructed under the superintendence of Major
Babcock. Nothing but laboring work was done under the superintendence of Captain De:Russey.

Question by the court. How often, in general, was the progress of the work inspected by Major Babcock, and
how often by his assistants? '

Answer. In general, I believe Captain (now Major) Babcock inspected the work every other day,as nearly
as I can recollect. Lieutenant Brewerton, when assistant, was in the island, I believe every day, when the
weather would permit. Captain Dumas, when assistant, was, the first part of the time, here generally every day;
the last month that Captain Dumas was an assistant to Major Babcock I am positive he was here only once; the
preceding month he was here, perhaps, four times. .

Question by the court. Where did Major Babcock and his assistants reside during the progress of the work?

Answer. At New Castle; a distance, as it is called, of about five miles.

Question by the court. By whom were the details of the masonry laid out?

Answer. I do not know. )

Question by the court. What was the condition of the work when your service at it commenced?

Answer. [Iahink the work was Jaid out, and some piles under one of the bastions were driven.

Question by the court. Who had the direction of the piling then; and did it devolve on you after you became
established as superintendent?

Answer. James Maxwell had the direction of the piling; it did not devolve on me to direct it. I called the
rolls, and saw that the men were at work. . '
_Question by the court. Did you, as superintendent, have any control over the masons’ work; and, if you did,
of what nature, and how ‘did you exercise it? -

Answer. I had no control over the masons’ work.

Question by Major Babcock. Woas the superintending engineei (Major Babcock) active and zealous in the dis-
charge of his duties?

Answer, I believe he was. :

Question by Major Babcock. Was he at the Pea Patch in all kinds of weather?

Answer. I believe he was.

Question by Major Babcock. Was it difficult to preserve the stakes after they were planted, while piling, and
why?

"Answer. It was. In passing the pile machine, the stakes which designated the .angles of the work had to be
removed. The state of the embankment was such, that the island was frequently overflowed, which, with the tim-
ber that was floating over the island, was another cause for the removal of the stakes.

Question by Major Babcock. Did you observe the superintending engincer (Major Babcock) level the work
all round with a spirit level? Y

Answer. Idid.

Question by Major Babeock. Did the superintending engineer (Major Babcock) pay particular attention to
economy and the preservation of materials? : .

Answer. I thought so.

Question hy Major Babcock. Were the workmen of all kinds paid regularly? !

Answer. They were. '

Question by Major Babcock. Was I confined to my bed by sickness, from the fore part of September until
the winter of 18237

Answer. I cannot remember the precise time, but you were confined for a long time.

Question by Major Babcock. Was it during my sickness that the visits of Captain Dumas at Fort Delaware
were so unfrequent?

Answer. Yes. T

Question by the court. When the stakes were removed to admit of the passage of the piling-machine, as stated
in the answer to a previous question, under whose direction, by whom, when, and how were they replaced?

Answer. They were replaced by Captain Babcock, on his next visit to the island, by measurement from the
centre of the work with a line. ‘

Question by Major Babcock. Had I any ofiicial duties to perform at New Castle which made it necessary to
reside there? ’

Answer. I believe you had.

Question by the court. What were those duties, and how did they make it necessary that Major Babcock
should be established at New Castle? .

Answer. Some of the duties that required Major Babcock to reside there I am not competent to judge of; but
among those that made his residence there necessary were the employment of men and the purchase of materials.

. Question hy the court. In one of your answers you say you observed Major Babcock level the work all round
with a spirit level. What was the state of the work when this was done, and how oiten, if more than once, was it
done?

Answer. Irecollect of his levelling the first tier of embrasures; I also recollect of his levelling the second tier
of embrasures; I assisted at both of those operations.

<
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ELr Garrison, a witness, being duly sworn, answers as follows, to wit:

Question by the court. Have you been employed in the construction of this work? if so, in what capacity, and
for how long a period?

Answer. I have been employed in the construction of Fort Delaware, as a wharf builder and in pile-driving,
more than three years, from the commencement of the work.

Question by the court. Do you know by whom the trace of Fort Delaware was lald out upon the ground? and,
if so, by whom, and when?

Answer. 1t was laid out by Major Babcock; but I do not recollect in what year.

Question by the court. What officer of engineers superintended the work during the period you were employed
at Fort Delaware; and what officer acted as assistant during the same period?

Answer. Major-Babcock was the superintendent: I do not recollect of any officer being there as assistant.

B Queli'tzion by the court. How often, in general, was the work of pile-driving and wharfing inspected by Major
abcoc
" Answer. To the best of my knowledge, the first year he came down here from New Castle from three to five
times a week; the other years from three to four times a week.

Question by the court. Where did Major Babcock reside durmg the progress of the pile-driving and wharfing?

Answer. I believe at New Castle.

Question by the court. Who had the personal superintendence and direction of the wharfing and pile-driving?

Answer. James Maxwell had the superintendence and direction of the pile-driving until his death; it then
devolved on me. The wharfing was directed by William Murphy and myself. -

Question by the court. Inwhat manner were the piles driven?

Answer. They were driven with a ram weighing 16 hundredweight. Its greatest fall was thirty-three feet. The
piles under the front wall were in five rows, three feet from centre to centre, lengthwise with the wall. In the
second and fourth rows a pile was driven into each interval. The piles under the piers were driven in the same
manner as those under the wall. I am more certain of a pile having been driven into the intervals under the piers
than under the wall. The piles were from eight to thirteen inches in diameter, and from twenty-five to thirty-
three feet long. When we left off dnvmg, they would go from one quarter of an inch to one inch and a half
each blow.

Question by the court. At what hcxght, with respect to low water mark, were the piles cut off to receive the
grillage; and how was the grillage formed, and how attached to the heads of the piles?

Answer. I do not remember at what height the piles were cut off. The grillage was formed by first laying a
timber lengthwise with the wall, and on each row of piles; these timbers were secured, in many instances, to the
piles, by one and a quarter or one and a half inch treenails; cross pieces were then laxd corresponding with the
transverse rows of piles: these timbers were not secured to the pieces below; the lower timbers were flattened on
two sides, and the transverse ones on one side; the spaces between the timbers were filled with mud.

Question by the court. By whom were the details of the masonry laid out?

Answer. By Major Babcock.

Question by Major Babcock. What was done with the heads of the piles that were cut off?

Aunswer, They were put into the mud between the timbers which formed the grillage. ’

Question by Major Babcock. Was the superintending engineer (Major Babcock) active and zealous in the dis-
charge of his duties?

Answer. I thought he was.

Question by Major Babcock. Did he lay out every part of the fort in person?

Answer. I believe he did.

Question by Major Babcock. Was he at the Pea Patch in all kinds of weather?

Answer. When I was there, he was.

Question by Major Babcock. Was a great proportion of the piling done under my own eye?

Answer. Yes. -

Question by Major Babcock. Was the fort laid out by me repeatedly and carefully.

Answer. It was repeatedly, and, to the best of my knowledge, carefully: I helped. you to measure often.

Question by Major Babcock. Was it difficult to preserve the stakes that designated the angles of the work
after they were planted, while piling; and why?

Answer. It was very difficult. They had to be taken up to move the pile machine. In drawing the piles to
the work, the stakes were frequently misplaced.

Questlon by Major Babcock. Did you observe the superintending engineer (Major Babcock) level the work
all round with a spirit level?

Answer, Yes, frequently.

Question by Major Babcock. Did the superintending engineer (Major Babcock) pay particular attention to
economy and the preservation of materials?

Answer. I thought he did, as much so as any public officer I ever knew.

Question by Ma)or Babcock. Were the workmen of all kinds paid regularly?

Answer. They were, as far as I know.

Question by the court. When the stakes were removed to admit of the passage of the piling-machine, under
whose direction, by whom, when, and how were they replaced?

Answer. They were replaced by Major Babcock, as soon as possible, by a resurvey.

WiLriam Morpry, a witness, being duly sworn, answers as follows:

Question by the court. Have you been employed in the construction of this work? if so, in what capacity, and
for how long a period?

Answer. I was employed at Fort Delaware, in laying the grillage, about two months. ,

Question by the court.” At what height, with respect to low water mark, were the piles cut off to receive the
grillage; and how was the grillage formed, and how attached to the heads of the piles?

Answer. The piles were cut off on a level with low water mark. The second and fourth rows of piles under
the front wall had an additional pile between each of the piles corresponding with those in the other rows. Those
under the piers were placed, I think, in the same manner. A timber was laid lengthwise on each of the rows of
piles, and, in some instances, these timbers were fastened to the piles with treenails. Across these longitadinal tim-
bers, transverse ones were laid over the cross rows of piles; some of these were fastened to the lower timbers by
treenails, at the commencement of the work; but this practice was afterwards abandoned, as it was thought to be
useless. The lower timbers were flattened on two sides, and the upper ones on the lower side. The spaces be-
tween the lower timbers were filled with the heads which were cut from the piles; these were laid parallel with the
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timbers, as were the heads of the piles which were cut off, and placed between the upper timbers. Where we could
not get the whole head of the pile into the spaces between the timbers, they were split and wedged in, and then
the vacant space was filled in with mad.

Question by Major Babcock. Was the superintending engineer (Major Babcock) active and zealous in the dis-
charge of his duties?

Answer. I thought he was very much so.

Question by Major Babcock. Did he lay out every part of the fort in person?

Answer. 1 believe he did, for T know of no other person who could do it.

Question by Major Babcock. Was he at the Pea Patch in all kinds of weather?

Answer. He was, unless it stormed too hard for any body to turn out.

Question by Major Babcock. Was a great proportion of piling done under my own eye?

Answer. I believe it was. ‘

Question by Major Babcock. Was the fort laid out by me repeatedly and carefully?

Answer. It was. -

dQuestion by Major Babcock. Was it difficult to preserve the stakes after they were planted, while piling;

and why? .

Answer. I cannot say positively.

Question by Major Babcock. Did you observe the superintending engineer (Major Babcock) level the work
all round with a spirit level?

Answer. Yes. -

Question by Major Babcock. Were the workmen of all kinds paid regularly?

Answer. Yes.

Bensamin Kuing, a witness, being duly sworn, answers as follows:

Question by the court. Have you been employed in the construction of this work; if so, in what capacity, and
for how long a period?

Answer. I have been employed at Fort Delaware, as a mason, from May, 1819, to the present date, whenever
there was any masonry to be done.

Question by the court. Has the construction, so far as it has progressed, been directed exclusively under the

- superintendence of Major Babcock; and, if not, which part thereof has been constructed under Captain De Russey?

Answer. All the masonry has been done under the direction of Major Babcock. :

Question by the court. 'What were the instructions under which you commenced and carried on the masonry
of the foundations? Was your work laid out by Major Bahcock, or any other officer of engineers; and, if not, by
whom was it laid out; if by yourself, how?

Answer. The instructions which I received were, that I should strictly adhere to the plan, which was a sketch
furnished to me by Major Babcock. The angles of the work were laid out by Major Babcock, personally, The
thickness of the foundation was laid out by myself, from a plan furnished to me by Major Babcock.

Question by the court. What. were the sizes, generally, of- the stone used in the foundations; and how were
they laid, and particularly those next to the grillage?

Answer. The stone is of the ordinary size which is generally used in foundations of large walls. They were
laid flat on the grillage. Those above the first course were laid in mortar, the largest surface down. The first
course being the largest stone that was used in the foundation, the stone entered, beyond the wall above the offset,
from one foot to one foot six inches. Some of them entered two feet. The stone which was used in the founda-
tions were generally about twice the size of those used in the wall above the foundations, and it was generally of a
stronger quality than that used in the superstructure.. , "

Question by the court. As the masonry of the fort progressed, certain changes were necessary in the dimen-
sions, and certain small parts 'were to be laid out, such as embrasures, tongue-holes, recesses, offsets, stairs, &c.;
now, who personally laid out, directed, and inspected these changes and details?

Answer. Those which were not laid out by Major Babcock were laid out by myself, under his direction and
superintendence, with the exception of a part of the embrasures and tongue-holes in the third tier, which were

.laid out by Lieutenant Brewerton, in face No. 5 of the plan.

Question by the court. How, and by whom, was the measurement made for payment to the mason; and how
were the limits of a preceding measurement ascertained?

Answer. The measurements were make by Major Babcock and myself until Lieutenant Brewerton came on;
then the measurements were made by him and myself. The limits of a preceding measurement were generally
ascertained by reference to some general level of the work, such as tongue-holes, soles of embrasures, cordons, &c.,
of which memorandums were kept.

Question by the court. How often, in general, was the progress of the work inspected by Major Babcock; and
how often by his assistants?

Answer. The work was inspected almost daily by Major Babcock, particularly the first two seasons; and from
three to five times a week the remainder of the time. Lieutenant Brewerton was here from three to five times a
week, while he was an assistant to Major Babcock. Captain Dumas, while an assistant, was here two or three
times a week, except at one period, when he was not here more than once or twice in two or three weeks; and this
was at the time that Major Babcock was sick. .

Question by the court. How are the deviations from the line, from the plumb, and from the level, observable
in many parts of the fort, to be accounted for?

Answer. I think solely by the inequality of weight on the foundation. I did not observe any deviation in the
line or plumb until the wall was raised some distance above the first tier of embrasures.

Question by the court. How do you account for the differences of thickness and of height observed in the
parapet wall?

Answer. I'think the differences in the thickness were caused by the difficulty of keeping a line stretched in
windy weather. The differences in the height, I think, are caused by measuring from former levels, which had been
deranged by the settling of the work more than I was aware of. These levels, including the coping, were generally
established by myself. The first levels were established by Major Babcock.

Question by the court. How,and by whom, were the stones for the wall inspected and received; and how was
it with bricks and lime? ’ .

Answer, The stones were generally received by Mr. Park, and measured by myself in the pile. At other
times the vessels were measured, and the quantity receipted for by Mr. Park. The bricks, I believe, were always
counted and receipted for by Mr. Park. The lime was also received by Mr. Park.

Question by Major Babcock. Was I in the habit of inspecting all the materials that arrived?
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Answer. Yes. .

Question by Major Babcock. How many general levels were made by me of the work?

Anstver. I recollect that there were three, and they were made with a spirit level.

Question by Major Babcock. At what time did Lieutenant Brewerton join me as an assistant; and what was
the progress of the work at the time he did join?

Answer. It was after many of the great arches were turned. .

Question by Major Babcock. What has been the general quality of the materials used in the construction of
the work?

Answer. The quality of the materials is good, particularly the lime and sand.

The court was adjourned to meet again to-morrow morning at nine o’clock.

ForT DenAwARE, June 11, 1824,

The court met, pursuant to adjournment: Present, Lieutenant Colonel C. Gratiot, corps of engineers, pre-
sident; Lieutenant Colonel J. G. Totten and Captain John L. Smith, members; Lieutenant George Blaney,
recorder.

Perer Kring, a witness, being duly sworn, says as follows:

Question by the court. Have you been employed in the construction of this work; if so, in what capacity, and
for how long a period?

Answer. I have been employed in the construction of Fort Delaware, as a contractor for the masonry, from
the commencement of the masons’ work until the present time.

Question by the court. What were the instructions under which you commenced and carried on the masonry
of the foundations? Was your work laid out by Major Babcock, or any other officer of engineers; and, if not, by
whom was it laid out? if by yourself, how? )

Answer. I was required to superintend the masons’ work, the work was laid out by Major Babcock and by
Benjamin Kline.

Question by the court. What were the sizes, generally, of the stones used in the foundations; and how were
they laid, particularly those next to the grillage?

Answer. There was a large quantity of stone collected when the work was first commenced, and from these
the largest were selected for the foundation. They were laid, according to my judgment, in the best manner. The
stones were from two and a half to three and a half feet in length. .

Question by the court. As the masonry of the fort progressed, certain changes were necessary in the dimen-
sions, and certain small parts were to be laid out, such as embrasures, tongue-holes, recesses, offsets, stairs, &c.
Now, who personally laid out, directed, and inspected these details?

Answer. Major Babcock and Benjamin Kline directed these changes.

Question by the court. How, and by whom, was the measurement made for payment to the mason; and how
were the limits of a preceding measurement ascertained? .

Answer. I do not know; Major Babcock and Benjamin Kline attended to these things.

Question by the court. How are the deviations from the line, from the plumb, and from the level, observable
in many parts of the fort, to be accounted for? . ’

Answer. I should suppose that they were caused by the inequality of weight on the foundations.

Question by the court. How do you account for the difference in thickness and in height observed in the
parapet wall? .

Apswer. I cannot tell, unless it was caused by the wind being so heavy as to prevent us from keeping our lines
stretched; the deviations from the level are occasioned by the settling of the wall.

Question by the court. How often, in general, was the progress of the work inspected by Major Babcock, and
how often by his assistants? ;

Answer. Major Babcock inspected the work, during its progress, from four to six times a week; and Captain
Dumas, in the beginning, was here two or three times a week; but, during the illness of Major Babcock, he was
not here more than once or twice in a month; Lieutenant Brewerton was here very often.

Question by the court. You say that Major Babcock inspected the work, at short intervals of time; will you
tell the court, if you'can, whether it was the major’s practice, at his visits, to examine minutely every part of the
work which was going on, and whether he ever caused any that was badly or incorrectly laid to be taken down
and altered?

Answer. It was his practice to inspect the work minutely, and whenever he discovered any that was badly
done he caused it to be taken down. .

Question by Major Babcodk. What was the quality of the materials used in the construction of the work?

Answer. Very good, particularly the lime and sand. '

Question by Major Babcock. Was I in the habit of inspecting all the materials that were received?

Answer. Yes.

Question by the court. Was the stone of the best quality that could have been obtained? N

Answer. Yes.

Captain D Russky, of the corps of engineers, a witness, being duly sworn:

Question by the court. Have you at any period had the superintendency of this work? if so, state to the court
when, and for what length of time. ’

Answer. I was instructed to relieve Major Babcock, in October last, in consequence of his sickness. I
arrived here, I believe, on the 5th of November last, and took the command on the 8th, and continued in the
command until the 15th or 16th of December. - .

Question by the court. While you were in the superintendence of this work, did you observe any want of
conformity to the plans in the part then executed; any want of proper solidity, precision, or symmetry; any want
of proper execution in the workmanship, or any important defects in the system of accountability or superintend-
ence by overseers! If so, please to state what you know to the court. i

Answer. The first part of the question, relating to the work being consiructed in conformity with the plan,
I cannot answer, as I had no plan of the work, until within a day or two before I left here, when I received a ground-
plan from Captain Dumas, which was a copy, as I believed, from the original. In regard to proper solidity in
the construction of the work, I discovered that it had settled and cracked considerably. In regard to precision
and symmetry in the construction, I discovered many instances where they had not been adhered to, such as the
want of level and straightness of the faces. “In regard to the execation of the work, it appeared to me to be bad,
as the stone masonry appeared to be laid in indifferent mortar, and large joints. Many of the stones were set with
their faces or beds vertically. It appeared to me that proper care was not taken to put large stones at the angles. _

102 a ‘
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The brick masonry of the arches over the embrasures, those springing from the piers dividing the embrasures,
were made with joints larger than ought to have been permitted. The wood-work at that time put up was
generally composed of indifferent materjals, and the workmanship was bad. The present platform was a part of
the wood-work referred to above, as were also the uprights or joists which were to support the roof. As relates
to the accountability, I know nothing; and in regard to the superintendence by overseers, I did not discover any want
of zeal or defect in the one who was here at that time.

Question by the court. Are the uprights for the support of the roof, of which you have spoken, standing in
the present roof?

Answer. Those put up in the interior wall have, it appears, all been taken down and removed; those on the
faces of the work still remain; but they have been altered, by being sawed off, and by having an additional piece put
against them to strengthen them.

Question by the court. You speak of the walls being, in some cases, out of line and out of level. Did you
observe any instances of deviation from the plumb, in the walls or piers; and, if so, were there many instances
of such deviations; and were these, in any instances, considerable? How do you account for them?

Answer. The deviation from plumb was evident, by taking the range of the faces. In some places it was
considerable. T account for these deviations, first, from the foundation giving way; and, secondly, from the want

" of due attention in the workmanship of the masonry.

Question by the court. Were the uprights which you say were placed on the interior of the wall for the
support of the roof, and which were afterwards removed, adequate, in your opinion, to the object for which they
were placed there? and if not, why? -

Answer., They were not adequate, because they were too small, and too far apart for their size. Those on
the face of the work had been pieced, which weakened them materially.

Question by the coart. You have stated your inability to answer to the question respecting accountability.
Is it to be understood therefrom that the means of ascertaining the mode adopted for procuring materials and
workmanship, and for applying them in the work, and the mode of settling for them, were not accessible to you?
If it is not, will you answer to these points? Will you also state why you were not put in possession of the plans
of Fort Delaware on the transfer of the command to you?

Answer. When I arrived at New Castle, I found Major Babcock ill, and it svas on that account I supposed
he did not turn over to me the papers relative to the accountability. I, at any rate, received none. The only
papers which I did receive from Major Babcock were the consolidated returns of the condition of the work, and
the orders from the Engineer Department requiring those returns. I applied to Major Babcock for the plans of the
work; he told me he supposed they were in possession of Captain Dumas. I inquired of Captain Dumas for thiem,
and he told me they were not in his possession. The ground-plan, which I afterwards received from Captain
Dumas, had evidently been in possession of Major Babcock. Captain Dumas denied that he had any plans, when I
made the inquiry of him respecting them.

Bensasun BarTraM, a witness, being duly sworn, answers as follows:

Question by the court. Have you been employed in the construction of this work; if so, in what capacity, and
for how long a period?

Answer. I came here on the 11th March, and I have continued as superintendent for Major Babcock, in
carpentry, until the present time.

Question by the court. What was the condition of the work when your service at it commenced?

Answer. The arches were all turned, except one over the gateway; the upper platforms were commenced
and nearly finished; there were some uprights and plates placed for the roof, which were removed, because 1
supposed them to be too light. - :

Question by the court. In measuring the upper platform and the parapet walls, to determine the dimensions
necessary for the roof timbers, did you observe any variation in the dimensions of the different parts of the fort, or
any deviations from the plumb, from the line, or from the level; and, if so, were these considerable?

Answer. There is a variation from one inch to six or seven inches in the level of the girders for the roof.
There is a little variation in the level of the platforms. These variations are not greater than is usual in large
works of this kind.

Question by the court. Who decided as to the plan of the roof?

Answer. Major Babcock.

Question by Major Babcock. What is the quality of the materials used in the platforms?

Answer. The quality of the sleepers is of the first kind. The planking is merchantable, but sufficiently good.

Question by the court. Is there any spruce in the upper platform; if so, is spruce as strong or as durable as pine?

Answer. There is spruce in the upper platform; it is as strong, but not so durable as pine.

Ltwis Forp, being duly sworn as a witness, answers as follows:

Question by the court. Have you been employed in the construction of this work; if so, in what capacity,
and for how long a period?

Answer. 1 have been employed here as a carpenter since the 11th of March last.

Question by the court. What was the condition of the work when your service at it commenced?

Answer. The upper platforms were nearly finished, excepting over the gate; there were some few posts put
p for the roof, but they have been taken down, as they were considered to be too low." '

Question by the court. In measuring the upper platform and the parapet walls, to determine the dimensions
necessary for the roof timbers, did you observe any variation in the dimensions of the different parts of the fort,
or any deviations from the plumb, from the line, or from the level; and, if so, were these considerable?

Answer. In measuring the width of the platforms, there is a variation in the length of the girders of from two
to eleven inches. I observed very slight deviations from the level of the coping.

Question by Major Babcock. What is the quality of the materials used in the platform?

Answer. There are some of the materials of a good quality, and some that are not as good.

N

Avrey Parxs was again called as a witness, and examined on his oath of yesterday.

Question by the court. How and by whom were the stones for the wall inspected and received; and how was
it with bricks and lime?

Answer. I was the receiver of the stone, brick, and lime, from the time that I commenced duty here; Major
Babcock was the inspector. I counted every brick personally; the stone was piled for perching as close as it could
~ be without breaking, and then measured; the vessels that brought the stone were marked to ascertain the number
of perches which they contained. A vessel thus marked would run perhaps a whole season; but if it were
discovered that they did not bring the quantity which they said they had, the vessel was repeatedly remeasured,
and again marked.
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Captain JonN L. Szurh, of the corps of engineers, being duly sworn as a witness, answers as follows:

Question by the court. You have been, as one of the members of this court of inquiry, under the orders
constituting the court, making a minute examination and a measurement of Fort Delaware: will you please to state
whether you have observed any want of conformity to the plans in the part executed; any want of preper solidity,
precision, or symmetry; any want of proper execution in the workmanship; any important defects in the system
of accountability and superintendence by overseers; or any evidences of want of skill, or of proper attention, or of
both, on the part of Major Babcock; and, if want of skill and proper attention, in what instance?

Answer. I understood from Ma_]or Babcock that the work had been laid out by establishing a centre, and
from that radii for the capitals of the bastions; as the ditch was full, and as it was impracticable for me to
determine the length of the fronts, I resorted to the mede pursued by Major Babcock in laying out the work, for
testing the correctness of the trace. To determine the directions of the capitals of the bastions, I placed a stake
at the centre of their respective gorges, which were of unequal lengths, and another stake at the centre of the
doors of the magazines, respectively, and assumed as the centre of the fort the point at which the convergent lines
drawn from these stakes met. In measuring these lines from the centre, so ascertained, to the doors of the maga-
zines, I found them all of different lengths, the greatest difference being seventeen inches. In ranging the faces of
the interior of the curtains, there was a deviation in all of them, as to the points they intersected on the faces of
the works ranging with them, respectively, and in one instance it amounted to several feet. Lines measured
from the angles of the flank to the opposite angles of the shoulder were of different lengths in the same front, and
in the different fronts; the differences in the same fronts did not exceed between three and four inches. There
was a difference in the batten of the slopes all round the wotk, between the different parts of the same faces, and
they generally differed from the plan. There was a difference in almost every part of the work measured, of the
height of the wall, from the base of the superstructure to the top of the first slope.

The court adjourned to meet again to-morrow morning at 9 o’clock.

Fort DELAWARE, June 12, 1824.

The court mer, pursuant to adjournment: Present, Lieutenant Colonel C. Gratiot, corps of engineers,
president; Lieutenant Colonel J. G. Totten and Captain John L. Smith, members; Lieutenant George Blaney,
recorder.

Captain SyiTH continued his evidence as follows, to wit: The dimensions of the embrasures of the lower tier
differed, generally, with respect to each other, and to those laid down in the plan. In the second and upper tiers
of embrasures the thickness of the wall only was measured, and the same difterences occurred with respect to
them. The depth of the foundations having been ascertained to be five feet, instead of seven, as laid down in
the plan with which I was furnished by Major Babcock. In the absence of the court, a communication stating this
circumstance was made to the Engineer Department, accompanied by a suggestion that it might be desirable to
the court to receive any information on the subject that might be in the possession of the department. A. copy
of this communication having been transmirted to Major Babcock, he, in a few days after, informed me that the
plans I had received from him were not those originally prepared for the work, but had been made after the
foundations had been finished, and the walls of the superstructure had been raised as high as the embrasures of the
lower tier. He further informed me that he had not then in his possession the original plan, but had a copy of
it, from which he had taken a sketch, which he produced. This sketch was transmitted to the Engineer Depart-
ment, containing a statement of the particulars just given.

There is evidently a want of proper solidity in the walls and arches of this fort. Large fissures are discovered
to have been repaired in both. The precautions adopted to prevent the extension of these injuries may possibly
have been effectual, as there is no evidence of recent enlargement of the fissures to which they relate. Whether
this is because they have been very lately repaired or not, I am not able to say; but there are many evidences of
recent injury about the embrasures. That there has been a want of precision and symmetry, and also of proper
execution of the workmanship, will have been understood from what has been already stated in relation to the con-
formity of the work to the plans. In addition thereto, the extreme roughness of the manner in which the masonry
has been executed, the apparently. total disregard of some ofthe most essential requisites of strength and symmetry
in masonry, such as laying the stones upon their beds, having headers in the facing, and joints as small as practica-
ble, may also be stated. My time was fully occupied in making the admeasurements, and collecting the data upon
which the foregoing statement has been founded. The notes of the admeasurements having been submitted to the
court, may be referred to for more minute information touching the objects to which they relate. I therefore had
not an opportunity of examining tie system of accountability and superintendence by overseers. With respect to
any evidences of want of skill, or of propeér attention, or of both, on the part of Major Babcock, I would suggest to
the court, if an opinion given by me at this stage of the investigation would not contravene the intention of that
part of the order constituting the court, which requires the court *“to report the result of their investigation, with
their opinion thereon.”

The court was cleared for the purpose of taking into consideration the suggestions of Capt. Smith relative to
giving his opinion with respect to the * skill and proper attention on the part of Major Babcock,” and decided that
he be excused from answering to those points of the question.

The court having gone through all the evidence at hand, it adjourned to the works, and was occupied in mea-
suring and inspecting until 6 o’clock, P. M., when it was adjourned to meet again on Monday next, the 14th inst., at
10 o’clock, A. M.

- ForT Deraware, June 14, 1824.

The court met, pursuant to adjournment: Present, Lieutenant Colonel C. Gratiot, corps of engineers, president;
Lieutenant Colonel J. G. Totten and Capt. J. L. Smith, members; Lieutenant George Blaney, recorder.

The court adjourned to the works, for the purpose of continuing the heasurements and inspections which were
commenced at the last session, and was engaged in these duties until 6 o’clock, P M., whenit was adjourned, to
meet at New Castle to morrow morning at 10 o’clock.

New CastLg, DELAWARE, June 15, 1824,

The court met, pursuant to adjournment: Present, Lieutenant Colonel C. Gratiot, corps of engineers, presi-
dent; Licutenant Colonel J. G. Totten and Captain J. L. Smith, members; Lieutenant George Blaney, recorder.

The court was engaged until 2 clock P. M. in examining the mmutes of the measurements made’ at Fort
Delaware, by the court, on the 12th and 14th instant.

The court was adjourned to meet again to-morrow morning at 9 o’clock.
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New CastLE, DELAWARE, June 16, 1824,

The court met, pursuant to adjournment: Present, Lieutenant Colonel C. Gratiot, corps of engineers, president;
Lientenant Colonel J. G. Totten and Captain J. L. Smith, members; Lieutenant George Blaney, recorder.

Several original plans of Fort Delaware, which were in the possession of Colonel Totten, having been received
from New York, the court proceeded to the examination of

Lieutenant Colonel Josepr G. ToTTEN, of the corps of engineers, who, being duly sworn, says as follows:

In 1815, under orders from General Swift, I made plans for the defence of the Pea Patch, of which these,
Nos. 1,2, 8,4,5,6,7,8,9™,9 %2, 10, and 11, are either originals or copies; most of them, I perceive, were
made by myself. These plans were furnished to Major Babcock, who located the work on the island according
to these plans, as I then presumed, and who would progress with the work according to these plans, as I sup-
posed, because I was informed by General Swift, then chief engineer, that they had been approved ¢ by the
department. In 1819 I visited the Pea Patch, in company with General Bernard. The fort had then progressed
to about the height of the embrasures; and I then observed that the fort was not placed upon the island in the
manner, as to the direction of the faces, as it was upon the original plan. The difference being this, that a capital
of a bastion pointed up the island, instead of a perpendicular to the exterior line, as on the original plan. I
do not recollect having noticed at that visit any other deviation from the original project. The board of
engineers, after this visit, being engaged in the study of the defences for this part of the country, took the subject
of the details of the fort on the Pea Patch into consideration. The result of their deliberations was, that the
earthen parapet, originally comtemplated, might be dispensed with; and, as the substitution of a parapet of masonry
would leave a different terre-plein over the great arches, the gallery piers might also be dispensed with. The board
also determined that it would be better to have passages of communication from casemate to casemate, through the
piers in the second tier, than to build them solid, as at first proposed. Some other alterations from the original plans
were also thought proper. As the lower tier was in part finished, it was determined that the work should be carried
on, according to the original plans, to the height of the floor of the second tier. New plans were necessary for the
work above the first tier, which are Nos. 1% 223, 3% 420 5% %2 @20 71024 and 11?4, and are those which
were furnished by the board of engineers to govern the superintending engineer in the completion of the work.

In-the year 1822, I think, the board were directed by the Engineer Department to examine Fort Delaware,
and report on the most suitable means for guarding against the injurious effects from the subsidence which had been
observed in the walls and piers; and the board recommended that buttresses should be built against the ends of the
piers most in danger from this subsidence. I think the board also recommended that the lower arches, over the
passages of communication, from casemate to casemate, should be taken down. These recommendations of the
board account for certain alterations which have been made in the plans. There are also other alterations in both
sets of these plans, which have no relation to the changes proposed by the board of engineers. In No. 3 of the first
set, the masonry commenced, according to the original plan, at the level of low water. The plan is altered so as to
make it commence at the height of the thickness of the grillage above the level of low water. Another alteration
has been made, which reduces the thickness of the masonry of the foundation of the scarp one foot. In Nos.3%?
and 11™, some of the figures, indicating the interior opening of the embrasures, have been altered from five feet to
five feet two inches; and some of those indicating the width of the throat have been altered from one foot nine
inches to one foot ten inches. In No. 11% that part of the great arch which was to have been built within the
scarp wall has been erased; and, in the same place, a timber platform for the third tier and uprights and rafters of
aroof have been added. In No. 3™, a reversed arch is drawn under the passage of communication, which was
not contemplated when the drawing was made. This deviation from the original plan was, however, sanctioned by
the board of engineers, and adopted in their drawings Nos. 6 %4, 10*, and 11*¢, With the exception of these al-
terations, both sets of the plans are now, I believe, as they were originally made.

Question by Major Babcock. Were the plans of the island, on which the work was originally located, correct?

Answer. I am induced to think they were not correct, as to the outline of the island; but the principle on which
the work was located was this: that an entire front should be faced up the island, which, being then unconnected with
the defence of the channels, could be appropriated to stores and quarters, The change in the location of the fort
makes it necessary to take a face from two fronts, thereby complicating the details of the work, and separating both
the quarters and the batteries. As to the command over the channels, owing to the equalization of fire, it is the
same in both cases. _

The court was adjourned to meet again to-morrow afternoon at 4 o’clock, for the purpose of enabling the
members to visit the quarries at Chester, from which the stone for Fort Delaware was obtained.

New CastiE, June 17, 1824,

The court met, pursuant to adjournment: Present, Lieutenant Colonel C. Gratiot, corps of engineers, pre-
sident; Lieutenant Colonel Joseph G. Totten and Captain John L. Smith, members; Lieutenant George Blaney,
recorder,

Lieutenant Colonel TorTEN, of the corps of engineers, made the following remarks, in addition to his testimony
of yesterday:

At the time I made the plans for Fort Delaware, I did not know, accurately, the nature of the ground
on which it was to be founded; and, though I presumed that piling and grillage would be necessary, yet, as
a careful examination might show either that grillage alone would be sufficient, or grillage supported by compara-
tively few piles, I did nct include the expense of piling and grillage in my estimate; and, in conversations with
Major Babcock, before the commencement of the work, I stated that, owing to this uncertainty as to the nature of
the ground, the manner of securing the foundation should be left to the discretion of the superintending engineer,
and that I was by no means desirous that my plan of piling and grillage should be implicitly followed.

The court having gone through all other evidence, proceeded to enter upon the record of the result of their per-
sonal measurements and inspections of Fort Delaware, as follows, to wit: -

Deviations from the plan.

The top of the grillage, instead of being on the level of low water, as required by the plans, is twenty-one
inches above it.

The foundation walls are 5.20 feet high, and 12.20 feet broad at the bottom, as shown by Major Babcock’s
plan, (marked A.) In the original plans they are laid down at seven feet high, and thirteen feet broad. The dif-
ference in the breadth, of £%; of a foot, is taken from the interior of the foundation wall.

The arches over the embrasures spring from the cheeks; in the plans they spring from the straight lines drawn
from the extremities of the chord of the arch on the exterior to the extremities of the chord in the interior. The
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" arches of the lower recesses do not enter the wall over the embrasures; in the plans, they are continued through
that wall to within a foot of the exterior face. )

The great arches do not enter the scarp wall, and they were required by the plans to extend through it to
within a foot of the exterior, in all the faces except Nos. 16 and 25.

The soles of the embrasures are composed of brick placed vertically, instead of being placed corresponding to
the radii of a circle, as required by the plans. Other deviations are noticed under the head of *‘differences in the
work, and variations from the plans.”

Differences in the work, and variations from the plans.

In the upper platform, width varying from 197 417 to 21/ 81"; should be 21’ 4//: difference from 3" to 28",

In the upper platform over the quarters, width varying from 23’ 3" to 23’ 7//; should be 23’ 4/ difference
from £/ to 63",

Parapet differs in its height, above the platform, 6 inches in a single face, and from 3" to 6" in the other
parts of the work. As much as 8" difference was observed in the breadths of the recesses of the embrasures of
the upper tier; and the positions of those embrasures, in those recesses, vary, in relation to each other, from 3" to 6.

In casemates that should be rectangular, a difference of as much as 9", arising from the want of parallelism of
the piers, was observed.

The flank casemates, which should be alike, differ as much as one foot in their width next the wall.

The horizontal dimensions of the embrasures vary from %"/ to 5”; the vertical dimensions of the same from %'/
to 47,

To ascertain if the intrados of the great arches were level, measurements were made of their distances from the
offsets from the wall for supporting the platform of the second tier, to determine their interior height, and from the
offsets of the piers for receiving the girders, to determine their exterior height; and the result was the discovery of
differences in the height above the plane of the platform of the second tier, between the apex of the interior and
that of the exterior thereof, in some of them as great as one foot.

The exterior offset at the top of the foundation varies from 3% to 18"; it should be 12”. The distances
from the soles of the tongue-holes to those of the embrasures vary from %/ to 4" from those laid down in the plans.

The lower exterior talus varies from 27 1o 33" greater than the plans require, making the greatest difference
53", 1In one face, the difference between the extremities was 4%//. The greatest variation from the plan in the
whole talus is 83/,

The greatest difference in the thickness of wall, measured in the soles of the embrasures of the lower tier, is
33", and on the second tier 8%, and on the third tier 97,

The height from the top of the foundation to the soles of the embrasures of the second tier varies in the em-
brasures for guns from 14/ 6 to 15, and in those for carronades from 14/ to 14/ 8.

Deviations from the trace, and obvious consequences of the irregularities above detailed.

They are also to be found in parts of the work not otherwise particularly irregular. In one of these, the inte-
rior face of a curtain, a line ranged in one direction will fall upon the centre of an embrasure, and, ranged in the
opposite direction, will fall upon the pier of the recess of the corresponding embrasure, and distant from its centre
between 5 and 6 feet.

The sides of the piers bounding the passages of communication between the casemates, generally, are not plumb
by several inches; and most of them, which should be in the same plane, deviate from it some inches. These
piers were required by the plans to be built of hard stones running entirely through them. They are built, gene-
rally, of stones of a better quality than those ordinarily used in other parts of the work; but these stones seldem run
through them, and many of them are soft and friable, and many are laid on their edges instead of their beds.

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow morning at 8 o’clock.

New CastLE, DELAWARE, June 18, 1824,

The court met, pursuant to adjournment: Present, Lieutenant Colonel C. Gratiot, corps of engineers, presi-
dent; Lieutenant Colonel Joseph G. Totten and Captain John L. Smith, members; Lieutenant George Blaney,
recorder.

Continuation of the results of the measurements and inspections, made by the conrt, of Fort Delaware.

Of precision, regularity, and symmetry.

The scarp walls and the piers are crooked, and deviating in their direction; the cheeks of the embrasures are
winding and out of plumb; the fort is not correctly laid out; the proper levels and dimensions are not observed;
the embrasures vary in dimensions, as also in their location with respect to the piers; and the mortar-joints of the
brick arches are not uniform in size.

Of workmanship.

The foundation and scarp stone masonry is defective in solidity, in consequence of a partial disregard to
crossing the mortar-joints to produce the necessary bond, and also to the smallness, generally, of the stone used; and,
in many instances, especially at the offsets of the piers intended to support the platforms, stones of a friable
character are laid on their edges, without being tied in the wall. In filling up the openings in the piers, occa-
sioned by the removal of the arches of communication in the lower tier, small stones, not tied in the pier, were
used, and not laid plumb; small stones, generally, have been used in forming the skew-backs. The levels, generally,
terminate with small stones not tied in the wall; there is an apparent inattention to the plumb, the line, and the
level. The brick masonry of the casemates and embrasures deviates from-the plumb and the level; the thickness
of the mortar laid in the joints was, in some, more than half an inch.

The planks of the upper platform are of pitch and spruce pine, sawed through the thickness of the log, having
many bad rents and knots, and are laid without the previous operation of jointing.

It appears, in the evidence of the master mason, that the stone used in the construction of Fort Delaware was
the best that could be procured in the neighborhood. The court, to be satisfied on that subject, was adjourned to
the quarries from which the stone was drawn. The result of the investigation is, that harder and larger stones could
have been procured by paying a higher price for them.

The paper marked A a was submitted by Major Babeock, and read to the court.

There being no further evidence before the court, the court was cleared; and the whole of the proceedings
being read over to it by the recorder, the court, from the testimony adduced, and the result of their own personal
measurements and inspections, pronounced the following opinion:

| The court is of opinion that, in the construction of Fort Delaware, there have been several deviations from the
plans.
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‘That the grillage being raised above, instead of being kept below low water mark, as required by the plans,
will, without the precaution of keeping water in the ditch constantly above the top of the timbers, decay, and the
durability of the work be consequently diminished. .

That the reduction of the thickness of the inner half of the foundation wall, about one foot, has tended to affect
injuriously the stability of the walls, by diminishing the breadth of bearing on the piles generally, and by making
this diminution altogether on one side of the centre of gravity.

That the embrasure arches being sustained by cheeks, instead of the mass of masonry behind them, as directed
by the plans, a slight injury to the cheeks will produce the fall of the arches.

That the soles of the embrasures, not being made “reversed arches,” as required, are liable to be displaced by
the concussion of firing. That, in consequence of the arches of the lower recesses not being continued through the
scarp wall to within a foot of the exterior surface, as required by the plans, the pressure upon the embrasure
arches is too great; and the separation of the embrasures, which it is of much consequence to provide for, will be
attended with danger to the superincumbent masonry.

That, by not carrying the great arches nearly through the scarp wall, as required by the plans, on the fronts
exposed to be battered by vessels, oo great a weight is sustained by the embrasures of both the lower tiers; and
the danger of the wall, attending a cannonading or a separation of the embrasures, is increased.

And that the other unauthorized deviations from the plans observed by the court, either in the trace or in the
construction of the work, are attended by effects more or less prejudical to the strength, symmetry, or usefulness
of the work.

The court is also of opinion, from the testimony, and from the effects of partial subsidences in the walls and
piers, visible in many parts of the work, that proper care was not taken to drive the piles to a due degree of
resistance; and that, in having the grillage above the level of the water, proper attention was not paid to the
durability of the work. .

The court is also of opinion that there are in the work many instances of want of precision, regularity, and
symmetry: in this, that the scarp walls are in many places crooked, and deviating in their directions; that the
cheeks of the embrasures are often winding and out of plumb; that the embrasures vary in their dimensions, and
also their situation, with respect to the piers; that the embrasures are not situated alike, as fo the tongue-holes,
thereby making it necessary to fit the gun carriages, individually, to the embrasures; that the mortar-joints of the
brick arches over the embrasures and recesses are not uniform in size; that the coping is sometimes flush with the
wall, and sometimes projects unequally; that the proper levels and dimensions have not been observed; and that
the trace of the work is not correctly laid our. ,

The court is also of opinion that, in the general use of small stones in the foundation and scarp walls; in the
frequent use of stones-of a very friable nature, placed on their edges instead of their beds; in the occasional
inattention to the bond,.in laying the stones; in filling the openings left by removing the arches of communication
in the lower tier with small stones, not tied into the piers, and laid generally out of plumb; in placing occasionally
small stones for skew-backs; in levelling, generally, the offsets for supporting the timbers of the second platform
with small stones; and in the apparent inattention to the plumb, the line, and the level, there has been a disregard
of certain essential conditions of solidity and good workmanship.

And the court is also of opinion, from the testimony, that there has been no want of personal attention to the
progress of the work of Fort Delaware, on the part of Major Babcock; but that, on the contrary, his personal inspec-
tions, during his illness, were as frequent as could be necessary. The court, however, from the statements of
witnesses, and from their own inspections and measurements, have been compelled to come to the opinion that
there is a want of conformity to the plans; a want of proper preparations of the foundations; a want of due atten-
tion to precision, regularity, and symmetry; and want of proper regard to solidity and good workmanship: and, as
there is abundant evidence that there was no deficiency as to attention on the part of Major Babcock, the super-
intending engineer, they are forced into the opinion that the defects in the construction of Fort Delaware are the
results of want of skill and judgment. As respects the preparations of the foundations, though the court is of
opinion that there is a want of skill and judgment in the manner of making those preparations, yet as it is in
evidence, in an original letter from Major Babcock to the chief engineer, dated October 1, 1818, and marked C,
that the superintendent, Major Babcock, requested an inspection of those preparations previous to commencing the
masonry, the court is of opinion that this request diminishes his responsibility as to the consequences of the errors
in that part of the construction. ;

Appended to this record is a statement (marked D) by Major Babcock of the expense necessary to complete
Fort Delaware, and of the means of effecting it, including the materials and funds on hand.

The court adjourned sine die, :

C. GRATIOT,

Lieut. Col. of Engineers, President of the Court of Inquiry.

GEORGE BLANEY,
Lieut. Corps of Engineers, Recorder.

' A a.
Mr. President, and Gentlemen of the Court:

The testimony before you is so ample, that it seems hardly necessary for me to say any thing on the subject.
I will, however, make a few remarks by way of explanation. The board of engineers have been candid and
liberal enough to say (in substance) that the deviations from the plan are inconsiderable, and not calculated to be
injurious: I can add, that they are in a great measure involuntary, as respects the first alteration from the original
plan, which I had entirely forgotten, it being a number of years since it was made. I will account for it thus:
Colonel Totten had advised me not to place the piles nearer to each other than three feet from centre to centre;
the width of the wall, therefore, was too great for five rows, and much more small for six. I therefore determined to
make it for five rows; and finding, by experience, that it would be very difficult to lay stone at the level of low
water, I made the tops of the piles as nearly as possible of that height, and added the grillage, deducting the same
height of masonry, and, of course, preserving the original level of the embrasures. At that time no specific regula-
tions were made, or instructions given, respecting the mode of carrying on the work; and I did what I thought was
right, and what I believed Colonel Totten himself would have done had he been present, without, however, enter-
taining the least idea of innovation or essential change in any part of the plan. 1In the same spirit, I made a large
quantity of wharfing; the necessity of the case required it, and I had no superior to consult with. After the founda-
tion was made, I reported the fact to the chief engineer, and requested that it might be inspected; y communi-
cation was not noticed. If the gorges of embrasures of the second tier are one inch too wide, it is what I by no
means intended; the linings of the faces of the work were laid out with the utmost care by myself, assisted by the

0
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master mason; and it was not until this season that I could discover the slightest want of justness in them; in the
face where it occurs, it might be attributed to the subsidence of the wall. The same remark will apply to the level.
It must also be remembered that the last part of the work was done while I was very ill in my bed, and, of course,
cannot be accountable for. Deeming it a matter of impossibility to cover the casemates just made with mud, and
at the same time permit them to dry, I proposed to the Engineer Department to cover the whole work with a roof,
which was agreed to. A wooden platform was laid, and I trust will be found the best—at least until the arches have
time to dry thoroughly, which I am confident they never could under any other circumstances. If it should be
thought proper to fill the spaces between the arches hereafter, it may be easily done, €ither with dry mud or sand.
Another advantage of the roofing is, the supply of water for drinking, and the preservation of gun carriages. As
respects the outward appearance of the wall, I will say I studied strength and economy; the inside of the wall is
as good as the outside; and I assure you, gentlemen, that some of the most respectable mechanics in Philadelphia
have pronounced the work to be very good. I considered, and do consider, that it is stronger than if the outside
had been of a larger and handsomer stone: the difference in the cost is enormous; in fact, it would afford me plea-
sure to see a rigid comparison instituted between Fort Delaware and any other work in the country, as relates to
expense. As to the arches, I defy the critics; no precaution was wanting to make them as solid as the material
will admit of; the mortar used, 1 assert, with confidence, was of the best kind, and I believe the board of engi-
neers will bear me out in the assertion. 1 beg leave to repeat that, in general, the idea of change or innovation
never entered my head; wherever it has occurred, it has been involuntary, or in a manner forced on me by the
necessity of the case, (at least in my opinion.) In conclusion, I have to express my thanks to the court for the
patience and candor exhibited by them in the course of this investigation, and T feel happy in the belief that Fort
Delaware will be found quite capable of fulfilling its original destination.

S. BABCOCK.

June 17, 1824, .

The United States vs. Major S. Babcock.

Charges preferred against Major Samuel Babcock, of the corps of engineers, in pursuance to instructions from
the War Department, viz:

First Crarce—Disobedience of orders.

Specification. In this, that the said Major Samuel Babcock having, on or about the 15th of May, 1815, been
assigned to the superintendency of the works to be constructed on the Pea Patch island, in the river Delaware,
and having been furnished, by competent authority, on or about the 1st day of October, 1815, with plans for the
construction of the aforesaid works, did, in such construction, carried on till the 20th of August, 1824, or thereabouts,
unnecessarily depart from their provisions in the undérmentioned instances, viz: ‘

1st. The top of the grillage, instead of being on the level of low water, as required by the plans, is 21 inches
above it.

2d. The foundation walls are 5.20 feet high, and 12.20 feet broad at the bottom, as shown by Major Babcock’s
plan, (marked A.) Inthe original plans they are laid down at 7 feet high, and 18 feet broad; the difference in the
breadth, of 8- of a foot, is taken from the interior of the foundation wall.

8d. The arches over.the embrasures spring from the cheeks. In the plans they spring from straight lines drawn
from the extremities of the chord on the arch on the exterior, to the extremities of the chord in the interior. The
arches of the lower recesses do not enter the wall over the embrasures. In the plans they are continued through
that wall to within a foot of the exterior face.

4th. The great arches do not enter the scarp wall; and they were required by the plans to extend through it,
to within a foot of the exterior, in all the faces except Nos. 16 and 25.

5th. The soles of the embrasuresare composed of brick placed vertically, instead of being placed corresponding
to the radii of a circle, as required by the plans.

6th. In the upper platform, width varying from 19’ 43" to 21/ 83/; should be 21’ 4 differences from 3 1o
23/,

7th. In the upper platform, over the quarters, width varying from 23’ £/ to 23/ 7//; should be 28’ 4"’: differences
from &' 10 63",

8th. Parapet differs in its height, above the platform, 6 inches in a single face; and from £ to 6/ in the other
parts of the work. Asmuchas8” was observed in the breadth of the recesses of the embrasures of the upper tier;
and the positions of those embrasures of the upper tier, and the positions of those embrasures in those recesses,
vary, in relation to each other, in most of them from £ to 6.

9th. In casemates that should be rectangular, a difference of as much as 9”, arising from the want of parallelism
of the piers, was observed. N )

10th. The flank casemates, which should be alike, differ as much as one foot in their width next the wall.

11th. The horizontal dimensions of the embrasures vary from 4/ to 5; the vertical dimensions of the same,
from 3 to 47,

12th. To ascertain if the intrados of the great arches were level, measurements were made of their distances
from the offsets from the wall for supporting the platform of the second tier, to determine their interior height; and,
from the offsets of the piers for receiving the girders, to determine their exterior height; and the result was the dis-
covery of differences in the height, above the plane of the platform of the second tier, between the apex of the
interior and that of the exterior thereof, in some of them as great-as one foot. -

18th. The exterior offset, at the top of the foundation, varies from 33" to 18”. Tt should be 12”. The differ-
ences from the soles of the tongue-holes to those of the embrasures vary from £ to 4” from those laid down in
the plans.

14th. The lower exterior talus varies from 2 less, to 82 greater, than the plans require: making the greatest
difference 5%. In one face, the difference between the extremities was 4%. The greatest variation from the plan in
the whole talus is 83

15th. The greatest difference in the thickness of wall, measured on the soles of the embrasures of the lower tier,
is 8%/, and on the second tier 33", and on the third tier 97,

16th. The height from the top of the foundation to the soles of the embrasures of the second tier varies, in the
embrasures for guns, from 14/ 6" to 15/; and in those for carronades, from 14/ to 14/ 8. '

17th. Deviations from the trace are obvious consequences of the irregularities above detailed. They are also
to be found in parts of the work not particularly irregular. In one of these, the interior face of a curtain, a line
ranged in one direction will fall upon the centre of an embrasure, and ranged in the opposite direction will fall
upon the pier of the recess of the corresponding embrasure, and distant from its centre five or six feet.
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18th. The sides of the piers bounding the passages of communication between the casemates, generally, are not
p!umb by several inches, and most of them, which should be in the same plane, deviate from it some inches. These
piers were required by the plans to be built of hard stones running entirely through them. They were built, generally,
of stones of a better quality than those ordinarily used in other parts of the work; but those stones seldom run
through them, and many of them are soft and friable, and many are laid on their edges instead of their beds.

Seconp Crarece—Neglect of duty.

Specification 1. In this, that the said Major Samuel Babcock, while superintending the construction of the
works carried on at the Pea Patch island, in the river Delaware, till the 20th of August, 1824, or thereabouts,
neglected to apprize the proper department of his non-conformity, as set forth in the specification of the preceding
charge, to the plans furnished the said Major S. Babcock, by the said department, for the construction of the
'iléti\éemenuoned works, except in the single instance of a letter to General Joseph Swift, dated the 1st of October,

Specification 2. In this, that the said Major S. Babcock, while, as aforesaid, superintending the construction
of the works erected on the Pea Patch island, in the river Delaware, did transmit erroneous and irreconcilable
statements of the sums necessary to the completion of said works, under the following dates, viz:

The 11th of November, 1822,

The 26th of October, 1821.

The 25th of November, 1822, in reply to a letter from the Engineer Department of the 19th preceding.

The 22d of January, 1824.

The 29th of January, 1824, in reply to a letter from the Engineer Department of the 24th preceding.

The 17th of February, 1824. ,

Estimate affixed to proceedings of court of inquiry, (marked D,)and presented on or about the 18th of June, 1824.

Tamrp Caarce—Incapacity.

Specification 1. In this, that the said Major S. Babcock, while in the aforesaid superintendency of the works
carried on at the Pea Patch island, in the river Delaware, did, then and there, as set forth in the specification of
the first charge, depart from the provisions of a plan furnished by the Engineer Department, for the guidance of
the said Major S. Babcock in the construction of the abovenfentioned works, in an absurd and incapable manner.

Specification 2. In this, that the said Major S. Babcock, while in the aforesaid superintendency of the works
constructed, as aforesaid, on the Pea Patch island, in the river Delaware, did transmit several statements, pro-
fessing to anticipate all the necessary expenses to the construction of those works, but, nevertheless, erroneous and
inconsistent, to the number and under the date enumerated in specification second of the second charge.

Specification 3. In this, that the said Major S. Babcock, while superintending the construction of the works
carried on at the Pea Patch island, in the river Delaware, till the 20th of August, 1824, or thereabouts, did,
generally, during that period, give the closest personal attention to the aforesaid construction, and yet did permit,
in its workmanship, the introduction of numerous faults, as in the following instances, viz:

Ist. In the piles intended to support the foundation. :

2d. 1In the position of the wood-work or grillage which surmounts the piles, and supports the masonry of the
foundation aforesaid. :

8d. In the selection of stones for said foundatien, and in the location, without headers or binders, of those
introduced in it. ‘

4th. In the want of uniformity between embrasures intended to be of the same dimensions.

5th. In the want of equal distances between said embrasures and the fongue-holes.

6th. In the want of the necessary thickness in the interior offset of the foundation wall.

7th. In depending upon the cheeks for the support of the embrasure arches, instead of the mass of masonry
behind them. )

8th. In omitting to make the soles of the embrasures reversed arches.

Oth. In not carrying the arches of the lower recesses through the scarp wall, to within a foot of the exterior
surface. .

10th. In net carrying the great arches nearly through the scarp wall.

11th. In the crookedness of the scarp walls in many cases.

12th. In the irregular direction and winding of the embrasures.

13th. In the want of uniformity in the mortar-joints of the brick arches, over the embrasures and recesses.

14th. In the copings being occasionally flush with the wall, and sometimes projecting unequally.

15th. In the non-observance of proper levels and dimensions, and in the incorrectness of the works traced.

16th. In the general use of small stones in the foundation and scarp walls; in the frequent use of stoues of a
very friable character, placed on their edges instead of their beds; in the occasional inattention to the bond in
laying the stones; in filling the openings left by removing the arches of communication in the lower tier with small
stones not tied into the piers, and laid generally out of plumb; in placing occasionally small stones for skew-
backs; in generally levelling the offsets for supporting the timbers of the second platform with small stones; in the
obvious inattention to the plumb, the line, and the level.

17th. The planks of the upper platform are of pitch and spruce pine, sawed through the thickness of the log,
having many bad rents and knots, and are laid without the previous operation of jointing.

Fourtu CuarcE— Conduct unworthy an officer and gentleman.

~  Specification 1. In this, that the said Major S. Babcock having, on or about the 15th of May, 1815, been
assigned to the superintendency of the works to be constructed on the Pea Patch island, in the river Delaware,
and having, on or about the 1st of October, 1815, been furnished with plans for the construction of those works,
did, without the knowledge or the consent of the authority furnishing such plans, introduce several alterations in
their delineative parts, both numerical and architectural, for the purpose of adapting them to his irregular execu-
tion of their original provisions, as set forth at large in the specification under charge the first.

Specification 2. In this, that, on or about the 9th of June, 1824, at Fort Delaware, Captain Smith, of the corps
of engineers, having offered to a court of inquiry there assembled, for the investigation of certain of the acts of the
said Major S. Babcock, a statement exhibiting a want of correspondence between the foundations of Fort Dela-
ware and the provisions of a plan descriptive of those foundations, the said Major S. Babcock did then and there
deny this statement, and pointed out to the attention of the aforesaid court of inquiry certain arithmetical figures
introduced on said plan, apparently in harmony with its architectural parts, but indicative of different dimensions
when tested by the scale referring to them.

1
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Specification 3. In this, that the said Major S. Babcock did, on the 7th of June, 1824, or thereabouts, at Fort
Delaware, furnish Captain Smith, of the corps of engineers, with a drawing, purporting to be a true copy of so
much of a more extensive drawing as relates to the foundations of Fort Delaware aforesaid; and did inform the said
Captain Smith that the plans he (Major S. Babcock) had handed over to him, were not copies of the original plans
agreeably to which Fort Delaware bad been built, but were plans which had been prepared, and furnished him (the
said Major S. Babcock) after the foundation had been finished; whereas, the aforesaid pretended copy was incor-
rect, and the aforesaid statement unfounded in fact, and both made under the knowledge that the original plans
were mislaid. :

By order of the War Department.
*J. L. SMITH, Capt. of Engineers.

Proceedings of a general court-martial, held at New Castle, in the State of Delaware, in virtue of the following
orders

ORDERS—No. 61.

Apyurant GENERAL’S Orrice, WasmineTON, dugust 10, 1824,

A general court-martial, to consist of seven members, (a greater number cannot. be detailed without injury to
the service,) will assemble at New Castle, Delaware, or at ¥ort Delaware, as the president of the court may deter-
mine, on the 25th of the present month, or as soon thereafter as practicable, for the trial of Major S. Babcock and
Captain H. Dumas, both of the corps of engineers, and such-prisoners as may be brought before it.

The following officers will compose the court: Colonel S. B. Archer, inspector general, president; members,
Lieutenant Colonel Roger Jones, 8d artillery; Lieutenant Colonel Charles Gratiot, engineers; Major T. Stockton,
3d artillery; Major A. C. W. Fanning, 2d artillery; Captain \V. Wade, 4th artillery; Captain F. Ansart, 8d artillery;
and Captsin George Blaney, engineers, and Lieutenant G. W. Gardiner, 2d artillery, supernumeraries; Lieutenant
R. L. Armstrong, 2d artillery, is appointed judge advocate to the court.

By order of Major General Brown.
S. COOPER, Aid-de-camp.

' AvcusT 25, 1824.
The court met, pursuant to the preceding order: Present, Colonel Archer, president; members, Lieutenant
Colonel Jones, Captain Wade, Lieutenant Colonel Gratiot, Major Fanning, Captain Ansart; supernumerary,
Captain George Blaney.
In consequence of the judge advocate’s absence, the court adjourned till 10 o’clock, A. M., on the ensuing day.

. AveosT 26; 1824.

The court met, pursuant to adjournment: Present, Colonel Archer, president; members, Lieutenant Colonel
Jones, Captain Wade, Lieutenant Colonel Gratiot, Major Fanning, Captain Ansart; supernumeraries, Captain
George Blaney, Lieutenant G. W. Gardiner; Lieutenant R. L. Armstrong, special judge advocate.

Major Stockton being absent, Captain Blaney was admitted a member.of the court.

The accused, Major S. Babcock, on being asked if he had objections to any member of the court, as above
constituted, objected to Lieutenant Colonel Gratiot and Captain Blaney, on the ground of their having been, the
first a member, and the second the recorder, of the court of inquiry convened to investigate and to pass an opinion
on certain parts of his conduct, now become matters of accusation against him.

In support of that part of the preceding objection which related to him, Lieutenant Colonel Gratiot confessed
himself under the bias of previously expressed opinions upon the acts in question.

Captain Blaney also stated, in further disqualification of himself, that he had formed and expressed an opinion
upon the principal points at issue.

The court, at this stage of the trial, and under a full sense of the novelty of the proceeding, directed the'
administration of the oath, in usage, and were accordingly sworn.

The court cleared: resumed. . g

The court decide that the foregoing objections to Lieutenant Colonel Gratiot and Captain George Blaney are
good and justifiable, and do sustain them.

The court then being no longer complete, and taking into consideration the improbability of their being enabled
to meet at an earlier date, adjourned until 10 A. M. on the Ist day of the ensuing month.

SepTEMBER 1, 1824,

The court met, pursuant to adjournment: Present, Colonel Archer, president; Lieutenant Colonel Jones, Major
Fanning, Captain Wade, Major Stockton, Major Kearney, Captain Ansart, members; Major Hook, Lieutenant
G. W. Gardiner, and Captain Belton, supernumeraries; Lieutenant R. L. Armstrong, special judge advocate. Major
Kearney, Major Hook, and Captain Belton, having been added to the detail of the court, and by the following order,
were duly sworn, and unobjected to by the accused. Major Stockton was also sworn at this point of the trial, the
accused interposing no objections. ;

ORDERS—No. 67.

Apsurant GENERAL’s OFFICE, WASHINGTON, August 28, 1824.

Major James Kearney, topographical engineer, is detailed as a member, and Major J. H. Hook, of the 4th
infantry, and Captain F. S. Belton, of the 2d artiilery, are detailed as supernumerary members of the general
court-martial now sitting at New Castle, Delaware, and of which Colonel Archer is president.

This detail is made with a view to fill the vacancies occasioned by the objections made to Liecutenant Colonel
Gratiot and Captain G. Blaney, both of whom were originally upon the court.

By command of Major General Brown.
S. COOPER, Aid-de-camp.

A question here arose upon the propriety of accepting Major Hook as a member of the court, preferably to the
senior member, junior to him. Captain Belton standing in the same relation to one of the members, his case was
included in the above proposition. -

The court cleared: resumed. The court decide that their existing organization shall remain unchanged.

Major Hook then presented the following appeal, which Captain Belton desired might be considered as equally
expressive of his opinions and wishes. :

“Major Hook, believing the privileges of his rank assailed by the foregoing decision of the court, requests he
may be excused from attending as a supernumerary member.”

103 a
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_ The court cleared: resumed. The court refuse their assent to the motion, on the principle of its inexpediency.

The subsequent paper was then offered to the consideration of the court:

*Major Babcock begs leave to state to the court, that he wishes to avail himself of professional advice and
assistance. He requests the Honorable Louis McLane and George Reed, Jun., Esq. may be considered as his
counsel.” .

Assented to by the court, under the usual restriction.

The judge advocate having then stated to the court that he found a modification of the articles of charge against
Major S. Babcock absolutely essential, and that certain dates, indispensable to an advantageous performance of
this measure, could be borrowed, with safety, only from documents in the Engineer Office at Washington, the
court adjourned, to meet again at 10 A. M. on the Saturday ensuing, at Wilmington, a neighboring place, to which
the president of the court had, during the late recess, been authorized to hold its sessions.

WinaNeToN, September 4, 1824,

The court met, pursuant to adjournment: Present, Colonel Archer, president; Lieutenant Colonel Jones, Major
Fanning, Captain Wade, Major Stockton, Major Kearney, Captain Ansart, members; Major Hook, Captain Bel-
- 1on, supernumeraries; R. L. Armstreng, special judge advocate.

ORDERS—No. 68.

Apsurant GeNerav’s OFrice, WasminGToN, September 2, 1824,

Major J. H. Hook, supernumerary member of the general court-martial of which Colonel Archer is president,
is detailed as a member of the same, in the place of Colonel Roger Jones, who is relieved from the detail.

By order of Major General Brown. ‘
| S. COOPER, Aid-de-camp.

In compliance with the preceding order, Lieutenant Colonel Jones was relieved, and Major Hook received as
a4 member of the court.

The judge advocate having then stafed to the court that the very recent arrival of the prosecutor with the
necessary dates made a further adjournment of twenty-four hours very essential to consult with him upon the mea-
sures preliminary 1o the trial, an adjournment was ordered till 10 A. M. on Monday morning; Sunday being the
intervening day. ,

SerTEMBER 6, 1824.

The court met, pursuant to adjournment: Present, Colonel Archer, president; Major Stockton, Major Kearney,
Captain Wade, Major Fanning, Major Hook, Captain Ansart, members; Captain Belton, supernumerary; R. L.
Armstrong, special judge advocate.

The court then proceeded to the trial of Major Samuel Babcock, arraigned on the following charges and spe-.
cifications: (Vide articles of charge in appendix.)

To which the accused pleaded—

First. * Not guilty.”

Second. ¢ The said Major S. Babcock, referring himself to the several inspections of the work carried on at
the Pea Patch, under the authority of the War Department, from the month of August, 1819, to the month of May,
1823, inclusive, to so much and all such parts of the first, second, third, and fourth charges, and the specifications
under each, as relate to acts or offences as are alleged or shall appear to have been committed by him more than
two years before the issuing the order for his trial, pleads the provisions of the eighty-eighth article of the rules
and articles by which the armies of the United States are directed to be governed, by an act of Congress, entitled
¢ An act for establishing rules and articles for the government of the armies of the United States,’ passed on the
20th of April, 1816, and denies his liability to be tried for any such offences.”

A letter, admitted by the accused to be authentic, was here produced, and read in testimony on the part of the
prosecution. (See appendix, paper marked B.)

J. L. Smurn, captain of the corps of engineers, and witness-for the prosecution, being duly sworn, says:

Specification under first charge.

Ques&ion by judge advocate. On or about what period did Major Babcock’s agency in the construction of Fort

Delaware terminate? )
Answer. About the 20th of August, 1824,

Specification first under second charge.

Question by judge advocate. Where are you stationed?

Answer. At Washington, in the bureau of the Engineer Department, as assistant to the chief engineer. I have
been there upwards of five years.

Question by judge advocate. Has Major Babeock, for the last two years,* apprized the department of any
departures, in his construction of the works at the Pea Patch; from the provisions of a plan furnished for his gui-
dance in the erection of the works?

Answer. He has not.

Third specification, fourth charge.

Judge advocate. Siate to the court what you know of the occurrences set forth in the specification.

Witness. On the 7th of June Major Babcock called on me at Fort Delaware, and, in referring to a commu-
nication of mine to the Engineer Department of the 8d of June, a copy of which I had furnished him with, informed
me that the plans I had received from him were not the original plans, but had been prepared by the board of
engineers after the foundation of Fort Delaware had been completed, and that they differed from those originally
conceived. He then presented me with a sketch of the foundations of Fort Delaware, which he represented as
taken from a copy of the original plan made by himself. He added that his original plan was not then in his pos-
session, but that he would vouch for the accuracy of the copy, and that of the sketch from it. On this representa-
tion, and to couuteract the effect of my letter of the 3d of June, I suggested to Major Babcock that I would
transmit that sketch to the Engineer Department. He expressed himself satisfied with this arrangement, and I

* Note by the judge adyocate.—This question, as originally put, extended to the whole period of Captain Smith’s testimony.
1t is altered, under a decision of the court, recorded in the subsequent pages.
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accordingly addressed to that department a letter, which I permitted Major Babcock to inspect before committing it
to mail, and with which he expressed himself satisfied.

The court cleared. The court resumed.

On a resolution of the court, it was * Ordered, That, whenever, in the course of testimony, a paper or draw-
ing is referred to, it shall, if within reach, be lmmedlately produced »

In obedience to this rule of the court, several papers containing the delineation of certain plans, referred to in
the progress of his testimony by the witness, were laid before them by the prosecution. For the clear apprehen-
sion of the court, they were designated as follows:

(Vide appendix, one sketch marked A, nine sketches from 1 to 11, exclusive of 7 and 9.) ’ 5

The subsequent objection from the accused was then offered to-the court.

“ The point of the charge is the non-conformity of the sketch furnished with the copy of the original plans. The
objection is, that this non-conformity cannot be proved by parol, where the paper is accessible to the prosecution,”*

The court cleared. The court resumed.

The court acquiesced in the preceding objection.

Witness in continuation. On or about the 15th of June, 1824, the original plans were received by the court
of inquiry from Brooklyn, in consequence of an application made for them a few days before. Those plans are
now before this court.

(See appendix, papers marked 1,2, 8, 4, 5, 6,7, 8,9, 10, 11, referred to in testimony as * ongmal plans.”
Their edges are bound with green silk, by which they are easxly distinguishable from those wearing the same
numerical designations.)

The court adjourned to meet again at 10 A. M. on the ‘ensuing day.

SEPTEMEBER 7.

The court met, pursuant to adjournment: Present, Colonel Archer, president; Major Stockton, Major Kearney,
Captain Wade, Major Fanning, Major Hook, and Captain Ansart, members; Captain Belton, supernumerary; R. L.
Armstrong, special judge advocate.

The proceedings of the previous day having been read over, the judge advocate submitted the following pro-
position:

By a decision of the court, taken at some period of yesterday’s session, it was virtually determined that parol
evidence should not be taken when determinative of the contents of any paper not produced and accessible to the
offering party. For the sake of consistency, I would propose that this rule be applied to all oral testimony already
recewed and such parts of it expunged from the record as shall be found to fall within it.”

The court cleared. The court resumed.

The court confirm the preceding objection, and order it carried into execution.

A member of the court * proposes the propriety of taking from the record so much of the evidence under the
first specification of the second charge as shall be found to relate to events of more than two years’ occurrence.”

Whereupon, the judge advocate observed, ** that the task which Major Babcock had been assigned to was in the
nature of a trust, the violation of which could not warrantably be matter of gratuitous supposition on the part of
the Engineer Department, ‘to which alone, and the Executive, he was liable for his loose performance of it That
this department had been provided with no information, till recently, of the variations set forth in the specification
of the first charge, and could, necessarily, still less be apprized of Major Babcock’s culpability in making no report
to them; all of which, it is coutended goes to bring the fact in question under the reservation of the statute limit-
ing the period open to the investigation of offences.”

To which the accused averred, in reply: That the 88th article was imperative, and comprehended all offences,
of whatever character they may be. All official duties are in the nature of a trust; and the neglect or violation of
the trust or confidence reposed constitutes the offence.

The exceptions or reservations in the article are specific: the provision applies, except the accused have
absented himself, or there be some other manifest impediment by which he is not amenable to justice. If he is
at all times amenable to justice, the article is imperative.

It may be true that the department cannot gratuitously presume a breach of duty; but it is equally their pro-
vince to see that the duty of an officer has been performed, as it is his to perform it.

There is no proof before the court that the defendant was remiss in this particular; and the fair presumption,
at all events, is, that the offence, if any, was not considered as forming a sufficient ground of charge, within the
period prescribed, by the 88th article.

It is not the duty of an officer to furnish official information of his own neglect; it is the duty of the department
to seek it; and if it fail to do so within the time prescribed by law, and the officer shall have been amenable.to
justice, he cannot be tried afierwards. )

The accused considers the 88th article as applying as well to neglect as to breach of duty. If he had failed to
apprize the department of any variation charged, in the first three years, he could not be tried for that neglect after
Jeve years had elapsed. He can be tried only for any neglect arising within two years before the order for trial.

The difference may be very material, as if inspections had been made within the first three years, and after
the variations had been made, if any, he would have a right to suppose that those inspections had given the neces-
sary information. The case might be difficult in the succeeding years, if even variations had been made, and no
inspection thereof, though it is believed such is, not the character of this case.

The court cleared. The court resumed.

The court decide that, before proceeding to the decision of the proposition before them, evidence may be given
in confirmation, or otherwise, of the foregoing statements.

Captain J. L. Smith, witness for prosecution, in continuation.

Question by judge advocate. You state yourself to have been in the Engineer Office, at Washington, upwards
of five years. Has that office been apprized, during that period, of any of the instances of improper construction
attributed to Major Babcock, in the specification under the first charge?

Answer. Of none, except in the case of that explained by his letter to General Swift of the 1st October, 1818,

A letter (marked C) admitted by prosecution to be authentic, was here produced on the part of the accused.
[Vide appendix.]

Witness cross-examined by accused.

Question. Are there any letters of the accused in the War Department, received in the month of October,
1818, and March, 1819; or have you any knowledge of the receipt of such, soliciting an inspection of the work
carned on at the Pea Patch?

*This objection induced, on the ensuing day, an order of the court, in virtue of which Captain Smith’s testimony was cur-
tailed of some unimportant parts.



308  MILITARY AFFAIRS. ) [No. 264.

The judge advocate objected to this question in the following words: ¢ Oral testimony, declarative of the con-
tents of a paper accessible to the party in search of it, cannot be admitted. This position is incontrovertible, and
is in harmony with the rules of evidence, the resolutions of this court, and the principles of justice.”

‘In support of the question, the accused replied: * The principle of the question is, that the written papers
inquired about are in the possession of the prosecution, and that the originals, or copies, have been called for and not
produced. Parol evidence of their contents, therefore, may be given, because it is the best adducible evidence.”

The judge advocate explained: * The prosecution is erroneously held to be in possession of those papers.
The letter of October, 1818, has been extended to the accused, and is before the court.in his behalf, (marked C.)
The second letter, that of March, 1819, has been called for from the adjutant general’s office, on the suggestion of
the accused, and will, doubtlessly, be transmitted in the regular course of mail. It is respectfully submitted to the
court, whether this document may be consistenty considered as mislaid or in possession of the prosecution.”

The court cleared. The court resumed.

_ The court decide that the question shall be put.

Question put.  Answer. 1 have not.

Cross-examination continued.

Were there inspections of the said work, under the authority of the War Depariment, in the year 1819, after
the month of March, and the subsequent years of 1820, 1821, 1822, and 18232

Answer. I am not informed upon the subject.

Question. If such inspections were so made, were any, and how many, reports made thereon to the War
Department, and filed there?

Aunswer. There are no such reports. ,

Question. Did the Secretary of War, Colonel Armistead, General McComb, General Bernard, and Colonel
Totten, visit and inspect said works, in 1819, *20, 21, and '22; and did Colonel Gratiot inspect the said works
in 18231 '

Answer. In the year 1822 I saw an order requiring the board of engineers, then consisting of Colonel Totten
and General Bernard, to repair to the Pea Patch, for the purpose of determining on the best means of checking
the progress of some cracks discoverable in the large arches. There was a report of their fulfilment of the order
made by the board of engineers, which I also saw.

Question by court. Had the department any other means within its control than the reports of Major Babcock,
by which to ascertain his deviations from the plans?

Answer. None.

Question by court. Had the department any intimation, official or unofficial, of such deviations within two
years after they occurred? -

Answer. The department never knew the date of their occurrence.

Question by court. Was Major Babcock held by the department to follow the plans he had received in his
construction of Fort Delaware?

Answer. Yes.

Question by court. In what manner was Major Babcock held to obey the plans furnished him; by special
instructions, or otherwise? .

Answer. By inference, as a matter of right, and also by special instructions.

Question by the court. Were any other instructions relating to the plans furnished Major Babcock other than
the letters from General Swift, given in evidence yesterday?

Answer. None that I know certainly of.

Question by the court. By whom were the special instructions given; and were they in writing or verbal? if the
former, are copies on file in the department?

Answer. The special instructions were given by the chief engineer; they are 10 be found in the correspondence
of the department.

Question by the court. At what time did the department first hear of deviations from the plans furnished to
Major Babeock? .

Answer. In December, 1823. -

Question by the court. Was Major Babcock, at any time daring the two years preceding his arrest, beyond the
jurisdiction of the War Department?

Answer. He was not. ‘

Question by the court. Are you acquainted with any manifest impediment which has sheltered Major Babcock
from trial, for failure in reporting alleged deviations, on his part, from the plan of construction for Fort Delaware?

Answer. There was no knowledge of any such deviations till December, 1823.

Question by the court. Was an inspection of Fort Delaware instituted by order of the War Department at any
period anterior to the two years immediately preceding the arrest of Major Babcock?

Answer. Not to my knowledge.

Question by the court. Was the Engineer Department enabled to institute an inspection of the works at the Pea
Patch, at any period prior to the month of May, 18247 .

Answer. Not without permitting other and more important business, perhaps, to remain unfinished, which those
officers performed who had previously been assigned to the task of inspection; no other officers, competent to the
duty, could have been so employed.

Question by the court. What are the regulations of the Engineer Department respecting inspections of fortresses
under construction? :

Answer. They provide for an inspection of works when finished.

Question. Is it not customary for the chief engineer to pay visits of inspection to works under progression?

Answer. It has been done, but is not customary.

Question by the court. When was the board of engineers organized? .

Answer. In 1816.

Question by the court. Was it by law, or by regulation of the War Department?

Answer. By order of the President.,

Turee o’crock P. M.
. The court adjourned to meet at 10 A. M. on the ensuing morning.
. SepTEMBER 8, 1824.

The court met, pursuant to adjournment: Present, Colonel Archer, president; Majof Stockton, Major Kearney,
Captain Wade, Major Fanning, Major Hook, Captain Ansart, members; Captain Belton and Lieutenant Gardiner,
supernumeraries; R. L. Armstrong, special judge advocate.
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A document marked C, (see appendix,) was offered on the part of’ the accused, and objected to by the judge
advocate, in the following terms:

¢ The paper presented to the court is the copy of a letter whose inaccessibility to the accused is not estab-
lished: for this reason I am compelled to oppose its reception. The almost total unimportance of this document
might warrant the omission of any objection, were it not for opening a door, by such facility, to other and greater
irregularities.”

The court cleared. The court resumed. .

The court decide the paper in question shall be received. :

An original letter from Colonel Totten, offered on the part of the accused.

Objected to by the judge advocate, as follows:

¢ The letter offered is wholly irrelevant to the matter under examination.”

To which the accused replied as follows: :

* The point before the court is as to the knowledge of the Engineer and War Departments of certain deviations
by Major Babcock in constructing the works at the Pea Patch.

¢ The letter offered goes to show not only that a knowledge of such deviations existed in 1816, but that they
were specially authorized by a principal officer of the Engineer Department.”

The court cleared. The court resumed.

The court decide the letter shall not be received.

The evidence offered under the proposition supmitted on the 7th by a member having terminated, it was de-
termined to take the sense of the court upon the proposition, viz:

¢ It is proposed to take from the record so much of the evidence under the first specification of the second
charge as shall be found to relate to events of more than two years’ occurrence.”

The court cleared. The court resumed. '

The court acquiesce in the above proposal.

The judge advocate then requested the court to adjourn to the works at the Pea Patch, for the purpose of
receiving, from their own inspection, the evidence of the improper construction assumed in the spemﬁcatxon of the
first charge. -

The court cleared.

On motion of a member, it was

¢ Ordered, That the articles of charge against Major Babcock be submitted to examination, and all objec-
tionable matter ruled out.”

Whereupon, the judge advocate presented the following statement:

% Mr. President, and gentlemen of the court: However ill I may succeed in the task, I cannot, in common
propriety, permit this resolution to go into operation without the endeavor, at least, of protecting you from
objectionable measures. -

¢ The leading accusation against Major Babcock is a disobedience of orders, the specific testimony of which is
laid in the construction of work dissimilar in many of its parts from that furnished him as his model. This is
exhibited at large by the assumption of certain facts set forth in eighteen subdivisions, some of which, as they must *
have occurred more than two years ago, have given rise to doubts upon the consistency of their admission in mat-
ters of charge with the provisions of the statute of limitation. That statute, gentlemen of the court, is familiar to
you all; it contains a reservation, under which I claim room for the case in.point. The departures from the
previously settled plan of construction, enumerated in the subordinate paris of the specification, were not dis-
coverable on easy terms, but required the advantage of time, and the exercise of a peculiar sort of knowledge; nor
was it till the month of December, 1823, that the Engineer Department received information of them, through a
member of the corps. That mte]llgence was early followed with the examination of the work by a board of
engineers; the examination itself, by a court of inquiry; and that court, by the convention of this. The impedi-
ment made manifest here consists, then, in the secrecy which hung over the offence, and must certainly be
allowed to presentas powerful an obstacle as well could be interposed between culpability and its investigation. If
this be resisted, it must be on the ground that the department was in possession of means adequate to a speedier
discovery, and kept them unemployed. Those means must savor a little of the magical, which could enable them
to discover the stumbling of an agent, removed at a distance from the spot where their obligations kept them: the
reputation of the thing may be flattering, but if it must become the measure of their performance, is by no means
a desirable distinction. Let us remember that the residuary departments of the army are provided wnth inspectors,
bur that a sapervisor of fortifications is yet a desideratum in the engineer corps.

¢ The preceding development of facts would alone be sufficient to authorize your examination of all the points
involved in the specification under view; but there are others, the single consideration of which would, in my
apprehension, equally insure it. Were the question before you upon the admission of testimony, bearing on any
act of brief disobedience, your measures would be perfectly free from hesitation; but the difficulty peculiar to
this case arises, it seems, from the more than usual extent of the offence, portions of which were in progress several
years past. But, gentlemen of the court, all of its dimensions that sketch beyond the line of limitation are strictly
connected wnh those that fall within it, and, in common with them, go to constitute an act designated as mal-
construction.”

The articles of charge were then read to the court, in order of succession, and the following portions of them
ruled out:

The specification under the 1st charge.

The 1st specification under the 2d charge.

That part of the 2d specification of the same charge which avers a statement under date of the 26th of
October, 1821. .

The 1st specification of the 3d charge.

The 3d specification of the 3d charge, as far down and inclusive of the 7th subordinate division; when, it
being 3 P. M.,

The court adjourned till 10 A. M. on the ensuing morning. :
SepremBER 9, 1824.

The court met, pursuant to adjournment: Present, Colonel Archer, president; Major Stockton, Major Kearney,
Captain Wade, Ma_]or Fanning, Major Hook, and Captain Ansart, members; Captain Belton and Lleutenant Gar-~
diner, supernumeraries; R. L. Armstrong, speclal judge advocate.

The court cleared.

The examination of the charges continued.

Ruled out: The residuary part of the 3d specification of the 3d charge.

“ The 1st specification of the 4th charge.
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Two members of the court requested that their 'votes upon the measure of ruling out might appear upon the
record. Decided in the negative.

The court resumed.

The subsequent documents were then produced in evidence, on the part of the prosecunon, the admission of
the accused, as to their authenticity, having previously been received. They are principally estimates of the sums
necessary for the construction of the works at the Pea Patch, and are introduced in illustration of the 2d
specification of the 2d charge (See Appendix.)

Document No. 3—F.

No. 4—G.

No. 6—H.

No. 7—1J.-

No. 9—K.

No. 10—L.
—D, dated the 18th of June, 1824.
The court cleared. )
A member of the court proposed to strike out the 3d charge. Assented to by the court. The court resumed.

~

Ezamination of Captain J. L. Smith, continued.

Specification 2d of the 4th charge.—On or about the 9th of June, 1824, upon the reassembling of the court
of inquiry upon Major Babcock, at Fort Delaware, I stated to the court that, daring its recess, I had discovered,
in the depths of the foundation of the fort, a difference between the actual construction and the plans furnished me
by Major Babcock, it being about five feet in the former, and being laid down at seven feet in the latter; and that

" I had communicated the fact to the chief engineer. Whereupon, Major Babcock, who was present, asserted that
there was no such difference, and, to prove his assertion, referred to figures in pencil, on one of the plans he had
furnished me, (No. 11, second series, already in court—vide appendix,) which indicated dimensions in correspond-
ence with those of the actual constraction. This statement of Major Babcock’s being directly opposite to mine,
it was manifest that ‘one or the other of them must be false. The court, however, had not the means of deter-
mining which; but, on the next day, a case of drawing instruments having been provided, the lines of the drawing
indicating the foundation were tested by the scale applicable to them, and were found 1o be not in correspondence
with the figures in pencil, but conformable to the statement I had made to the court the day before. This plan
was furnished me as a member of the court of inquiry on an application which ¥ made to Major Babcock to that
effect, in consequence of knowing orders to that effect to have been addressed to him from the chief engineer.

Cross-ezamined by accused.

Question. By whom were the plans relating to Fort Delaware originally prepared, and when?

Answer. The first series was prepared in the summer of 1815. The second series, I do not know when.

Question. By whom were they furnished to Major Babcock, and at what time?

Answer, I have seen a letter from Major Babcock acknowledgmg the receipt of plans from Colonel Totten,
(first scries.)

Question. At the time they were furnished, were they accompanied by any special instructions, and from
whom?

Answer. I do not know that they were.

Question. Did the War Department or the Engineer Department apply to Major Babcock, previously to the
court of inquiry, for the original plans?

- Answer. Not that I know of.

Question. Do you know, of your own knowledge, by whom any alterations in'the delineative parts of the plans,
either numerical or architectural, were made, and when so made?

Answer. I do not know.

Question. When did you first see the said plans after their completion?

Answer. In 1815 [ first saw a part of the jirst series. The second series, not till I received them from Major
Babcock, on or about the 21st of May last.

Q,uestlon. Are the said plans in the same condition now, in their delineative and architectural parts, as they
were when you first saw them?

Answer. All that T have any distinct recollection of are.

Question. Have you read or met with, on file in the Engineer Department or War Department, any special
instructions to Major Babcock relating to the works at Fort Delaware?

Answer. I have.

Question. By whom were such instructions written or signed?

Answer. By Colonel Armistead, General Macomb, and myself.

Question. When were they dated?

Answer. I cannot tell.

Question. By whom was the complaint against Major Babcock originally made, and when, particularly?

Answer. There was no complaint made.

Question. Do the architectural figures in pencil upon No. 11 denote the dimensions of the architectural parts
of the foundation of Fort Delaware?

Answer. The sum of the three dimensions denoted by the figures corresponds with the whole depth of the
foundation in the actual construction, or nearly so.

Question. Are the said dimensions of the said parts also denoted by figures in ink in the original plans?

Answer. I do not know.

Question. Do the figures in ink and pencil differ numerically?

Answer. There are no figures in ink in any of the plans furnished me by Major Babcock over the lines relat-
ing to the foundation.

Question. Was the second series furmshed Major Babcock in 1819, or at what other period?

Answer. I do not know.

Question. Was the foundation of Fort Delaware completed before the second series of plans was furnished
~ Major Babcock?

Answer. I do not know.

Question. In what manner was the statement exhibitory of a want of a correspondence, referred to in the
second specification of the fourth charge, made up?

Answer. From actual observation, and measurement of both the plans and the constmcnon.
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Question. Were both series of the plans furnished Major Babcock before the court of inquiry, and accessible to

your inspection?

Answer. I have already stated that they were. :

Question. Do the arithmetical figures referred to correspond with the delineations apparent upon the face of
the first series of the plans?

Answer. In such of them as have been altered they do.

Question. Is the.actual construction of Fort Delaware delineated upon the first series of plans furnished Major
Babcock?

Answer. I believe it is.
Question by the court. Yon have stated that the court of inquiry received plans (first series) from Brooklyn.

How did they get out of the possession of Major Babcock, and how long had they been out of his possession?
Answer. I do notknow.
The evidence on the part of the prosecution having closed, and the accused not being prepared to go imme-
diately into examination of exculpatory testimony, the court adjourned till 10 A. M. on the ensuing day.

Sepremser 10, 1824.

The court met, pursuant to adjournment: Present, Colonel Archer, president; Major Stockton, Major Kearney,
Captain Wade, Major Fanning, Major Hook, Captain Ansart, members; Captain Belton and Lieutenant Gardiner,
supernumeraries; R. L. Armstrong, special judge advocate.

The following affidavit was then read to the court, the accused having been previously sworn to the truth
of it

SamueL Bascock, being sworn, in due form of law, saith: That Colonel Joseph G. Totten and Lieutenant
Henry Brewerton are material witnesses for him, for his vindication against the charges with which he is accused.
He further saith, that all letters or instructions which may be on file in the Engineer Department, or War Depart-
ment, written to or furnished the accused, by either of the said Departments, relating to the construction of the
works at Fort Delaware, and particularly such letters or instructions as are signed by Colonel Walker K. Armistead,
General Alexander Macomb, or Captain J. L. Smith, are necessary to his vindication against the charges with which
he is accused.

The court cleared. The court resumed.

The court decide that they will not delay their proceedings for the objects prayed for in the above affidavit.

The testimony on the part of the accused having been heard, the accused requested the indulgence of the
court for one day, to prepare his final defence; which was accordingly granted.

The court adjourned to meet again on the 11th instant, at 10 A, M.

N. B. Previously to this adjournment, the letter marked M (see appendix) was introduced, on the part of the
accused, the prosecution consenting to receive it as authentic. : -

SeereMBER 11, 1824:

The court met, pursuant to adjournment: Present, Colonél Archer, president; Major Stockton, Major Kearney,
Captain Wade, Major Fanning, Major Hook, Captain Ansart, members; ‘Captain Belton and Lieutenant Gardiner,
supernumeraries; R. L. Armstrong, special judge advocate. :

The accused then being asked if he were ready to proceed, offered the following defence. (See appendix.)

The court cleared.

A proposition was then made by @ member of the court, to lay before the supervising authority their reasons for
ruling out those portions of the articles of charge before them, which, in the preceding pages, are recorded to be so
ruled out.

It was decided in the negative.

Three members of the court requested that their votes upon this proposition might appear upon the record.

It was decided in the negative.

The whole of the proceedings then having been read over to the court by the judge advocate, they ¢ommenced
their deliberations on the matter before them, and pursued them till 3 P, M., when

The court adjourned till 10 A. M. on Monday, the 13th instant.

SeeTEMBER 13, 1824,

The court met, pursuant to adjournment: Present, Colonel Archer, president; Major Stockton, Major Kearney,
Captain Wade, Major Fanning, Major Hook, Captain Ansart, members; Lieutenant Gardiner, supernumerary; R.
L. Armstrong, special judge advocate. :

The court, then, after due deliberation on the testimony adduced, find the accused, Major Samuel Babcock,
to have committed the facts set forth in the 2d specification of the 2d charge, with the exception of the word
“ jrreconcilable,” but attach no criminality to them.

The court further find the said accused not guilty of the 2d charge, to wit: neglect of duty.

The court farther find the facts in the specification 2d of the 4th charge, but attach no criminality to them.

The court further find the said accused not guilty of the 3d specification of the same charge.

The court further find the said accused not guilty of the 4th charge, viz: conduct unworthy an officer and a
gentleman, and do acquit him. .

The court adjourned, sine die.

S. B. ARCHER, Inspector General, and President of the court.
R. L. ARMSTRONG, Special Judge Advocate.

APPENDIX.-
- Major Babcock’s defence.

Mr. President, and Gentlemen of the Court:

The court having, on the application of the prisoner for process for his witnesses, and for time to obtain
them and certain other written testimony, informed the accused that they deemed it useless for him to produce such
witnesses and testimony, it only remains briefly to state the grounds of defence on which the prisoner relies. The
court, in entering upon this subject, may, without impropriety, be reminded that the original causes of complaint,
with a very important exception, the supposed existence of which induced the organization of the court of inquiry,
are no longer before the court, having been expunged or abandoned by the prosecution. The charge the court are
now asked to try the accused upon is a matter arising entirely at the time and upon the occasion of the inquiry,
and then was the subject-matter of conversation or argument between the accused and the witness. But though
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the charges, and numerous specifications under them, have from day to day, as the trial progressed, dwindled away,
till reduced in number to almost nothing, yet, in the bearing and import of the fourth charge, and the specifications
under it, which yet remain upon the records of this court, the accused cannot but feel the deepest interest. Will-
ing as he is, without an allegation or a witness, to submit his capacity, his education, his improvement of the
opportunities he has enjoyed, and the measure of his successful acquirements and skill, to the candor and judgment
of his intelligent brethren, he cannot but feel the most intense and anxious solicitude when his personal honor is
involved by an imputation of intentional falsehood and deceit. In meeting this charge, the accused relied with
confidence upon the testimony of the witnesses whose names he furnished to the court. They would have proved
him innocent of any shadow of concealment. The court, from what is already before them, have decided that it
was useless in the prisoner to obtain further testimony; and the accused rejoices in this plain indication that this
upright tribunal see no evidence, on the part of the prosecution, of force sufficient to oblige the accused to answer
so foul a charge. A brief view of the facts in evidence will indicate how little foundation there exists for the ac-
casation. The accused submits that a true view of his duties, and consequent responsibilities, in the construction
of Fort Delaware, can only be derived from the orders and instructions given to him by those whose orders and
instructions it was his duty to obey. One letter of this description has been produced by the prosecution. It is
dated New York, May 15, 1815, and written by Gen. Swift to the accused, and contains the following remarkable
words:  “ You will not construct any works that do not, on examining the plans, meet your approbation, unless
you receive written orders to construct a particular work from the Secretary of War, the commanding genersl,
or myself.” Tt would be difficult to select words or adopt language expressive of a wider range of opinion and dis-
cretion, or to be guilty of greater injustice than making a crime of the exercise of such discretion. Certainly, every
candid mind will at once perceive the general discretion in such expressions. ' .

In the year 1816 Colonel Totten handed the accused certain plans, but not accompanied by any special or
particular instructions; and, coupling those plans with the letter of General Swift, just now referred to, the accused
did presume that he was to judge of the plans, and not to construct the work unless the plans met his approbation.
That such was the view taken by Colonel Totten of the cortrol and discretion with which the accused was invest-
ed, it is in proof before the court that Colonel Totten addressed to the accused a letter, dated April 22, 1816, in
which the very change in- the foundation which has been the great cause of complaint is directly proposed and
directed, or advised. If the letter be viewed in the light of an order, unquestionably Colonel Totten had a right to
give it, and the duty of obedience follows of course; if as advice, then the accused was considered as having a right,
under his discretionary power, to receive and adopt it as scientific advice. But not only so: Colonel Totten cites,
in support of his opinion, great names in science; and, for acting under the authority of such names, it would be
preposterous indeed to censure the accused, or credit as probable, that he could for 2 moment intend to conceal
that he had so acted, instead of taking credit to himself for adopting the improvement. From this letter of Colonel
Totten arose what are called the alterations on the plans. They were now made to delineate the real construction
of the work, according to the improvement suggested. If the accused was right, under the direction of Colonel
Totten, or in the exercise of his own discretion, in changing the plan of the foundation, no possible blame can attach
to him for making such variations on the plans, which fairly exposed what he had done. Still less can it be sup-
posed that he intended concealment of such variation, when it is proved by the prosecution that the figures indi-
cating the change were put on the plans, on which were left, untouched, the lines and figures delineating the plan
from which he varied.

The direct evidence of the entire absence of any design of concealment does not stop here. Itis proved by aletter
lying on the table of the court, that, in October, 1818, when the foundation was progressing, an inspection of the
works was solicited by the accused; and in March, 1819, as appears by another letter, also before the court, when the
foundation was completed, and the masonry about to be commenced, a similar request for inspection was anxiously
repeated. Neither request was attended to; and it would be hard indeed on the accused, when years had elapsed, and
the subject-matter of the charge, Col. Totten’s letter, and the reason for the variation, were but indistinctly remem-
bered, amidst the mass of much later details in relation to the work, (which were enough to occupy, almost to the ex-
clusion of circumstances of so old a date, the mind of any man, how extensive soever his capacity,) to constitute an
offence out of the variation; and, more than all, to attribute a designed concealment to acts, in the progress of which
inspections were requested; and all this founded on a conversation more than six years after the act, in which, if any
misstatement was made, a very small stretch of charity might admit it to arise from any other than the vile motive
imputed by the charge. Instead of concealment, thie accuser avers that he made every effort to expose hi$ work,
believing, as he has always done, that there was no ground of censure in it. He has mentioned, in proof of this,
the inspections solicited. He would refer himself, further, to the visits of the officers of the Engineer Department,
high in rank and scientific acquirements, which were so frequently made. To attribute such visits to mere idle
passing curiosity, or to assert that they could be productive of no information to the department, is a reflection on
the character and intelligence of these officers. The accused, to rebut this notion of concealment, refers with con-
fidence to the evidence in the case of his having given to Colonel Totten the most direct information of the varia-
tion. In August, 1819, the foundation being then completed, the accused returned the plans’to Colonel Totten, having
marked on the alleged variations, indicating the then actual construction, according to Colonel Totten’s own instruc-
tion and advice. 'The object of so returning the plans was, and could only be, to enable Colonel Totten in the
further plans to adapt the work yet to be erected to the variation made in the actual construction. In consequence
of returning the old plans, for the reasons stated, a new series was prepared, and, in October, 1819, furnished to the
accused by Colonel Totten. The foundation was now complete; its construction was according to Colonel Totten’s
own plan; it was marked as made on the plans returned to Colonel Totten; those plans were, for two months at
least, in that gentleman’s hands, With the whole matter of the foundation then fresh on his mind, he must have
observed that his own variation in the foundation was adopted; and most unquestionably the accused was justified
in believing that he had done what was right, and that every part of his conduct was open, known, and approved.
The court will please to recollect that all parts of the new series but the foundation were figured. This could
only be accounted for by attributing the omission to the fact of that part being complete; and, therefore, that no
necessity existed for indicating any dimensions as to it. The accused was fully impressed with the belief that, as
he had laid down and pointed out the actual construction upon the original plans, and as the rew series was made
out from them, the foundation in the new series was according to actual construction. A. contrary supposition could
never have entered his mind; and, more especially as this part of the work was finished, he had withdrawn his
attention from it, and there were additionally no figures placed upon it, by which his notice might have been
drawn. In fact, there is no alteration of the plan; all its lines remained unobliterated, undefaced. There are
added delineations to exhibit the actual construction of the work. These delineations are true to the fact, and, put
where they are, and forwarded to Colonel Totten, as they are proved to have been, prove, beyond all doubt, that
the accused himself furnished the best and most direct information of the change which had been made in the con-
struction of the foundation. It was an illustration, not a decepiion. The figures which have been spoken of, on
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the part of the prosecution, as Imaicative of being used for the purpose of deception, were not made by the accused,
or by his direction, but by Lieutenant Brewerton, (whom the accused was desirous to bring forward as a witness,
but whose attendance the court thinks useless,) and made by that gentleman for a calculation of his own. What-
ever, then, the witness for the prosecution may have understood the accused to say, it is evident that the whole
amount of the case before the court is, that it is one of mistake and misapprehension of words and arguments used in
conversation, rather than of falsehood, deception, and fraud. The accused was not understood; he may not have
had the whole subject present to his mind, and might have been himself mistaken at the moment, or explained
himself so imperfectly as to be mistaken by others. The whole history of the case, the very nature of the facts
developed to this court, forbid the presumption of an intention to deceive and conceal. It might with great fairness
be added, by way of argument, to show the improbability and unreasonableness of such a course of conduct as is
imputed to the accused, what supposable motive could the accused have to act as he is charged with acting by the
prosecution? Was it his intention to vary the construction in a pecuniary light, or to diminish his duties and labor
in any way? How could it benefit him? What motive counld have prompted him to follow Colonel Totten’s plan,
other than respect for authority and his own zeal for the service? 'When adopted, what was there in his conduct
which could excite such apprebension and alarm as to suggest to him the necessity of concealment? If such, how-
ever, was his determination, was it reasonable, in furtherance of his designed concealment, that the accused called
for two inspections, and gave into Colonel Totten’s hands the best evidence of what he had altered? Concealment
and deception cannot be predicated of conduct such as the accused has shown his to be, unless he be also supposed
destitute, in a very uncommon degree, of that common sense which is the common property of men. Upon the
whole, Colonel Totten’s letter was as much a part of the plans as any other paper; and the accused trusts that, in
adopting it, the court will consider his conduct correct. This plan of Colonel Totten’s the figures truly represent;
and it inevitably follows, as a consequence, that there was no deception, nor could there be any intention to
deceive. ,

As to inaccurate estimates of intended work, the accused cannot pretend to throw any other light on that
subject than will be brought to its consideration by this intelligent court. An error in judgment, as to existing
facts, is not of very seldom occurrence; but calculations as to what is yet to happen, where the data are necessarily
uncertain, are still more generally wide of the mark, because such calculations are, of course, hypothetical, and
liable to disturbance from causes which could not be foreseen. A greater part of the time the whole burden of this
great work rested upon the accused. At another, domestic calamity and severe illness afflicted him. But it surely
cannot be necessary to enter, on such a subject, into further details. Nicety of calculation, as to expense, could
hardly have been expected in a work of such magnitude, liable to so many circumstances occurring that it was im-
possible to anticipate.

The case of the accused is now before this honorable court. Ie respectfully submits it, so far as he is interested,
to their candor and their honor, firmly relying on both, and trusting, by their exercise, to a speedy restoration to
that character and standing which have never been sullied by any intentional departure from the path of truth

and duty.
SAMUEL BABCOCK, Major Engineers.

Sir: Encineer DeprartmENT, WassINGTON, Vovember 19, 1822,

The attention of the department has been for some days exclusively engaged in the preparation of a report
and a general estimate for the War Department, and therefore could not be earlier given to the consideration of the
estimate, report, and drawing that accompanied your letter of the 11th instant.

The estimate being for the completion of Fort Delaware is greater than that submitted by you last year for the
accomplishment of the same object, notwithstanding that funds have been applied to the fulfilment of the latter to
the extent of about one-third of its amount. It is hoped you will be able to explain the apparent discrepancy in a
satisfactory manner. Indeed, your omission to furnish such an explanation with the estimate is rather surprising,
considering that you are possessed of minute information respecting the opposition of Congress to the estimate of
last year, and the difficulty of overcoming it.

You will make your explanation in the tabular form, with remarks; the table to exhibit the estimated quantity
and cost of each item, of which the estimate of last year was constituted; the same details with respect to disburse-
ments of this year, up to the end of last month, and also with respect to the balances resulting from the deduction
of the latter irom the former. These balances will show the quantity and cost of the items of which your estimate
for this year should have been constituted, and, being compared with the quantity and cost of the items constituting
your estimate to be explained, will show exactly and in detail the difierences between them. The explanation of
those differences is what is now required. Another point, with respect to your estimate, which requires explanation,
is, the precise period of time at which its operation was contemplated to be commenced, and whether it was con-
sidered to be a dependant of the existing appropriation, or was predicated upon the application to its fulfilment of
the portion thereof which has not yet been advanced to you, or of that advanced, but remaining in your hands
unexpended, or both.

It is thought, from a transient examination of your report and drawing, that they afford the information
expected from them.

I have the honor to be, sir, very respectfully, your obedient servant,
By order: J. L. SMITH, Capt. Corps of Engineers.

Major Bancock, Corps of Engineers, New Castle, Delaware. .

’

(24

Sir: Encineer DeparTmENT, WasHINGTON, January 24, 1824.

I have received your letter of the 22d instant, covering a table, exhibiting the number and position of the
permanent fortifications within the district of Delaware, showing the state of the work, agreeably to a resolution of
Congress of the United States of March, 1823; and, upon examining that report, it is with inexpressible mortifi-
cation I find, notwithstanding your estimate for completing the work at Fort Delaware, and the assurance you
gave me while I last visited you at New Castle, that the sums appropriated were sufficient to complete the fort,
and that there would be a surplus of at least $10,000, that we now find that a further sum of $20,539 69 will be
necessary to complete the works. On the assurance which you gave me that the appropriation was more than
sufficient, I reported to the Secretary that Fort Delaware would be completed with the appropriations already
made. On this the Secretary reported the state of that fort to the President, who made to the nation a similar
exposé of the situation of Fort Delaware. Under these circumstances, it will be out of the question to think of
asking for further appropriations for Fort Delaware.
104 a
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You will, as early as practicable, make a detailed report 1 tms deparauent of the vauses which-gave rise to
this difference, in order that the department may be enabled to judge of the course proper to be pursued.
: I am, sir, respectfully, your most obedient servant,
ALEX. MACOMB, Maj. Gen., Chief Engincer.

To Major Bascock, Corps of Engineers, New Castle, Delaware.

B.
Sir: New York, May 15, 1815,

You will repair to Philadelphia, and report yourself to the commanding general of district No. 4, as
engineer for the didtrict. You will examine the Pea Patch, and the channels adjacent, and construct a plan for
a permanent work to be erected on that site, and report to me the plan, with an estimate of cost, as soon as may be.

You will not construct any works that do not, on examining the plans, meet your approbation, unless you
receive written orders to construct a particular work from the Secretary of War, the commanding general, or
myself. .

Lieutenant J. Craig will join you for duty—an amiable, industrious, and intelligent youth from the academy.

You will examine minutely Fort Mifilin, and report to me its situation, with such repairs and alterations as may
be requisite to place the work in a permanent state of defence. Are any other works on the Delaware required?
Is Fort Mifflin too large or too small; and is it of the requisite form?’

Your respectful, humble servant, J. G. SWIFT, Brigadier General.

Capt. Bascock, United States Engineers.

C.
Sir: NEw CasTLE, October 1, 1818.

I have the honor to report to you that the work at the Pea Patch continues to progress as when 1 wrote
‘Jast. Some of the grillage is received, and a number of men are employed in cutting off the heads of the piles at
the level of low water, and laying the grillage, which is fastened with wooden pins. The foundation, as it is,
seems to me sufficient; but it would be very agreeable to have it inspected by the board of fortifications before we
commence with masonry, which will be early in the spring; every arrangement will bave been previously made.
The natural level of the ground of the work is fifteen inches below high water mark. I have used the earth taken
from the piling, to raise it rather above high water. The number of men employed, of all kinds, is seventy.

With great respect, I am, sir, your obedient servant,
S. BABCOCK, Captain Engineers.
Brig. Gen. J. G. Swirr, Chief Engineer U. S.

D. .
Statement showing the nature, quantities, and cost of the several kinds of materials and workmanship, &ec.
necessary to complete Fort Delaware; also, of the quantities and value of the materials on hand, and the
amount of funds, after defraying the expenses of the work, up to the 1st of June, including the balance of
the last appropriation not yet drawn from the Treasury.

MATERIALS.

) 78,600 feet 3 inch plank, for 2d tier of platforms, at 22 cents, - 1,729 20

137,850 feet scantling, for sleepers, at 22 cents, - - - - - 3,032 70
#16,000 feet boards, - - - - - - - 400 00
#40,000 shingles, at 20 cents, - - - - - 800 00
4,500 lbs. spikes, - - - - - - - 360 00
4,000 1bs. nails, - - - - - - - 320 00
*130 pairs hinges, for shutters, - - - - - - 97 50
*1,600 laths, for shingling, - - - - - - 128 00
32,000 feet scantling, for a gallery, - - - - - 800 00
5,000 feet 1% inch plank, - - - - - - 125 00
*300 lbs. sheet lead, - - - - - - 24 00
*80 Jeaden spouts, - - - - - - - 40 00
*80 tin leaders, - - - - - - - 768 00
350 bushels lime, at 35 cents, - - - - - - 122 50

70 tons sand, - - - - - - - 35 00
#Stuff for gate, 1,000 feet, - - N - - - 30 00

*Stuff for bridge, 7,000 feet, - - - - - - 175 00

Stuff for bridge, 300 Ibs. spikes, - - - - - 24 00
Painters’ work, - - - - - - - 1,000 00
*Plastering, - - - - - - - 200 00
Smiths’ work, including screw bolts for girders, - - - - 1,000 00
*Carpenters’ work of roofing, - - - - - 2,000 00
Carpenters’ work of galleries, casemates, 2d tier, platforms, magazines, &c., - 5,000 00
#*Carpenters® work for bridge, - - - - - 200 00
*Carpenters’ work for gate, - - - - - - 100 00

. —————

R $20,610 90
. MATERIALS ON HAND, JUNE 5, 1824, —

Pine plank, 3 inch, 67,500 feet, at 22 cents, - - - - - $1,485 00
Pine scantling, 46,800 feet, at 22 cents, - - - - - 1,029 60
Pine boards, 5,000 feet, at 20 cents, - - - - 100 00
Cedar shingles, 36,000 feet, at 20 cents, - - - - - 720 00
- Laths, 800, at 8 cents, - - - - - - - 64 00
Coal, 10 bushels, at 40 cents, - - - - - 4 00
.Roman cement, 43 casks, at $9, - - - - - 387 00
Cutting stone, 350 feet, at 25 cents, - - - - - 87 50
Flagging stone, 900 feet, at 20 cents, - - - - - 180 00
Rough stone, 60 perches, at 5 cents, - - - - - 300 00

$4357 10
S. BABCOCK, Major Engineers.
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Amount due carpenters and laborers for May, - - - - - $938 79
Do. masons, for cut stone, - - - - - - 2,500 00
Do. masons, for Jaying bricks, - - - - - 240 00
Do. masons, for laying stone, - - - - - 307 50
Do. for lumber, for gutters of roof of fort, - - - - 692 00
Do. for boards, - - - - - - - . 250 00
Do. for bricks, - - - - - - - 256 00
Do. for sand, - - - - - - - 71 00
Do. for iron and coals, - - - - - 183 28
Do. for forage, -~ - - - - - 20 80
Do. for stationary, - - - - - - 5 00
Do. for nails, &c.. - - - - - -0 365 50
Do. for oil and paint, - - - - - - 36 89
Do. for painting and glazing, - - - - - 40 00

o. for glass, - - - - - - - 24 00
Do. for plasterer’s work, - - - - - - 200 00
$6,130 76

Amount of funds, - - - $6,588 77

Amount pledged, - - Co- 6,130 76

Balance, - - __$458 01

Since the last eStimate was made it has been found necessary to enlarge the plan of the roof, to make it more
perfectf and a number of items have been thought of which did not present themselves before. The carpenters’

work also proves, by experience, to be much more expensive than was anticipated. .
The items marked with stars are most necessary. - S. BABCOCK, Mgjor Engineers.
E.
Sir: N New Casrre, March 20, 1819.

I have the honor to transmit to you the copy of a contract for lumber. I take this opportunity to state
that the foundation of the work at the Pea Patch is nearly completed; and that, as soon as the weather permits,
we shall commence with the mason work, previously to which I hope the board of fortifications will visit the
island and inspect the work as far as it is done. -

With great respect, sir, your obedient servant,
S. BABCOCK, Captain Engineers.
To Col. W. K. Aruusteap, Chief of Corps of Engineers.

- No.3—F.
Sir: o New CastrE, October 26, 1821.
Herewith you will receive an estimate of the amount of funds necessary to complete Fort Delaware; also,
an estimate of the least amount necessary to carry on the work with advantage the season next ensuing.

With great respect, I am, sir, your obedient servant, : -
, S. BABCOCK, Major Engineers.

P. S. I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your order of the 22d instant.

Maj. Gen. Macoms, Chief Engineer.

Estimate of the smallest amount of funds necessary to prosecute the work at Fort Delaware with advantage
during the year 1821. '

5,000 perches of pier stone, at 65 cents per perch, - - - - $3,250 00
4,460 bushels of lime, at 33 cents per bushel, - - - - 1,471 80
820,000 bricks, at $8 per thousand, - - - - - - 6,560 00
1,000 tous of sand, at 50 cents per ton, - - - - - - 500 00
1,000 perches of range stone, at $2 50 per perch, - - - - - 2,500 00
200 casks of Roman cement, at $9 per cask, - - - - - 1,800 00
Lumber, nails, &e., - - - - - - - - 1,000 00
Contingencies, - - - - - - - - 1,000 00
Resetting centres, - - - - - - - - 750 00
Labor, eight months, at $400 per month, - - - - - - 3,200 00
Laying 1,000 perches of range stone, at $1 50 per perch, - - - - - 1,500 00
Laying 820,000 bricks, ‘at $3 per thousand, - - - - - - 2,460 00
Cutting 20,000 feet of stone, at 25 cents per foot, - - - - - 5,000 00
500 perches of building stone, at $1 per perch, - . - - - - 500 00
Laying ditto, at 75 cents per perch, - - - - - - 37500
$31,866 80

Eistimate of the amount of funds necessary to complete Fort Delaware.

MATERIALS. .

10,000 perches of pier stone to Erotect and preserve the northwest part of the island, - . =$6,500 00
For Fort Delaware, 5,000 perches of building stone, at $1 per perch, - - - 5,000 00
1,000 perches of range stone, at $2 50 per perch, - - - - - - 2,500 00
820,000 bricks, at $8 per thousand, - - - - - - 6,560 00
8,460 bushels of lime, at 33 cents per bushel, - - - - - 2,791 80
2,000 tons of sand, at 50 cents per ton, - - - - - - 1,000 00
200 casks of Roman cement, at $9 per cask, - - - - - 1,860 00
3,000 tons of gravel, to level parade, at $1 per ton, - - - - - 3,000 00
Iron railing, upper platform, 90,000 pounds, at 10 cents per pound, - - - - 9,000 00
Copper hinges, bolts, nails, &c. for 5 magazines, at $25 each, - - - - . 125 Q0

$38,276 80
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WORKMANSHIP.

Laying 5,000 perches of building stone, at 75 cents per perch, - - - - $3,750 00
- Laying 1 000 perches of range stone, at $1 50 per pexch - - - - - 1,500 00
Laymcr 820 000 bricks, at $3 per thousand, - - - - - 2,460 00
Resettmg centres, 5 sets, at $150 per set, - - - - - 750 00
Carpenters’ work.—Working girders, 10|stc floor, and balustrade of second tier, - - ,8,730 00
) kamg glrders, joists, floor, and balustrade of upper tier, - - - 2,745 00
Of five magazines, - - - - - - 9225 00

Gateway and bridge, - - - - - - 110 00

Embrasure shulters, 146, at $1 50, - - - - - 217 00

‘Windows of men’s barracks, - - 49 50

Labor, 8 months, at $400, $3,200; cutting of 62,500 feet of stone, at 25 cents, $15 622 50, - - 18,822 50

$34,359 00

QUARTERS.

Two buildings for officers’ quarters, 45 by 20 feet, and 2 stories high.

Foundation, piling, grillage, and plank, - - - - $582 00
Walls—600 perches of stone, at §1 per perch, - - - - 600 00
600 bushels of lime, ‘at 33 cents per bushel, - - - - - 198 00
Lumber for officers’ quarters, each, at $575, - - - - - 1,150 00
Laying 600 perches of stone, at 75 cents per perch, - - - - - 450 00
Plastering and materials, each, at 3160 - - - s . - - 320 00
Pamtmg, glazing, &c., - - - - - - 170 00
Tronmonge: y—locks, hmves, screws, nails, &c., - - - - - 194 00
Work and materials of two perles, - - - - - 100 00
Contingencies, - - - - - - - 1,500 00
$5,264 00

Matenals, - - - - - - $38,276 80

‘Workmanship, - - - - - - 34,359 00

Quarters, &c., - - - - - - 5,264 00

- Aggregate, - - $77,899 80

No. 4—G. | .
Sir: New Castie, November 11, 1822.

Herewith you will receive my report of the present state of Fort Delaware, and an estimate of the proba-
ble expense of completing the same, accompamed with a plan and sections.
With great respect, I am, sir, your obedient servant,
) S. BABCOCK, Major Engineers.
Maj. Gen. Arex. Macoms, Chief Engineer.

REPORT.

In obedience to your order, I have the honor to report on the present state of Fort Delaware.

During the present year 2,278 perches of stone have been laid in wall; five casemate arches, and two maga-
zine arches, have been turned; eight buttresses have been made. Thinking it necessary not to delay the applica-
tion of a remedy to those arches whose piers seemed insufficient, I had completed the buttresses above mentioned
before the plan of the board of engineers arrived. With all deference to the superior professional skill of the
board, I cannot but think that the plan, already partly carried into effect, is the most eligible. Experience proves
that every mass of fresh masonry, however well made, unless every stone composing it is cut with a chisel, will
settle within itself, more or less. Supposing the foundations to be perfect, therefore, the interior stone trusses or
braces, prescribed by the board, would loosen themselves from the body of the pier by the settling, and thereby act
merely as a weight, and consequently become useless; besides, the attempt to cut out portions of the piers now
existing, in order to admit the stone truss, could only be made at the imminent risk of destroying the whole pier,
and, of course, the series of arches comprising a face, (the stones being flinty, of irregular shape; ) and the cutting
out ofa part of one would, in eﬁ"ect, be to undermine the pier. Further, the expense of cutting the stone alone of
one buttress and its corresponding pier, according to the plan of the board, would amount to $331. Now, the
taking down and rebuilding of one of the arches would cost as follows:

Taking down and cleaning 43,000 bricks, at $1 per 1 000 - - - $43 00
Relaying ditto, at §3 per thousand - - - 129 00
130 bushels lime, at 35 cents per bushel - - - - - 45 50
20 tons sand, at 50 cents per ton, - - - - - 10 00
Woaste of bricks 3,000, at 88 per 1,000, - - - - - 24 00

$251 50

Therefore, it would be cheaper to take down the arches in fault, enlarge their piers, and rebuild them. That
this plan would be effectual cannot be doubted, when we take into view the arches contiguous, which, with a founda-~
tion precisely similar, are perfect: the difference between them is, that the one have larger piers than the others.
The buttresses already made, however, appear to fulfil their destination; and I strongly hope that when they are in-
spected, it will be decided that those to be erected be made in the same manner.

There remain to be done, to complete the work, sixteen buttresses, seventeen casemated arches, the wall to be
raised to its full height, two bulldmgs for officers’ quarters, platforms, railings, galleries, bridge, cisterns, gravelling
parade, &c. &c. By covering the casemates with some clean and kard substance, and by the addition of gutters,
a copious supply of pure water may be obtained for the use of the garrison. I would recommend to lay slates in
water-proof cement. The original plan contemplated filling up between the arches with earth; this, from its tendency
to keep the arches continually damp, as well as for the reason above stated, I think would be better omitted, atleast
in time of peace.

I beg leave to add, on the subject of cracks in the arches, that, in the profile sent me by the Engineer Depart-
ment last summer, the crack is represented as extending quite Zhrough the arch, and as widest at the top. This is
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a great mistake. The fact is, no crack or flaw of any kind was ever discovered on the superior surface of the
arches. Those which exist are widest at botfom, and appear not to be deep.

It is deemed advisable to secure the upper part of the island, which has never been embanked, by a sea-wall of
pier stone, thrown in in such a manner as to give a sufficient slope to insure solidity. This has been tried on a small
scale, and found to answer. Its only expense is the cost of the stone. A tract of from eight to ten acres would
be gained and secared. I have every reason to be satisfied with the wharfing made to secure the island from the surf.
Each tide deposites a quantity of mud-in its rear, which, in a year or two, will give a number of acres of soil in
addition. On the subject of cultivation, permit me to add that, during the present season, there has been raised a
sufficiency of oats and hay to keep the public cattle until the next harvest.

The plan and profiles herewith will, I believe, give very correct ideas of the present state of the work.

All which is respectfully submitted: .
S. BABCOCK, Major Engineers.
Maj. Gen. ALex. Macoms, Chief Engineer U. S.

v

Estimate of materials, labor, and workmanship to complete Fort Delaware, and to secure the island against the
winds and tides.

2,512 perches of building stune, at 81 per perch, - - - - - $2,512
1, 1186 perches of range stone, at $2 per perch, - - - - - 2372
260 000 bricks, at $8 per thousand, - - - . - 2,080
9, ,000 bushel$ of lime, at 35 cents per bushel - - - - - 3,150
1, 000 tons of sand, at 50 cents per ton, - - - - - - 500
’300 casks of water-proof cement, at $9 per ton, - - - - - 2,700
3,000 tons of gravel for parade, at 31 per ton, - - - 3,000
90 000 pounds cast iron railing, (upper platform,) at 10 cents per pound - - - 9,000
Coppex hinges, bolts, nails, &c., for magazines, - - - 100
Laying 5,942 perches of building stone, at 75 cents per perch, - - - - 4,456
Laying 1 380 perches of range stone, - - - - 2,070
Laying 705,000 bricks, at $3 per thousand, - - - - 2,115

Cuttting 50,000 superficial feet of stone, at 25 cents per foot - 12,500
Carpenters’ work, lower platforms, laying platforms, maklng galleries and railing mcludm«r trussmg girders, 3,730
upper platforms, laym,, platforms, makmg galleries and ratlm mcludmg trussing girders, 2,745
of five magazines, $45 each, - - - 225

Gateway and bridge, - - - - - - 110
Embrasure shutters, - - - - - - 217
Embrasure windows, - - - - - - 50
Resetting centres, - - 600
Two buildings for officers’ quarters, each 45 by 20 feet, and two stones, foundatmn, piling, and grillage, - 582
‘Walls—600 perches of stone, at $1 per perch, - - - 600
600 bushels of lime, at 35 cents per bushel - - - - 210
Lumber for officers’ quarters, - - - - - - 1,150
Carpenters’ work, - - - - - - 2,100
Masons’ work—Laymg 600 perches of stone, at 75 cents per perch, - - - - 450
Plastering, - - - - 320
Painting and glazing, - - - - - - 170
Ironmongery—Locks, bolts, screws, nails, hmges, &e., - - - - - 194
Two privies, - - - - - 100
Labor of ten men ten months, .- - - - < - - 2,500
71,500 feet of plank, for platforms, at $20, - - - - - - 1,430
189,700 feet of scantling, for platforms, at $17, - - - - - 3224
177 piles, at 83, - - - - - 531
37,280 slates, (and laying slates,) for covering arches and bmldmws, - - - - 4,473
‘To finish and put in order the well, - - - - - - = 100
Four cisterns, at 75 each, - - - - 300
Plumber’s bill for gutters, &c materlals and workmanshlp, - - - - 500
For sea-walls 9,000 perches pler stone, at 75 cents, - - - - 6,750
For repairing wharﬁnb, - - - - - 100
Contingencies, - - - - - - - - 1,500
Total amount, - $81,516
No. 6—H.
Sir: . _New CasTLE, November 25, 1822.

The unexpected magnitude of the estimate presented to complete Fort Delaware is accounted for as
follows: first, by the addition to the plan during the present year of 30 buttresses; by the insertion, by mistake, of
the items foundation, walls, lime, and mason work of quarters, the same being included in some of the preceding
items; by addition of plank and scantling slate, to finish well, cisterns, plumber’s bill, and repairs of wharfing,
which were omitted in the former estimate. The work being kept a year longer in hand for want of adequate
funds, the expense for labor and contingencies is necessarily increased. The same may be said of carpentry and
smithery, as well as the additional expense of covering in the work from the weather, which consumes a great deal
of scantling and boards. The particular mode of securing the casemates from wet has not yet been decided on.
I am of opinion, however, that they can be preserved from dampness by a covering ,of water-proof cement,
without slate. I have therefore made an addition to that item; and a platform of wood over it may be payed and
caulked in the same manner as a ship’s deck; as it has a slope of six inches, the rain water might be conveyed by
gutters to the cisterns. As to balance, my last quarter’s accounts, and last requisition for funds, show how that is.
The estimate commences with the next year, supposing that the balance of this year, not received, will be expended
as has been proposed, as agreed to. I send you a new estimate, in which I have suppressed certain iters which
are not essentially necessary for the work, viz: gravel for parade, iron railing, (which may very well be replaced
with a wooden one, vastly cheaper,) slates, pier stone for sea-wall, &c., as you will see by comparing the two
estimates; by which means, in spite of the additions, the amount may be kept within bounds, and without injury to
the work. As to the minimum estimate, I have no alteration to make. In adding up the items of last year’s
estimate, I find the amount is greater than it should be: whether this arises from some mistake in copying, or by an
error in adding the original, you will be able to judge.

With great respect, I am, sir, your obedient servant,
S. BABCOCK Major Engineers.
Maj. Gen. Macoms, Chief Engmeer U. 8.



Table exhibiting the eslzmate JSor Fort Delaware Sor 1822; the amount of materials and workmanship used in 1822, up to 81lst October; and the balanee wkick, with additions since projected,
constitutes the estimate for 1823, and to finish the work.
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10,000 perches pier stone, - - - 65
5,000 perches building stone, - -~ - - $100
1, ,000 perches range stone, - - - 2 50
820 000 bricks, - - - - 8 00
8, 460 bushels lime, - - - 33
2,000 tons sand, - . - - 50
200 casks Roman cement, - - - 9 00
3,000 tons gravel, - - - - 100
90,000 pounds iron railing, - - - 10
Copper hinges, bolts, nails, &c. for magazines, -
Laying 5,000 perches building stone, at 75
Laying 1, 1000 perches range stone, at 1 50
Laying 820 000 bricks, - 3 00

Carpenters’ work, lower platforms, -
Carpenters’ work, upper platforms, - -
Carpenters’ work, magazines, - -
Carpenters’ work, gateway and bridge, -
Cnrpenters’ work, embrasure shutters, -
Carpenters’ \vork, embrasure windows, -
Carpenters’ work, resethng‘ centres, - -
Labor of 15 men 8 months, - . - -
Cutting 62,500 superficial feet stone, at - 25
Two bulldmgs for officers’ quarters, each 45 by 20, two
stories:
Foundation, piles, grillage, and plank,

D T S T S B S TN}

100

‘Walls, 600 perches stone, at - - -
‘Walls, 600 bushels lime, at - - - 33
Lumber for quarters, - - - - -
Carpenters’ bill, do, - . . . .
Plastering, - . . - -
Painting and g]azmg, - - .
Locks, screws, bolts, nails, hmges, &c. - -
Laying 600 perches stone, at - - . 75
Two privies, - -t . - -
Contingencies, - - . N B
— 130
— 2,100
2,230
*25
‘ —2,205

N. B. The price of lime and pier-stone in 1821 and 1822
is different.

$6,500 00
5,000 00
2,500 00
6,560 00
2,791 80
1,000 00
1,800 00
3,000 00
9,000 00

25
3,750 00
1,500 00
2,460 00
3,730 00
2,745 00

225 00
110 00
217 00
49 50
130 880 00
3,200 00
15,622 50

582 00
600 00
198 00

1,150 00

2,100 00
320 00
170 00
194 00
450 00
100 00

1,500 00

100 00-

80,104 80

— 2,205 00

$77,899 80

Purchased in 1822, up to Oct, 31, 721 perch, at 75 -

Do. do. 3,587 $1 00—7172
Do. do. 8824 2 50 -
Do. do. 456,550 8 00 -
Do. do. 3,153 35

Do. ~do, 651 50—63 11

Laid in 1822, up to Oct, 31, 2,273 perches, at 75 -
Do. do. 870 $1 50 -
Do. do. 293,000 3 00 -
Centring and covering in \vork, - - - -
Labor ten months, - - - .
Stone cutting, 5,686 feet, at - - 25 cts,
For foundation of buttresses, 10,801, - — 560 82

Boards and scantling for centres and covering, -

Forage $194 50, iron and coals $65 07, stationary $8, ox
yokes $4, oars $15 smithing $69 68, —358 75

— 7172
— 63 11
— 560 82
— 35875

1,054 407 |
20§

$540 37
3,587 50
2,206 25
3,652 40
1,103 60

325 50

1,704 75
1,305 00
879 00
912 52

1,421 50

1,142 82

567 80

300 00

358 75

3,107 00

23,114 56

1,054 20

I$22,060 36

oooxtmm’pwwr-&g

*—20

Diﬁ‘erence, 9,389 perches, at 75
$1

Do. , 00 — 1,010 40
Do. 1171 200 - :
Do. 363,450 8 00 *58 75
Do. 5,307 35 - .
Do. 1,349 50 —106 14
Do. 200 900 - .
Do. 3,000 100 - .
Do. 90,000 10 - .
Do. 2,727 75 - .
Do. 130 150 . -
Do. 527,000 300 - )
. . . . —400

LR S B B TR

56,814 feet, at 25 cts, —2 50

I I

—1 00

P R B BN

—1,010 40
—106 14
— 400 00

—2 50
—100

— 1,520 04
*58 75

$7,041 75
1,412 50
235 00
2,907 60
1,857 45
674 50
1,800 00
3,000 00
9,000 00
* 100 00
2,045 25
195 Q0
1,581 00

7,443 98

93 00
- 14,203 50

600 00
198 00
583 20
9,100 00
321 00
170 00
194 00
450 00
100 00
1,200 00

—

59,505 73

— 1,461 29

58,044 44
22,060 36

$80,104 84

318

SAIVIIV XIVIITIN

9% "oN]



1825.] ) COURT-MARTIAL ON MAJOR BABCOCK. “819

. Estimate of materials and workmanship to complete Fort Delaware.

1. 2,512 perches building stone, at $1 per perch, - - - - - $2,512 00
2. 1,186 perches building stone, at $2 per perch, - - - - 2,372 00
3. 260,000 bricks, at $8 per thousand, - - - - - - 2,080 00
4. 9,000 bushels of lime, at 35 cents per bushel, - - - - - 3,150 00
5. 1,000 tons of sand, at 50 cents per ton, - - - - - - 500 00
6. 300 casks Roman cement, at $9 per cask, - - - - - 2,700 00
7. Copper hinges, bolts, &c. for magazines, - - - - - - 100 00
8. Laying 5,942 perches building stone, at 75 cents per ﬁerch, - - - - 4,456 00
9. Laying 1,380 perches range stone, at $1 50 per perch, - - - ~ 2,070 00
10. Laying 705,000 bricks, at $3 per thousand, - - - - - 2,115 00
11, Labor of ten men ten months, - - - - - - 2,500 00
12. Cutting 50,000 superficial feet of stone, at 25 cents per foot, - - - - 1,250 00
13. Carpenters’ work, lower platform, including trussing girders, galleries, and railing, - - 3,730 00
14. Carpenters’ work, upper platform, including trussing girders, galleries, and_railing, - - 2,745 00
15. Carpenters’ work of 5 magazines, - - - - - - 92500
16. Carpenters’ work of gallery and bridge, - - - 110 00
17. Carpenters’ work of embrasure shutters, - - - - - - 217 00
18, Carpenters’ work of embrasure window, - - - - - - 50 00
19. Carpenters’ work of resetting centres, - - - - - - 600 00
20, Lumber for 2 buildings for officers’ quarters, - - - - - 1,150 00
21. Carpenters’ work for officers’ quarters, - - - - - - 2,100 00
22. Plastering, - - - - - - - - 320 00
23, Painting and glazing, - - - - - - - 170 00
24, Ironmongery for officers’ quarters,. - - - - - - 194 00
25. 2 privies, - - - - - - - - 100 00
26. 71,500 feet of plank, for platforms and galleries, - - - - - 1,430 00
27. 189,700 feet of scantling, for platforms and galleries, - - - - - 3,224 90
28, 177 piles, - - - - - - - -~ 531 00
29, To finish well, - .- - - - - - 100 Q0
30. 4 cisterns, . - - - - - - - 300 00
31. Plumber’s bill, - - - - - - - - 200 00
32. Contingencies, - - - - - - - - 1,500 00

‘ ’ Total amount, $56,051 90

No. 7—J. .
Sir: New CastiE, January 22, 1824,

I have the honor to transmit to you, herewith, a table, &c., agreeably to your order of July last: a report
{or memoir) T am at work upon, and shall complete as soon as I receive from Captain De Russey an abstract of
payments by him made last November. I had believed that I had furnished him with sufficient data on which to
found the report called for: I regret, extremely, that it was not found so. The-furlough asked by me last fall was
the first I have enjoyed for thirteen years, it being solely for the recovery of my health. I calculated I had no-
thing else to attend to. This circumstance will, I hope, constitute a claim on your indulgence, should any thing

be found wanting in form. .
With great respect, sir, your obedient servant,
S. BABCOCK, Major Engineers.

Maj. Gen. ALex. Macome, Clief of Engineer Corps. .



Table exhibiting the number and position of the permanent fortifications within the

i

district of Delaware, showing the state of the work, agreeably to a resolution of the Congress of the United
States of March, 1823, ‘

- Position, Period, Magnitude. | Cost of works erecting. Armament. Garrison,
&
o b h] 4 o Cost Cannon, Mortars, Howitzers.
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* In the cost of construction is included the cost of wharfing, to a large extent, to secure the Pea Peach from the action of the waves; and, as the ssme hands were employed on the fortifications and.embankments, the

diffevent items are inseparably connected, and it is impossible to say with exactness the amount of wharfing and embanking. I estimate it at not less than $50,000,

8. BABCOCK, Major Engineers,
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1825.] COURT-MARTIAL ON MAJOR BABCOCK. 3821

No 9—K. ‘

Sir: ’ New CastiE, January 29, 1824.
Your letter of the 24th is received. I find you have misunderstood my meaning in the table I had the honor
to transmit to you. As regards the sum required to finish Fort Delaware, the calculation was made from the 30th
September, 1823, and not from the present time; that sum, in fact, being the unexpended balance of the appropria-
tion at that time; consequently, what has been expended since is to be deducted, to find the sum required from the
present time. It has been a long time since I have been able to see the work; but I am preparing an estimate. 1
suspect there must have been some waste last fall, in consequence of the want of good superintendence; but I never
calculated that any further appropriation would be found necessary, although I know that is the opinion of Captain

De Russey.
With great respect, I am, sir, your obedient servant, .
S. BABCOCK, Major Engineers.
To Maj. Gen. ALExanpER Macoms, Chief Engineer. .

No. 10—L.
Sir: New CasrLg, February 17, 1824.
Herewith you will receive an estimate of the cost of finishing Fort Delaware from the present date. The
reasons why it exceeds the amount of funds not drawn, together with the balance on hand, are as follows:

Ist. When the estimate was made in 1822, the plan of roofing was not adopted, and, of course, not included
therein. This has or,will cost about $7,000; a much greater sum than was calculated on at first, although I employed to
assist me in making it a very able mechanic of Philadelphia. )

2d. The destruction of embankments last April, which could not have been foreseen.

3d. When the estimate was made, there was a fair prospect of obtaining stone for coping from this neighborhood:
we were disapointed; and, being obliged to procure them from New England, the cost was greatly enhanced.

4th. The cost of the pier stone, to secure the breaches made by the April gale.

5th. The unprecedented sickness of the last season, which rendered even those who were not attacked with it
only the half of themselves, from apprehension and discouragement.

As to the carpenters’ work, I confess I have been deceived. It is the most difficult thing in the world to estimate; -
even among the carpenters themselves, it is a sort of guess-work. The fact is, Fort Delaware, from its peculiar
situation, is liable to many expenses which are not to be foreseen, particularly as the cost of wharfing and em-
banking have already been blended with the work itself. While I am on the subject of embankments, permitme to
recommend that an appropriation be made for the particular purpose of securing the island. What has been done,
I did on my own responsibility out of the fortifications’ fund: it was a case of necessity; but to make a permanent
establishment of it, would require at least §20,000.

In conclusion, I have only to add, that my best faculties of mind and body have been employed to make Fort
Delaware and its appendages what they should be. .

With great respect, I am, &c. .
SAML. BABCOCK, Major Engineers.

To Maj. Gen. Macone, Chief Engineer U. S. )

Estimate of the amount of funds required to complete Fort Delaware.

Carpenters’ work of two buildings for officers’ quarters, - - - - - %1,900 00
Platform of second tier, - - - - - - 3,000 00

Ubpper tier and weather-boarding, - - - - - 650 00

Framing roof and shingling, - - - - - 1,675 00

Gutters of roof, - - - - - - 1,160 00

_ 'Three casemates for barracks, - - - - - 300 00

Painting and glazing, - - - - - - - - 90 00
Plastering and materials, - - - - - - . -~ 200 00
Cost of two privies, - - - - - - - - 150 00
Mason work—Laying 1,933 perches of building stone, - - - - - 1,449 75
: Laying 320 perches of range stone, - - - - - 480 00

Cutting 15,000 feet of stone, - - - - - - 8,750 00

Laying 170,000 bricks, - - - - - - 510 00

Smith work-—One sinith three months, - - - - - - 90 00
Materials—6,000 feet of coping stone, - - - - - - 1.500 00
1,733 perches of building stone, - - - - - - 1,733 00

220 perches of range stone, - .- - - - - 550 00

150,000 bricks, - o - - - - - 1,200 0

Labor of ten men four months, - - - - - - - 1,000 00
10,000 shingles, - - - - - - - - 200 00
Nails and spikes, - - - - - - - - 500 00
Contingencies—Cost of turnishing workmen with water, - - - - - 90 Q0
Compensation for disbursements, - - - - - 240 00

92,507 75

Unesxpended balance, - - - - - 12,752 00

Difference, - - - - 7 - - §9,755 75

Fenruary 17, 1824, —_—
Sir: Trovy, April 22, 1816.

When I was at West Point, a few days ago, I examined Bellidore’s work very attentively, to determine
the manner in which he generally secured his foundation. There was no instance in which he placed the piles more
than three feet from centre to centre. I found, too, that in the detail he gives of the great sluices, &c., about
which he writes, and some of which were constructed by the greatest engineers, (Vauban and others,) there was no
case of their being nearer. I considered this information might be useful to you. I beg leave to offer the sketch
below, as one that shows an arrangement of piles and grillage, that will be sufficient, according to the practice stated
above. T

105 [Here, in the original, is a diagram of the plan.] -
a
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ll'I‘he whole work of the piers, from the piles to the finishing at top, must be kept separate from that of the exterior
walls.

The piles may be sawed off at low water mark, but all the spaces between the ¢ crossing and length timbers”
must be filled in, either with masonry, well laid in clay, or, if the mud be very bard, mud-rammed, and very much
compacted, so that the *length timbers” and planks may be separated by it, as well as the wood work beneath them.
Mud must be rammed on the outside, too, of the piles and exterior walls. The qutside courses of piles should be
left six inches higher than the others; so that the ends of the * crossing timbers” being ¢ spotted,” they can be
secured to those piles by pins, thus:

[Here, in the original, is a diagram of the plan.}

The dots show where the mud should be rammed to exclude the air from, and to suppert the wood work of
the foundation; and, indeed, if all the earth, to the level of the parade, be thus rammed, the object will the more
certainly be accomplished. ’

1 should be very glad to hear from you, of your progress, and projects, and difficulties, and of the expense.

I am, in great haste, yours,
JOS. G. TOTTEN.

Capt. SamueL Barcock, Engineer.

ORDERS.--No. 70.

ApsuranT Generan’s Orrice, WasHINGTON, Seplember 22, 1824.

By direction of the Secretary of War, the general court-martial, of which Colonel Archer, inspector general,
is president, convened by general order of the 10th of August, 1824, at New Castle and at Wilmington, Delaware,
for the trial of Major S. Babcock, of the corps of engineers, is dissolved; Major Babcock is released from arrest,
and will repair to Old Point Comfort, and report himself to Lieutenant Colonel Charles Gratiot, of the corps of
engineers, for duty as an assistant.

Communicated by order of Major General Brown.
SAMUEL COOPER, Adid-de-camp.

18th Coneress.] No. 265. [2d Session.

MILITIA RETURNS.
COMMUNICATED TO THE SENATE, JANUARY 31, 1825.

Sir: 7 : DeparTuMENT OF WaR, January 29, 1825.

T transmit, herewith, an abstract of the general annual returns of the militia by States and Territories,
together with an abstract of the annual returns of arms and accoutrements, prepared in conformity with the act of
Congress of March 2, 1803.

T have the honor to be, your obedient servant, N
J. C. CALHOUN.
The PresipenT oF ToE SeEnaTE U. S.

Sir: ApjuranT GENERAL’S OFFIcE, WASHINGTON, January 28, 1825.

I have the honor of handing you, herewith, an abstract of the general annual returns of the militia by States
and Territories, together with an abstract of the annual returns of arms and accoutrements, prepared in conformity
with the act of Congress of March 2, 1803.

It will be seen, on an examination of these documents, that the law above mentioned has not been complied
with by several of the States for many years; no returns having been received from the States of Delaware, Mary-
land, and Mississippi, since 1814, and none from the States of South Carolina, Georgia, and Alabama, since 1820,

I have the honor to be, sir, with great respect, your obedient servant,
CHARLES J. NOURSE,
. Acting Adjutant General.

To the SecreTARY oF WAR.



Abstract of the general annual returns of the militia of the United States, by Statcs and Territorics, taken from the latest returns at this officc.

Returns. Infantry, Grenadiers, Light Infantry, & Riflemen. Cavalry. Axtillery.
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Maine, - - | 1824 | Jan'ry 1, 1825,°] 7 (14| 52 506 1,852 | 33,361 35,213 | - |25 131 1,037 11,168 - | 27 | 112[ 1,728 | 1,840 38,221
New Hampshire, - { 1824 - 3] 6| 39| 897 1,453 | 23,902 25,355| - |42 | 162 1,63911,801| ~ | 39 | 110] 1,439 | 1,549 28,705
Massachusetts, - - | 1824 | December27, - | 7 |16 | 66] 633 2,493 | 46,348 | 48,841 [ 11 | 46 | 232{ 1,603 | 1,835 | 17 | 51 221| 2,945 | 3,166 53,842
Vermont, - - | 1823 | March 20, 1824, | 4110 | 35 - 1,330 | 21,790 | 23,120] - | - | 123| 1,302 |1,425| ~ |22 | 83 953|1,036 25,581
Rhode Island, - «| 1824 | December2s, - | 1| 4| 14 112 480 9,394 9,874 - | 7| 30| 410 440| ~| 7| 33 465 498 10,812
Connecticut, = - | 1824 | November 16, -{ 3| 7| 24 271 1,033 | 21,784| 22,817 | & |22 121 1,015/1,136; 6 | 38 | 190 2,145 2,335 26,288
New York, - - | 1823 | Febr'y 5, 1824, { 25 | 52 | 205 1,812 6,960 | 125,689 | 132,649 | 17 | 72 | 470 4,978 5,448 | 21 |128 | 475) 8,147 | 8,622 146,719
New Jersey, - - | 1823 | December 16, - | 4 | 13 | 47| 489 1,817 | 36,840| 38,657 | & |35 | 163| 1,748 (1,911} 1| 30 85( 1,630 | 1,715 42,283
Pennsylvania, - - | 1823 | December 31, - | 16 | 32 | 129| 1,611 - - 155,371 -1 -] -] - 1,614} -| | -} - 1,528 158,512
Delaware, - -] - - - -] - - - - - R B - - =} =i - - 7,451 | No return since 1814.
Maryland, - - - - - -1 - - - - - -l -1 -] - - - = -] - - 32,189 | No return since 1811,
Virginia, - .| 1824 | November 29, - | & |22 | 128 1,030| 3,338 | 80,561 | 83,809 | 5 [105 | 364] 7,114 |7,478| 5 | 69 | 202] 5,130 | 5,332 96,709
North Caroling, .| 1824 | November 28, - | 8|18 | 89 677 2,683 | 54,973| 57,656 & |17 | 88 528| 616| 1| 6| 14 167 | 181 58,453
South Carolina, - | 1820 - 5|10 411 431 1,636 | 24,263 25,899 9 |36 | 172[ 1,407 |1,579| 1| 16 [ 87| 705| 742 28,220
Georgia, - - | 1819 | Jan’ry 29, 1820, | & | 10} 41f 223 1,691 | 26,811| 28,502| - | 13| 46| 877 923| - 41 11 215] 22 29,651
Alabama, - - | 1820 | December 11, - [ 4| 9| 34 134 544 | 10,126 10,670 - | 5| 16 316] 832 - | 3| 10| 269] 279 11,281 | The adjutant general reports 16 regiments not
. heard from, and the militia may be estimat-
. ed at 20,000.
Louisiana, - - 11821 | Aug. 19, 1822, | 2| 5| 20} 148 542 9,360 9,902 -1 71 28 2| 255| -| 1| 4 28 32 10,189
Mississippi, - B - - -] - - - - - - -l -1 - - [ e - 5,291 | No return since 1812.
Tennessee, - - | 1823 | Janry 31,1824, [ 2 |10} - - 1,999 | 39,478 41,477} - | -} 132/ 1,076[1,208 | ~| ~| = - 42,685 T]}e (::10¥ernor veports several brigades not
heard from.
Kentucky, - .| 1824 | December 10, - [ 13 | 26 | 113] 945 3,420 | 62,370( 65,790 -~ | ~| 78 985(1,063| -| - | 26| 532 558 68,013 | The adjutant general reports the 16th regiment
not heard from, say 602, added in the aggre-
) gate,
Ohio, - .| 1823 | Janry 22,1824, | 10 | 38 | 115| 1,036 4,019 | 83,281 87,300 8 |40 | 2062,379 |2,585| - [ 19. 55 1,174 1 1,229 94,896 | The adjutant general reports the strength of the
1st brigade 3,782, included in the aggregate.
Indiana, - .| 1823 | December 12, - | - | 14| 331 261 088 | 13,931| 14,919) 2 |12 | 49 542 591} - | 7| 206/ 282| 308 15,818
1llinois, - - | 1822 - 21 §| 211 127 650 7,660 8310 - - ~| - - -~} -] - - 8,310
Missouti, . -] 1823 | December 31, - 2| §| 30| - 235 3,286 | 38,521 - | - - - - -1 - - - 3,521 | The adjutant general reports the militia to
amount to 10,000,
Micliigan Territory, - | 1822 | November 16, - | - | 1 4 22 80~ 1,311 L3991} - 1] 2 12 14| - 2 6 92 98 1,503
Arkansas Territory, -| = - - -] - - - - - - -] =7 = - - -] -] - - - No return.
Florida Territory, -l - - - - - - - - - -] -] -] - - -] -f -] - - - No return.
District of Columbia, - | 1824 | January, 1825,-] - | 1| - 27| 109 2,491 2,600 =] ~| =1 = - -] -] =] - - 2,600 | One brigade not accounted for.
. 1,047,743

ADsuTanT GENERAY’S Orrrcr, WASHINGTON, Jenuary 28, 1825,

7

CHARLES J. NOURSE, Jcting Adjulant General,

SNINLIY VILITIK ['gas1
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Abstract of the annual returns of arms and accoutrements, and ammunition of the militia of the United States, by Statcs and T'erritories, taken from the last returns reccived at this office.
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Maine, - - - - - | 19,062 | 18,767 | 19,688 | 18,770 | 18,950 - 35,088 | 371,990 657 507 556 1,361 188 1,085 1,570 1,534 | 18,499 - 50
New Hampshire, - . - | 16,694 | 15,872 | 16,209 | 16,311 | 16,159 - 29,524 - 244 201 165 - - 2,659 2,495 2,576 | 15,953 | 16,044 35
Massachusetts, - - - - | 32,128 | 32,222 | 24,299 | 23,457 | 24,335 - 50,982 | 266,112 2,378 1,939 1,829 | 21,132 6203 1,663 2,703 2,703 | 22,665 - 112
Vermont, - - - - 15,986 § 15,081 | 17,696 | 11,910 | 15,438 - 23,110 - 265 - 116 275 - - 2,778 2,624 1,994, - 7,620 13,508
‘Rhode Isfand, - - - -l 7,195 6,393 7,052 | 7,033 5,614 - - - - - - - - 821 671
Connecticut, - - - - | 22,080 | 22,317 | 17,952 | 17,876 | 15,746 160 | 87,462 | 266,064 880 179 - 14,158 463 3,724 3,300 3,300 9,540 199 13
New York, - - - - | 42,794 | 41,131 | 43,327 | 41,415 | 19,441 266 | 55,759 6,836 | 18,427 | 18,199 | 16,863 | 59,651 2,045 8,590 | 13,135 - 1,268 - 74
New Jersey, - - - - 15,394 5,888 | 3,902 | 3,973 - - - - 708 167 176 - - 1,596 2,074 2,074 1,022 481 5
Pennsylvania, - - - - | 25,663 - - - - - - - 1,998
Delaware.*
Maryland. * -
Virginia* '
g.'ort}l C:u‘ullin:(, - - - 9,141 6,059 1,942 1,188 2,865 484 1,457 248 | 14,069 | 23,687 | 11,942 3,336 1,167 862 2,985 2,025 6 10
outh Carolina.*
Georgia, - - - -| 5,567 | 5,567 | 4,840 451 - - 10,000 - 2,506 |« 2,314 - 2,314 - 600 295 205
Alabama, - - - - 2,905 15 13 742 368 | 6,613 180 2,302 2,916 3,103 184 84 6 101 13 22 23 3
Louisiana.*
Mississippi.* :
Tennessee, - - - - 1,168 137 337 137 - - - - 12,535 | 11,031 | 11,031 - - 485 | 1,481
Kentucky, - - - - 3,174 1,479 1,371 1,078 181 95 1,937 1,781 | 21,106 | 10,925 | 10,378 | 133,506 5,2233 816 1,967 1,026 53 9 5
Ohio, - - - - -1 20,110 - - - - - - - 15,630 - - - - 2,390 3,649
Indiana, - - - - 596 331 169 291 - 7,131 - 4,703 4,165 3,548 | 33,988 2,730 332 498 498 1
Iltinois, - - - - 236 194 155 12 60 20 2,805 102 1,150 1,152 1,151 8,847 693 24 46 46 1 3
Missouti, - - - - 290 31 11 18 45 173 819 - 1,576 1,349 893 5,734 410- 60 68 36
Michigan, - - - - 10 - - - - 48 116 30 2 78 78 | 1,172 15 - 4 4
Arkansag,* ‘
Florida.”

District of Columbia.*

* No return of arms, &ec. from these States,

SHIVIAAY AYVILITINN &S
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ABSTRACT—Continued.

i

Ordnance and ordnance stores.

Brass cannon. Iron cannon. . 2 . ]
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Maine, . - - - 5241 453 2| 3 20 - - - - - - - - 64 54 93 551 35 87 - - 27 120
New Hampshire, - - - 752 - 46 | 37 = - - - 1 - - - - 38 40 71 35| 24 68 - - 9 47
Massuachuselts, - - - 620 | 472 | 120 357 46 - 2 - - - - - 166 | 112 { 780} 154 | 93 195 - - 87 232
Vermont, - - - - 422 | 469 7 - - - - 20
Rhode Island, - - - - 146 | 152 - - - - - 12
Connecticut, - - . -] 698) 453| 53] 15 | 14 - - - 3 | 49 9 5 - 951 62| 14| 62 53 85| 1 1 - 15 16,625 | 6,349
New York, - - - - (2,529 |2,170 | 248 - - - - 70 - - - - 32 108 92 | 185 - 51 151 - - - 123 | 662
New Jersey, - - - - | 38| 325 64 - - - - - 1.9 17 - - - 42 42 46 27 - - - - 21 25
Pennsylvania, - - - - - - - - - - - 30 - - f - - 13
Delaware. *
Maryland.*
Virginia.*
North Carolina, - - - 629 | 607 23 - - 2 - - 2 - - - - 2 2 - - - 4 - - - 2
South Carolina.¥ ,
Georgia, - - - - 30 30 17 - 4 o - - - 5 - - - 9 15 18 18| 19 18 2 6 1 21 15,986 |79,881
Alabama, - - - - 9 9 1 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 838
Louisiana.* N
Mississippi.*
Tennessee, - - - - 314 [ 293 28 .
Kentucky, - - - - 264 | 237 8 - - - - - - 10 - - - 10 5 31 12 3 6 2 1 - 9
Ohio, - - - - - 643 | 583 90 4 5
Indiana, - - - - 137} 129 5 - 5 - ~ - - - - - - 5 5 26 8 4 6 - - - 5 12 4
1llinois, - . - . 12 12 1
Missouri, - - - B 22 22 1 ‘
Michigan, - - - - 1 1
Arkansas.*
Florida.* B
District of Columbia.*
Apjuranr Generav's Orrice, Wasmneron, January 28, 1825. CH. J, NOURSE, Acting Adjutant General.

* No return of arms, &c. from these States.
Norg.—This return of arms, &e. taken from returns corresponding in date with those which furnish the strength of the militia.
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326 MILITARY AFFAIRS. [No. 267.

18th ConerEess.] . No. 266. ‘ [2d Session.

PAY OF NON-COMMISSIONED OFFICERS.
COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, FEBRUARY 1, 1825,

Mr. Hamivron, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to whom was referred a resolution of the House of Repre-
sentatives, instructing them * to inquire into the expediency of making a discrimination hetween the pay of the
first sergeants in the several companies of the army of the United States and the other non-commissioned
officers, as well as to the propriety of giving them certain privileges calculated to increase the responsibilities
and importance of that grade,” reported:

That, after a careful examination of the subject, they are induced to believe that there are sound considerations
connected with the moral force of the army, which urge the adopticn of the proposed discrimination. It is entirely
obvious that the great utility of the regular army of the United States, in time of peace, must depend on the nature
of its materials—on its adaptation to concentrate science and moral excellence, which, on the immediate exigency
of war, may be susceptible of prompt diffusion over an increased and extended numerical organization. To the
first of these purposes, the academy at West Point is operating results of the highest and most beneficial character;
and, to promote the last, your committee cannot conceive a measure of more salutary tendency than to afford
inducements to a better educated and more moral class of our citizens to go into the non-commissioned grades of
an army. ’

In time of peace, when the price of Jabor usually rises, and when the love of glory, and the peculiar incentives
to patriotism which are common in a time of war, have little or yo operation, it is impossible to procure, at the
present rate of compensation, (except in very rare instances,) men by whose probity, sobriety, zeal, and intelli-
gence, the discipline of the several companies of the army is to be mainly upheld. The value of human labor, like
every other commodity, is determined by its price. And the fact will not admit of dispute, that it is possible to
obtain, for twelve dollars, a class of men whose time is not to be purchased for nine dollars per month.

In order to give a permanent importance and value to the station of a non-commissioned officer in the army,
your committee concur fully in the expediency of exempting him from arbitrary and capricious remeval and
degradation from his rank, on the exclusive responsibility of a single officer, and without even the intervention of
the forms of justice—a measure well calculated, in mortifying the pride, to diminish the usefulness of a soldier.

The whole additional expense in the proposed increase of pay of the sergeants will not exceed twelve or thir-
teen thousand dollars annually—an amount which, your committee believe, will be saved by a diminution of
desertion, the probable result of superinducing a superior efficiency in this grade, whose example and vigilance
cannot fail to have a strong operation on this crime, of such alarming increase, and entailing on the service such
onerous expense.

Your committee will conclude with a single remark, that it has always appeared a signal mistake in the struc-
ture of our army, that, in compensation and organization, the sergeants should be breught down so entirely to a
level with the privates of the several companies, producing an equality altogether destructive of discipline and
subordination. In the French service, where we are to look for the highest example of military efficiency, a ser-
geant of a company enjoys a consideration and many privileges calculated to impress him with that self-pride which
is the basis of all excellence in the profession of arms. In a word, our true policy is, as our peace establishment
in numbers must be small, in moral efficiency to make it powerful.

In conformity with these views, your committee report a bill increusing the pay of the sergeant major and
quartermaster sergeant of each regiment, and first sergeant of each company, from nine dollars per month to twelve,
and of the other sergeants to ten dollars; and also exempting those officers from a deprivation of their rank, except
by sentence of a regimental, garrison, or company court-martial.

18th ConerEess.] No. 267. [2d Sgssion.

/

FORTIFICATIONS 'ON DAUPHIN ISLAND.

\ COMMUNICATED TO THE SENATE, FEBRUARY 9, 1825.

Sia: DerartmeNT o War, February 7, 1825.

In purspance of an act of Congress, passed on the 3d of March, 1823, authorizing me to appoint a suitable
person to *ascertain whether there has been any failure on the part of the United States in the fulfilment of the
contract for erecting fortifications on Dauphin island; and, if so, to ascertain the amount of damages thus sustained
by Richard Harris and Nimrod Farrow, the contractors, by such failure; and also to ascertain whether the said
contractors themselves have failed in fulfilling the contract on their part, and the cause of such failure;” Mr. Swann,
of Alexandria, was appointed, and, after a laborious investigation of the subject, has furnished to this Department
a full report thereon, accompanied with the documents containing the data upon which it was formed. )

I have the honor to transmit, herewith, a copy of this report, and a list of the documents that accompanied it,
and respectfully to report them to the Senate, and to refer to my report on the same subject to the House of Repre-
sentatives, in which the act originated, for the documents contained in the list, copies of which could not have bzen
prepared for this report without great delay, on account of their being very voluminous.

T have the honor to be, sir, with the greatest respect, your most obedient servant,
' : J. C. CALHOUN.
The Hon. the PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE.
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List of documents accompanying the report of the commissioner, Thomas Swann, Esq., in the case of Messrs.
Harris and Farrow.
1. Robert Green’s deposition.
2. B. Alsop’s deposition.
3. Eaton’s statement verified by Alsop. )
4. Dr. A. Salie’s deposition.
5. Edward Clarke’s deposition.
6. Edward Clarke’s supplemental deposition.
7. Seth Belknap’s deposition.
8. Joseph T. Dangerfield’s deposition.
9. John Ryan’s deposition.
10. Richard W. Naylor’s deposition.
11. Richard W. Naylor’s supplemental deposition.
12. Colonel Fisher’s deposition.
13. Israel Ketcham’s deposition.
14. Gilbert C. Russell’s deposition.
15. Exiract from Captain Gadsden’s letters of 20th April and 6th June, 1820.
16. Extracts from Lieutenant Story’s letter of 3d April, 1821.
17. General Macomb’s letter of Oth January, 1824, referred to in E. Clarke’s supplemental deposition
18, Estimate by the board of engineers, referred to in E. Clarke’s supplemental deposition.
(No number 19.)
20. Case of Eckford and Brown.
21. Additional depositions of Colonels Russell and Fisher.
22. Colonel Justus Post’s deposition.
23. Colonel Fisher’s supplemental deposition.
24, Benjamin Baden’s deposition.
25. Affidavit of Major William Henry.
26. Depositions of John Cohagen and Richard Staunton.
Memorial of N. Farrow (printed pamphlet, March 22, 1824,) for himself and Richard Harris.
Extract from President’s message of 3d December, 1821, and sundry references to public documents, state
papers, &c.
Statement of the claim of Farrow & Harris against the United States, §465,301 07, exclusive of dam-
ages, &c.
April 1, 1824. N. Farrow remarks to Mr. Swann on his case.
April 10, 1824. General Macomb encloses to Mr. Swann a copy of the Engineer Department’s report upon the
case of Harris & Farrow, dated June 7, 1822, with documents accompanying, marked from A to K, (three marked F.)
April 24, 1824. Estimates of what would have been the probable cost of executing the earth work and masonry
for the fort at Dauphin Island, (memoranda for Mr. Swann.)
September 15, 1824. William Crawford promises to furnish Mr. Swann with testimony.
Copy of estimate by the board of engineers of the cost of the fort projected for Dauphin Island.
January 18, 1825. General Macomb encloses to Mr. Swann an extract from the analysis of prices prepared by
General Bernard. .
February 3, 1825. N. Farrow encloses to the Secretary of War a copy of a letter from W. Jones to Mr. Swann,
in regard to the business of the commission. .

REPORT.

The undersigned commissioner, having been appointed by the honorable the Secretary of War to ascertain
whether there has been any failure on the part of the United States in the fulfilment of the contract for erecting
fortifications on Dauphin Island; and, if so, to ascertain and report to Congress the amount of damages thus sustained
by Richard Harris and Nimrod Farrow, the contractors, by such failure; and also to ascertain and report whether
the said contractors themselves have failed in fulfilling the contract on their part, and the cause of such failure,
respectfully reports:

That the contract under which this fortification was to have been erected was entered into on the 17th of J uly,
1818; and, according to the terms of it, the work was to have been commenced by the Ist of December in that
year, and to have been finished by the 1st of December, 1821.

That, in pursuance of this contract, the contractors, in the fall of 1818, engaged a number of white laborers,
and made considerable preparations for the commencement of"the work, and proceeded to Dauphin Island, some
time previous to the month of December in that year.

That, upon their arrival at that place, they found no one on the part of the Government to designate the spot
upon which the fortification was to be erected; and, for want of this designation, the work was not commenced until
some time in the month of January following.

That, from the period of its commencement to the time of the abandonment of the work, on the part of the
Government, in the spring of 1821, the contractors were industriously and zealously engaged in the prosecution of
it; and, from the preparations which they had made, confident expectations were entertained by several of the wit-
nesses that the work would be completed within the period prescribed by the terms of the contract. Without
deciding whether this could be effected within this period of time, the commissioner is of opinion that, as the con-
tractors had until the 1st of December, 1821, to perform the work, they could not be chargeable with any failure
to perform it before the expiration of that period; and that, as the Government had abandoned the work before
that time, they had, by so doing, broken the contract, and become chargeable to-the contractors for such damages
as they had sustained in consequence of it.

In estimating these damages, the commissioner deemed it proper to inquire, in the first place, how far the Gov-
ernment had committed themselves to the contractors, in their expenditures upon this fortification.

It has been insisted, on the part of the contractors, that the Government had committed themselves to the extent
of the estimate of the board of engineers; and that, according to this estimate, the cost of this fortification would
have amounted to $694,000; and most of the witnesses have made their estimate of the profits which would be re-
alized by the contractors upon this basis.

By referring to this estimate, it will be seen, that in the addition of the number of cubical yards of brick ma-
sonry, which the estimate supposed would be contained in a part of the work, there was a mistake of 10,000 yards;
that is to say, instead of 39,999 yards, which the addition purported to contam, there were only 29, 999. So that

i
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if the Government had been bound to the extent of the estimate, that estimate, according to its real amount, would
have been $584,000, instead of $694,000. But the commissioner proceeded to inquire whether the Government
was bound to this extent. -

By a reference to the contract, it will be seen that, although the whole benefit of it was given to Richard Harris,
the Government only bound themselves to construct thirty thousand cubical yards of masonry, and to excavate and
remove 100,000 cubical yards of earth. Every thing beyond this seemed to the commissioner to be left to the dis-
cretion of the Government; and therefore, that, if they should decide to vary the plan, or to abanden it altogether,
the contractors could have no further claim upon them than to the extent to which they were bound; believing,
however, that if the Government, through their agent, had given to the contractors reason to believe that $694,000

- or $584,000 would be expended upon this fortification, and that they had, in consequence of this belief, incurred
expenses which would not have taken place if such belief had not been entertained, the Government ought,
in justice, to make good the damage which might have been thus sustained. The commissioner proceeded to in-
quire whether the contractors had incurred any expense or made any preparations towards the fulfilment of this
contract, which they would not have incurred if such belief had not been entertained. The commissioner has not
been able to perceive that any additional expense has been incurred on this account. It has seemed to him that
the preparations made by the contractors, and the expenses incurred by them, were such as were necessary the
fulfilment of the written contract, and not beyond the necessity of that state of the case. He has accordingly fel:
himself bound to adopt the written stipulation of the Government as the basis upon which his estimate of damages
was to be made; and upon this principle, the earth and brick work of this contract, for which the Government would
be accountable, would have amounted to $413,800. (See note 1.)

As to the carpentry, and other items of work, designated in the contract, no amount was mentioned. It was,
it is presumed, to depend upon the circumstances of the case; and as they formed but an inconsiderable part of the
contract, no estimates have been submitted to the commissioner of the profits which would have resulted from them.

After having settled this principle, the commissioner determined to ascertain, as correctly as he could, the
expense which would attend the finishing of this work on the part of the contractors; and if the amount should be
less than that fixed by the contract, to deduct that amount from the sum contracted to be paid, and to award to the
contractors the balance.

The testimony unites in proving that, at the time of the abandonment of the contract, on the part of the Govern-
ment, every thing was in complete preparation for the successful prosecution of the work; in the language of one
of the witnesses, **a very sufficient outfit of tools, implements, laborers, and mechanics, to have completed the
work within the stipulated time, with a large stock of provisions and materials of all kinds, including materials of
bricks, lime, timber, iron, &c., &c., and a sufficient number of vessels to transport the same to Dauphin Island.”
Upon this state of things several of the witnesses have expressed their opinions, and have declared that the course
pursued by the contractors, of substituting slaves for hired white men, was judicious; and that with the slaves
which they had purchased, and had engaged for the prosecution of the work, they would not only have been able
to have performed it within the period prescribed by the contract, but with very great profit to themselves.

For the purpose of showing the corrgctness of these opinions, they made estimates, in varions ways, of the
expenses which would have attended the finishing of the contract, and of the profits which would have resulted to
the contractors. These estimates appeared to the commissioner to be too vague to afford a ground whereon to
found an award, and were, moreover, incorrect in many respects (See note A.) The mode, also, adopted by the
witnesses, for ascertaining the expense of completing the work, seemed to him to present difficulties not easy to be
surmounted, and not to be so well calculated to attain the ends of justice, as that of estimating the materials and
labor at the fair prices prevailing at the time the contract was abandoned. He accordingly determined to make
his estimate apon the latter principle, and he proceeded to ascertain, in this way, the expense which would attend
the finishing the earth and brick work of this contract.

And first, as to the earth work: The contract allowed to the contractors eighty-three cents and eight-tenths of
a cent for every cubic yard of earth that should be excavated and removed according to the terms of the contract.

In the estimate made by the board of engineers, it was supposed that eight cubic yards of excavation would be
a fair day’s work for a common laborer; and that to pass the earth through the various stages of operation, such as
transportation, depositing within the area of the work, re-excavation, re-transportation, forming, ramming, &ec.,
would require labor equal to seven times that of excavation, and exclusive thereof.

From the testimony laid before the commissioner, it appeared that a laborer could excavate more than eight
cubic yards in a day; but how much more did not appear entirely to his satisfaction. Giving due weight to this
testimony, and considering the climate in which the work was to be performed, and taking one day with another,
throughout the year, the commissioner was of opinion that twelve cubic yards would be a full allowance for a day’s
labor. Whether the other portions of earth work would be equal to seven times that of excavating, the commis-
sioner has not, by the testimony, been certainly informed; but, as it must have been so understood by the con-
tracting parties at the time of the contract, the commissioner has thought it fair to yield to their estimate; and he
has accordingly adopted the opinion thus agreed upon by the contracting parties, that the other stages of operation
of the earth work were equal to seven times that of excavation, and exclusive thereof.

It was supposed by the board of engineers that a ddy’s labor of a common laboring man would be worth one
dollar and twenty-five cents. Itis very evident that provisions, clothing, and all the necessaries of life, had fallen
in their value, between the year 1818, when the contract was entered into, and the year 1821, when it was aban-
doned, and that the price of labor had fallen in the same ratio; but how much it had fallen, and how precisely to
rate it in the year 1821, was a matter of some difficulty. (See note B.)

Upon a due and careful consideration of this part of the case, the commissioner was of opinion that a deduction
of one-third, from the price at which the labor was estimated by the board of engineers, would place this item at
its fair and reasonable value; and he therefore accordingly determined that, in making his estimate of the value of
labor, he would deduct from the estimate of the board of engineers one third, and settle itsvalue according to that rule.

The contractors being provided with the necessary tools and implements for the completion of the work, the
commissioner did not deem it proper to add any thing to the expense on this account.

Upon these grounds, the commissioner was of opinion that the excavation and removal of each cubic yard of
earth, according to the intent and meaning of the contract, would have been attended with an expense to the con-
tractors of fifty-six cents; and he therefore decides that the earth work of this contraet, that is to say, one hun-
dred thousand cubic yards, according to the prices prevailing in 1821, might have been performed for $56,000.

Brick masonry.

The next subject of inquiry was that of brick masonry.
The contract allowed to the contractors.eleven dollars for every cubic yard of brick masonry.
In making an estimate of this work the commissioner proceeded, in the first place, to ascertain the number of
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bricks which would be contained in a cubic yard of brick masonry; then the value of the bricks; next, the value of
the mortar; lastly, the expense of laying the bricks.

The contract does not designate the size of the bricks; but, as those designated by the board of engineers, and
those worked in the walls, were 9, 4%, and 2% inches, it is presumed that they indicated the proper dimensions of
the bricks to be used in the fulfilment of the contract, and, accordingly, this size has been adopted in the estimate
made by the commissioner.

It is perfectly clear that, in bricks of this dimension, there would be contained in a cubic yard, without the
mortar, five hundred and twelve. The space occupied by the mortar would, of course, reduce this number,
it was believed, to four hundred and nine; but, taking into consideration the waste and loss which would be pro-
duced by taking the bricks from the kilns, transporting them from thence to the walls of the fortification, and in
laying them, the commissioner has supposed that four hundred and fifty would be a fair allowance for a cubic yard
of brick masonry, and he has accordingly adopted that number for the cubic yard.

The value of the bricks.

In looking into the testimony upon this part of the case, the commissioner perceived that different opinions
had been entertained by the witnesses of the expense which would have attended the furnishing of the bricks on
the part of the contractors; and it was not without some trouble and difficulty that he was enabled to satisfy him-
self upon this head. Upon consideration, he was of opinion that, with the preparations which the contractors
had made, and the advantages they possessed at the time the contract was abandoned, they might have been fur-
nished at Dauphin Island at an expense of ten dollars a thousand. (See note C.) According to this estimate,
the number of bricks in a cubic yard, that is to say, four hundred and fifty, would cost $4 50.

N Mortar.

As the value of the mortar in a cubic yard of brick masonry depended mainly upon the value of lime con-
tained within it, the commissioner deemed it necessary to ascertain, as correctly as he could, the value of that
item. 'The witnesses again differed in their opinions as to the expense which would have attended the making of
this article. (See note D.) The commissioner has thought it proper to fix the value at ten cents per bushel;
and, according to this estimate, and taking into consideration the sand, water, and labor necessary in preparing
the mortar, he was of opinion that the mortar in a cubic yard of brick masonry might have been furnished by the
contractors at an expense of 48 cents.

The expense of laying the bricks.

In deciding upon this part of the case, the commissioner inquired, in the first place, how many bricks a goed
bricklayer would lay in a day; and he was of opinion that twelve hundred bricks would be a full day’s work for a
good workman in the climate of Dauphin Island. (See note D.) And in the settlement of the expense of laying
the bricks, he has adopted this number for the day’s labor, and estimated the value of the day’s labor at two dol-
fars; that is to say, one-third less than the estimate of the board of engineers. The other portions of labor incident
to the work were reduced in the same proportion; and upon these principles the expense which would have
attended the laying a cubic yard of brick masonry would have been $1 11.

According to the rates thus adopted, a cubic yard of brick masonry would have been attended with the following
expense to the contractors, viz:

Bricks, - - - - - - - - $4 50
Mortar, - - - - - - - - 48
Laying, - - - - - - - - 111

$6 09

And for thirty thousand cubic yards, the amount for which the Government became responsible is $182,700.
The commissioner is therefore of opinion that the earth work and brick masonry of this contract, with the
preparations and advantages which the contractors possessed at the time of the abandonment of the work on the
part of the Government, might have been performed by the contractors at the expense before stated; that is to say,

The earth work, at an expense of - - - - - - £56,000 00
And the brick masonry, at - - - - - - 182,700 00
Making, together, - 238,700 00

But as work and materials had been furnished by the contractors to the Government, at
the time of the abandonment of the work, to the amount of $48,899 15, this sum should be
deducted from the above amount, - - - - - - 438,899 15

$189,800 85

Leaving the sum of one hundred and eighty-nine thousand eight hundred dollars and eighty-five cents as the
correct amount of the expense which would have attended the finishing of the earth work and brick masonry of
this contract.

The commissioner was at some loss to make an estimate of the injury which the contractors sustained by the
sudden and unexpected abandonment of the works on the part of the Government. He was satisfied that some
portions of the work were in such a state at the time of the abandonment as not to admit of their being received and
accounted for by the Government; such as bricks upon the yards, and timber, and other materials in an unfinished
state. It has been proved by some of the witnesses that there were upwards of two millions of bricks moulded
and upon the yards at this period, and that they were lost in consequence of the abandonment of the works. The
commissioner has not felt himself satisfied that a loss to this extent did take place; but if it did, much of it must
have arisen from great negligence on the part of the contractors, or their agents.

The commissioner, however, has deemed it just to award some compensation for this loss, as also for so much
of the timber and other materials as were in progress at this time. The commissioner has fixed on $8,000 as a
compensation for these losses.

In consequence of the failure of the agent of the Government to designate the spot on which the fortification
was to be erected, it appears that about seventy-five laborers and mechanics, sent by the contractors to Dauphin
Island, and landed there on the 22d of November, 1818, remained there in a state of idleness from that time until"
the 22d of January following; and that it was not till this last period that the site of the fortification was designated.

g a
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It has seemed to the commissioner that it would be just and reasonable that a compensation should be made to
the contractors for this loss of their labor; and he has estimated the value of this labor at the contract price from
the 1st of December, the time fixed for the commencement of the work, until the 22d of January following; and
he has decided to allow for it the sum of $4,000.

The commissioner has not considered it as coming within the province of his duty to take into consideration
the injuries and_distresses which the contractors have suffered by imprisonment or otherwise, in consequence of
.suits instituted against them on account of their engagements in this work. They have no doubt been great;
but it is believed they are not chargeable on the Government. It will be recollected that, in the whole progress
of the work, the Government was in advance to the contractors; and, at the time of the abandonment of the
contract, those advances amounted to upwards of one hundred thousand dollars beyond the work actually per-
formed.

Upon the whole, the commissioner has thought it proper to settle the account between the United States and

the contractors as follows: /
The United States to Harris and Farrow.
Dr.
To work done and materials furnished up to the period of the abandonment of the contract, - £48,899 15
To balance which would be due to the contractors upon the completion of so much of the work as
the Government had bound themselves to perform, - - - - 364,900 85
To damages and injuries sustained by the sudden and unexpected abandonment of the work, - 8,000 00
To damages arising from the failure of the Government to designate in due time the spot upon
which the works were ta be erected, - - - - - 4,000 00
$425,800 00
Cr. -
By cash received from the United States at different times, - $162,251 37
By the expense which would have attended the fulfilment of so much of the work
as the Government bound themselves to perform, - - - 189,800 85
. £352,052 22
By balance due the contractors, - - - - - 72,747 78
$424,800 00

The commissioner does therefore award and decide that the United States do withdraw and dismiss the suit
which they have justituted against Nimrod Farrow and his securities for the moneys advanced by the United States
to the contractors; and that the United States do give up to the said contractors all liens and securities which they
may hold upon the property, real or personal, of the said contractors; and that the United States pay to the said

contractors the sum of §72,747 78.
THOMAS SWANN.
Note 1.

Lest the commissioner should have been mistaken in his construction of the contract, and that Congress may
have it in their power to correct this error, he has deemed it proper to state the additional sum which he should
have awarded to the contractors, in case the Government had been bound to the extent of the estimate of the board
of engineers.

This estimate supposed that 117,284 cubical yards of earth would have been excavated and removed. The addi-
tional profits, then, which the contractors, in the event of their being entitled to the benefit of the estimate,
would have been upon 17,284 cubical yards. The commissioner baving decided that this work might have
been performed by the contractors at an expense of 56 cents the cubical yard, the proﬁt upon each cubical yard
would have been 27.8 cents, and upon 17,284 yards would have been - $4,794 96

The additional masonry, exclusive of arches, would have been 1,910 cubical yards; and as the profit
given by the commissioner upon the masonry was $§4 91 upon each cubical yard, the proﬁt upon

1,910 yards would have amounted to - - - - - 9,378 10
That portion of masonry which consisted of arches would have amounted to 8,642 cubical yards; and

as this work would have been attended with more expense and less proﬁt to the contractors, the

commissioner would have rated the profit upon this part of the work at $3 87 the cubical yard,

and producing, upon 6,642 yards, a profit of - - - - 14,094 54
The carpentry, and other portions of the work designated in the contract, were, according to the esti-

mate, of small amount, and the commissioner has not supposed that the profit upon them could

have exceeded - - - - - - - 5,000 00

The commissioner then states that, if the Government should be considered liable to make good to the con-
tractors such profits as they might have realized upon the whole work designated in the estimate of the board of
engineers, he should have awarded to the contractors the following additional sums, viz:

For earth work, - - .- - - - $4,794 96
For masonry, exc]ualve of arches, - - - - - 9,378 10
For masonry of arches, - - - - - - 14,094 54
For carpentry, &c., - - - - - - 5,000 0D

Making, togefher, the sum of - Co- - - $33,267 50

THOS. SWANN.

Janvary 27, 1825.
NOTES.

(A) Tt has been already stated that the witnesses have formed their estimates of profits upon the idea that
$694,000 was to have been expended upon this fortification; and, of consequence, must have supposed that work
10 this amount was to have been performed.

The witnesses whose testimony relates to this part of the case are:
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Ist. Robert Green. This witness was a carpenter of experience, and gave it as his opinion that the whole cost
of the work ought not to have exceeded $350,000. Upon what data he made his estimates, or how he came to
this conclusion, he does not state. He supposed the contractors had lost $30,000 or 840,000 by white laborers;
but how a loss to this extent could have taken place, the commissioner has not been able to perceive. But, even
supposing that the loss should have occurred, what other losses did the contractors sustain? The evidence is clear
that they kept constantly employed, during the first year of the work, from one hundred and fifty to two hundred
laborers, and that much was done during this period. The brick yards were made a work of great expense; houses
built, clay prepared, and every preparation for the successful prosecution of the work. In the second year, the
white laborers were changed for black; and General Starke, with upwards of two hundred slaves, was most judi-
ciously and zealously engaged in the prosecution of the work. If $40,000 were lost by the employment of white
laborers, there seems to be no reason to suppose that the contractors had sustained any farther loss; and in all other
respects the work appears to have been as judiciously and industriously prosecuted as it could have been under any
management. It will be seen, by a reference to the testimony of Edward Clarke, that the actual expense of the
contractors up to the time of General Starke’s taking the management, was $285,000; and, by a reference to the
testimony of R. W. Naylor, it will be seen that the actual expense of General Starke, during the period of his
management, amounted to $70,000, exclusive, it is presumed, of the value of the slave labor under his direction;
so that the actual expense upon the work, up to the period at which it was abandoned, amounted to $355,000. If
from this is deducted $40,000, 1he supposed loss upon white laborers, the fair expense of the workup to that period
would have amounted to $315,000. Can it then be supposed that the residue of this work could have been per-
formed for $35,000? The work done and the materials furnished, up to this period, amounted to only $48,899 15;
leaving to be done, as must have been supposed by the witness, $645,000, and upwards. Could this have been per-
formed at an expense of $35,000? It js apparent that the witness was mistaken in supposing that it could.

2d. Roswell Alsop. The opinion expressed by this witness, that the contractors would clear 2 or $300,000
by this contract, will be found to be entirely erroneous.

3d. Dr. Anderson Salie. This witness went out as a physician in the fall of 1818, and remained there until the
month of May, 1820. He states that, from the commencement of the work in January, 1819, to the médnth of
May, 1820, there never were less than from one hundred and fifty to two hundred laborers, including mechanics
and brick makers, actively and judiciously employed in the prosecution of the work. The first year was mainly
spent injpreparing brick yards, erecting the necessary houses, digging clay, &c., and collecting a good supply of
provisions, to insure a rapid progress of the business in the next.

It appears, then, from the testimony of the witness, that, in the course of this year, every thing was prepared
for the successful prosecuation of the works, and, consequently, that it must have passed into the hands of General
Starke under the most favorable circumstances.

The witness thinks the contractor would have made $250,000. In this opinion, he will be found to be
mistaken.

4th. Edward Clarke. This witness was the agent of the contractors, and attended to the expenditure of the
money. He states that the contractors had expended upon this work, before General Starke took the management
of it, $285,000. He was of opinion that, if the work had been conducted” throughout with slave labor, the con-
tractors might have performed the contract for one-half the sum contracted to be paid; that is to say, for the sum
of $347,000. He makes his calculations to show the correctness of this opinion. He supposes that two hundred
laboring slaves, fifty white seamen and laborers for transporting materials, &c., and six superior masons, with a
<hief carpenter, mason, and four overseers, would have completed this work in three years.

Let us inquire into the correctness of this opinion.

It is proper to remark that Colonel Clarke’s calculations were made upon the idea that work to the amount of
$694,000 was to be performed, and that 45,588 cubical yards of brick masonry were to constitute a part of this work.

Let us take the item of bricks in this quantity of brick masonry, and ascertain the labor which it would have
taken to have furnished the bricks alone.

Allowing four hundred and fifty bricks for each cubical yard, the whole number of bricks which would have
been required would have been upwards of 20,000,000. By referring to the testimony of Colonel Russell, it will
be seen that he supposed that 100,000 bricks were as many as a2 good workman would make in a year, or rather
during that period of the year when bricks could be made. But let it be granted that he could make 150,000 a
year: at this rate it would require about fifty brick makers to complete the work of brick-making in three years.
To these fifty brick makers must be added one bundred and fifty laborers, that is to say, two men and a boy to
each brick maker, making an aggregate of two hundred. This is not all. Supposing that the wood for burning
the bricks should be cut and hauled during the winter, and that each brick maker, with his three laborers, shounld
have burnt his 150,000 bricks, still an additional force of labor would have been necessary to have transported
them from the place where they were made to Dauphin Island, a distance of about twenty miles. What this force
ought to have been, the commissioner knows not; but it seems to have been supposed by Colonel Clarke that it
would have taken fifty. So that it would seem that, in the item of bricks alone, (giving to the contractors the
benefit of those extensive and costly brick yards and ample preparations which they had made for the prosecution
of the work,) it would have required a force of nearly two hundred and fifty laborers to have made the bricks
within the period of three years.

A little attention to the other portions of the work, such as the brick masonry and the excavation and removal
of the earth, would produce nearly the same results.

It cannot be forgotten, that, from the commencement of the work to the time of its abandonment, (a period of
about two years and four montbs,) there were never less than from one hundred and fifty to two hundred laborers,
witlthe necessary mechanics, &c., constantly and industriously engaged in the prosecution of the work; and for
sixteen months of this time this force was under the judicious management of General Starke; and yet, during all
this time, the work done and materials furnished amounted only to $48,899 15.

5th, R. W. Naylor. This witness states that the expenditure, up to the period when General Starke took the
management, amounted to-at least $241,839, and the expense under General Starke to $70,000; and he thinks
that the work might have been completed for $65,794. 1In this he is evidently mistaken.

6th. Colonel George Fisher. This witness gives it as his opinion that the contractors would have made a profit
of $300,000, and that the work might have been finished for $64,000.

It is believed that Colonel Fisher is mistaken in both these opinions. It has already been shown that the con-
tractors had expended, up to the period when General Starke took the management, $285,000, and while General
Starke had the management, §70,000; making an aggregate of $355,000. If to this is added the hire of two
hundred slaves during the period that General Starke had the management, that is to say, for sixteen months, at
£150 each a year, it would make the expense, up to the period of abandonment, $395,000. How, then, was this
profit of $300,000 to be realized? A



532 MILITARY AFFAIRS. [No. 267.

The other opinion expressed by Colonel Fisher, that the work might have been completed for $64,000, is
believed also to be erroneous.

He supposes that three hundred slaves, with thirty white men, as principal mechanics, overseers, &c., would
have finished the work by the 1st of December, 1821; that is to say, in ‘about eight months after the work was
abandoned. Colonel Fisher then estimates the value of this work, and the materials which might be necessary for
it, and makes them amount to §64,000. -

The error in this opinion will be found to be in the estimate of the time which it would have taken this force
of labor to have completed the work. The remarks made upon the testimony of Colonel Clarke will show the
error; and it will be seen, by reference to the testimony of Colonel Russell, that General Starke and himself were
under different impressions from those of Colonel Fisher in relation to this matter.

7th. Tsrael Ketchum. This witness also thought that a profit of at least $300,000 would have been made by the
contractors. This opinion has been shown to be incorrect.

8th. Colonel Gilbert Russell. This witness testifies to the good character, great industry, and judicious manage-
ment of General Starke. He describes the state of preparation for completing the work; and, upon a full view
and experimental knowledge of the expenditures necessary in such a work, he thought that the expense of com-
pleting it could not be as great as the expense which had been incurred on perhaps little more than half the amount.
He belicved that the work might have been completed in eighteen months from the time it was abandoned by Con-
gress, without employing any more hands than might be advantageously kept at work.

Atthe time that Colonel Russell had a view of this work, there were 200 slaves engaged in it, besides masons,
carpenters, and others, General Starke intended to increase the number of slaves to one hundred more, being no
doubt satisfied that they could be employed to advantage; and he expressed his intention of completing the work in
the summer or autumn of 1822.

It would seem to have been the opinion of both these gentlemen that it would have required about eighteen
months to have completed the contract; but whether upon the labor then employed, or upon that which was
intended to be added, does not certainly appear. It is reasonable to suppose that it was upon the increased force
that thls expectation was indulged; and it will, it is believed, be found, upon a minute examination of the various
items of labor of which this work was to be composed, that even this increased force could not have completed
the contract within the time contemplated by these gentlemen.

Upon the whele, upon looking through the testimony in relation to the estimate of damages, and carefully con-
sidering it, the commissioner has not been able to perceive any safe ground upon which he could rest his award.

(B.) As the item of labor had a material bearing upon every part of the contract, the commissioner found it ne-
cessary to obtain all the information touching its value which the witnessescould furnish. In referring to the testi-
mony, he found that its value had been variously rated. Colonel Fisher, in his last deposition, in his estimate of
the value of lime, rates the value of a laboring man at forty cents a day; and yet, in the same deposition, he states
that a laboring slave would hire for from $10 to $12 a month; that the expense of a white laborer for one year
would be $300 to $350, while that of a slave would not be more than from $150 to $175.

If this would have been the price of a hired slave by the year, the commissioner cannot perceive how he could
be hired by the day for forty cents. ‘

Colonel Russell, in his last deposition, states, since the year 1818, and since the fall in the price of cotton, u
field negro in Alabama would not be worth more than $100 a year, and consequently not worth a dollar a day.

Perhaps Colonel Fisher rated the labor at forty cents a day in consequence of the fall in the price of cotton. *

But both these gentlemen agree that a good male laboring slave in 1821 would have been worth in that country
$600. Russell thinks $650. If this be true, could the owner have afforded to hire him for less than $150 a year?
If the duration of his life is estimated at seven years, which, in that climate, it is believed would be a full allowance,
the owner would hardly afford to hire him for Iess than this sum; and if so, it may well be questioned whether it
would not have been more profitable to the contractors to have hired by the day at eighty-four cents, or even a
dollar, than by the year at $150. Taking into consideration the lassitude and sickness which attend the climate
of that country, with the losses which might arise from bad weather and other causes, the commissioner is inclined
to prefer the daily hiring, and he believes that he has done full justice to the contractors in deducting one-third
from the estimate of the board of engineers. ’

(C.) By areference 'to the estimate of the board of engineers, it will be seen that they rated bricks at fourteen
dollars a thousand. It has been estimated by the contractors, and stated by some of the witnesses, that, at the time
this contract was entered into, it was not known that clay.fit for making bricks could be found convenient to
Dauphin Island, and that an opinion was entertained that the contractors would be under the necessity of making
their bricks in some of the eastern States, and of transporting them by water from thence to Dauphin Island; and
that it was in consequence of this impression that they were rated at fourteen dollars a thousand. Whether this
-impression was really entertained by the board of engineers, and what influence it had in fixing the value of this
article, the commissioner knows not; but he thinks it probable that some consideration of this kind had an influence
upon this part of the estimate. It is frue, that the contractors found clay suitable for bricks in the vicinity of
Dauphin Island; but before they could use it for that purpose, the contractors had-to prepare brick yards at a very
great expense. '

Some of the witnesses have stated that the first year was devoted to the making of brick yards, erecting houses,
digging clay, &c.; and Colonel Russell has stated that the making of these yards was attended with very great
expense—not less than sixty thousand dollars. If this was the case, it would certainly have a most serious
bearing upon the expense of brick making, and would, perhaps, justify the idea that, in the state in which the
work was undertaken, they could not have been made and delivered at Dauphin Island for less than fourteen
dollars a thousand. The commissioner is ready to believe that the agents of the Government would have been
willing to have allowed to the contractors a full, and even liberal price, for their work and materials; but, in making
their estimates, it is fair to presume, and the commissioner feels himself bound to presume, that regard was had
to the reasonable and just value of the article; and the commissioner cannot but suppose that the contracting parties
considered fourteen dollars a thousand the fair and reasonable value of the article at the time the contract was
entered into. But, although this may have been considered a fair price for bricks before the yards were prepared,
it does not follow that the commissioner ought to adopt it as the rule for his government in his estimate of the
expense of finishing the contract. ‘

At the time that the contract was abandoned the brick yards had been completely finished; the prices of labor
and provisions had fallen; and boats had been provided, at a great expense, for the transportation of the bricks from
the yards where they were made to Dauphin Island. The duty of the commissioner is to ascertain, as correctly as
he can, what would have been the expense to the contractors of furnishing these bricks at Dauphin Island in the
year the contract was abandoned.

2
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Colonel Fisher, in his testimony, has stated that bricks might have been furnished at Dauphin Island, at this
period, at 87 50 the thousand. Abraham Dodd has stated that they were worth at this time §9 a thousand.
Colonel Russell states that they might have been made at the brick yards for $5 60 a thousand; and that the expense
of transporting them from thence to Dauphin Island, a distance of about twenty miles, would not have been more
than 82 50; making the value at Dauphin Island $8 10.

Major William Henry states that the expense of transportation in 1818 and 1819 could not have been less than
from four to five dollars a thousand. .

Colonel Russell, in his last deposition, says, that after the fall in the price of labor, they might have been made
even at a less expense; and he entered into a calculation to show the great profit which the brick maker would
realize at §5 60 the thousand.

The commissioner followed Colonel Russell in his course of calculation, but came to a different result; and,
after a careful consideration of the various expenses necessarily incident to the work, he did not see that bricks
could be made and furnished at the yards where they were made at a less price than $7 a thousand; and if to this
be added the expense of transportation, which it is believed would not be less than §3 a thousand, bricks could not
have been furnished at Dauphin Island in the year 1821, with the preparations and advantages which the contractors
then possessed, at a less expense than §10 a thousand; and so the commissioner has felt it his duty to decide.

(D.) It will be seen, by a reference to this testimony, that the witnesses have varied in their opinions as to the
value of lime: some having valued it at three cents the bushel, some at five, some at six, and some of them at ten cents.
1t has been a matter of regret that there should have been no fixed price for this article, and that its value should
have depended upon the opinions of the witnesses, founded upon estimates made by them of the expense which
would attend the making of it. The commissioner was not satisfied with the opinions thus given to him, and took
measures to get further information on this point; but, having failed to obtain it, he proceeded to analyze, as well
as he could, the expense which would attend the making of this article; and, according to the best judgment he could
form, it would have exceeded ten cents the bushel. Bug, as none of the witnesses have gone beyond this in their
estimates of its value, the commissioner has deemed it his duty to yield to the testimony, and to rate the price at
ten cents the bushel.

(E.) The expense of laying the bricks appears to have been ascertained by the board of engineers by fixing a
value upon the daily labor of the bricklayer, and estimating the number of bricks which he could lay in a day. In this
estimate it was supposed that in a healthy climate he could lay a thousand, but that, in the climate of Dauphin Island,
eight hundred would be a fair day’s labor; and the day’s labor of a good workman was valued at three dollars. In
investigating the testimony upon this part of the case, the commissioner perceived that the witnesses again varied
in their opinions as to the number of bricks which a good workman would lay in the walls of a fortification in a day;
some of them supposing that twelve hundred would be a fair day’s work, others fifteen hundred, and others again
from fifteen hundred to three thousand. Colonel Justus Post, in his deposition, states, that in laying bricks for bar-
racks and other dwelling houses, one thousand a day, one day with another, was considered in such a climate as
that of New York as a fair day’s work. Whart difference there may be between the labor upon the walls of barracks
and dwelling houses and those of a fortification, the commissioner knows not; it is supposed that a bricklayer would
lay more in the walls of a fortification. But it must be remarked, that in the case wuder consideration they were to
be laid under the superintendence of the agent of the United States, and with great care; and, moreover, that the
climate in which the work was to be performed produces a lassitude, which lessens the ability of the laborer to per-
form his work. Upon this question, however, the commissioner does not consider himself at liberty to disregard
altogether the opinions of the contracting parties at the time that this contract was entered into.

At this period this matter was carefully considered. It was well understood that the climate would have an
effect upon the labor of the workmen, and the usual day’s labor of the bricklayer was reduced from one thousand
to eight hundred, in consideration of the effect the climate would have. It is not to be supposed that the agents on
the part of the Government would have been so uninformed upon this species of labor as to agree to allow the
laying of eight hundred bricks for a day’s labor when three thousand could have been laid; nor can it be supposed
that the contractors themselves would have imposed so far upon the Government as to fix upon this amount ‘when
they knew that three thousand could be laid. The commissioner cannot but believe that this contract was entered
into with good faith, and that in so far as it stated the quantum of labor which it was competent for a workman to
perform in a day, it is entitled to. great weight. It is a matter that does not depend upon the prices of the necessaries
of life, or upon the rise or fall of labor. What a laboring man could have performed in 1818 might have been per-
formed in 1821; and if the laying of eight hundred bricks was considered by the contracting parties as a fair day’s
work in 1818, so it ought to be considered in 1821. The commissioner has felt the full force of this evidence
arising out of the contract; and yet, when a mass of testimony is presented to him giving a different view of the
case, he has not considered himself at liberty to disregard it. Among this testimony will be found, in addition to
the testimony of Colonel Post, the deposition of John Cohegan and Richard Staunton, both experienced bricklayers,
and long engaged in the building of fortifications. They both state, that in a healthy climate like that of Fort
Washington, fifteen hundred bricks, one day with another, would be a great day’s work for the best workman;
taking this, as it is believed, to be a full estimate for the best workman in a healthy climate, and making from this
a fair deduction on account of the climate at Dauphin Island, the commissioner has thought that twelve hundred
would be as far as he could go for the day’s labor of a good bricklayer, and he has accordingly determined to adopt

that for the day’s labor.
14
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:

18th Coneress.] . No. 268. [2d Session.

OPERATIONS OF THE ARMORIES FOR THE YEAR 1824

COMMUNICATED TO THE SENATE, FEBRUARY 14, 1825.

Sir: DerarTMENT oF WaR, February 12, 1825.

In pursuance of an act concerning arsenals and armories, passed the 2d of April, 1794, T have the honor to
transmit, herewith, a statement of the expenditures at the national armories, and of the arms, &c. made therein,
during the year 1824. l

' . I have the honor to be, your obedient servant,
J. C. CALHOUN.

The Hon. Seeaker of the House of Representatives.

Statement of the expenditures at the National Armories, and of the arms, &c. made therein, during the year
1824.

ZXPENDITURES.

For land, build- | For the manufac- [For the manufac- | For ‘miscellaneous | Total amount

ings, canals, re-| ture of muskets. | ture of patent| expenses, not expended.
pairs, and other rifles. embraced in the

permanent  im- foregoing.

provements.

Springfield, Massachusetts, $21,909 75 $163,942 37 - $1,215 92 $187,068 04
Harper’s Ferry, Virginia, . 16,271 96 157,671 09 $21,654 89 592 00 196,189 94
Total, - $38,181 71 $321,613 46 | $°1,654 89 $1,807 92 $383,257 98
ARMS, &C. MADE.
S | e
S . . = @ 32
- i) w o =] ==
Sl 23| 8 ;| o4 sl g | B s =8
b 1z o -~ . ~
sl 2| 8| & AEEEAE-REEEAEAF
g g 8 = S > 2 = = g 214
= = 24 o = = o =
M & = 4 3] 3] - = = IR~
& g g 5 21 = | 2 g slelelele
S = 4 5 i = z £ P~ = s | E =
S8 |ld|a |5 & | & |2 |28 |2 &|=
Springfield, Massachusetts, {14,000f - - |14,000/15,100| 1,400 | 1,400 | 861
Harper’s Ferry, Virginia, |10,559] 3,050 | 6,879 5,922| 7,173} - -

2121 1,000 1,000 | 1,000|1,000/1,000

———

Total, - 124,559| 3,050 | 6,879 {19,92222,273) 1,400 1,400{ 1,073 | 1,000 | 1,000 | 1,000}1,000;1,000
. 1

Orpyance DepartMENT, February 12, 1825.
G. BOMFORD, ZLieutenant Colonel on ordnance service.

18th CongrEess.] No. 269. . [2d Session.

FORT WASHINGTON.
COMMUNICATED 'TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, FEERUARY 17, 1825,

Mr. Hanminron made the following report:

The Committee on Military Affairs, to whom was referred a resolution reported by the Committee of Ways and
Means, instructing them to.inquire into the expediency of authorizing the purchase of additional land for the site
of Fort Washington, beg leave to report:

That they have obtained from the Department of War a variety of documents on this subject, which they have
annexed. And although, in common with every other person who may become acquainted with the facts, they
regret that so extraordinary a mistake should .have been committed as that the Government should originally not
even have purchased land enough for the dimensions of the fort, or secured an extension of the limits and boun-
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daries of their purchase to the river, yet, circumstanced as the United States now are, after having expendéd a
vast sum on Fort Washington, (which completely commands the passage of the river, and, in this point of view, is
a valuable fortress,) your committee think, for the reasons which are set forth in the several communications from
the Department of War, that the Government ought not to hesitate to make the purchase of the additional land
out of the purchase money, of which it will be perceived that a debt due by a Jate paymaster general is to be
deducted. .

With a general reference (for a full explanation of this subject) to the documents herewith submitted, your com-
mittee report a bill.

Sir: . DeparTMENT oF WaR, February 2, 1825.

I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of the 81st of last month, informing me that *the
Committee on Military Affairs have under consideration a resolution moved by the chairman of the Committee of
Ways and Means, instructing them to inquire into the expediency of purchasing additional land, in the vicinity of
Fort Washington, for the more complete extension and security of that work;” and that * some of the committee,
in considering the subject, are under the impression that the work is so perfectly useless that the best mode of
getting rid of the difficulty would be to abandon it entirely, and that it is altogether unnecessary to espend another
dollar on a fortress not worth holding in time of war, and altogether untenable from a land attack;” and requesting
to be furnished with a detailed statement of the advantages, if any, of retaining Fort Washington as a permanent
fortification; and whether these advantages would now counterbalance the expense which would be incurred to
render it secure and efficient: in reply thereto, I submit the accompanying report of the chief engineer, which
furnishes the information required by your letter. )

1 have the honor to be, sir, very respectfully, your obedient servant,
J. C. CALHOUN.
The Hon. J. Hasivton, Jr., Chairman of the Committee on Military Affairs.

Sir: Encineer DeparTyenT, WasuiveTon, February 2, 1825.

In obedience to your orders, I have the honor to state the advantages of retaining Fort Washington as a
permanent fortification. The position of Fort Washington is exceedingly strong, and the work is built of the most
durable materials, and executed in the best manner. Its batteries command completely the channel of the river
Potomac, and cover the District of Columbia (including the national capital) from an attack by water. Fort Wash-
ington is only assailable on the land side, where it is very strong, being defended by high walls anda deep ravine.
It is so well situated, that it cannot be taken unless invested and regularly besieged; and, even then, it may be con-
sidered competent to hold out until relieved by the forces of the country. It is true that there are hills in its rear
that are somewhat higher than the work itself} but they are so far off, and the defilement of the work is so perfect,
that they can present no serious obstacles to the defence of the place.

It may be proper to remark, that the selection of the site was made in 1806, before the constitution of the board
of engineers, If the selection was now open, it is believed that a position further down the river (say Cedar Point)
would be chosen, not because the position itself is stronger on the land side, or that it more completely commands
the river, but simply because it presents to the enemy the point of attack at a greater distance; and, even as to this
point, Fort Washington being retained, and completely commanding the river, will enable the Government, by
temporary works at the lower point, at a small cost, to prevent an enemy from passing that position, as he would
have no adequate inducement to run the slightest hazard, when knowing that the batteries at Fort Washington
would put it out of his power to inflict on us any serious injury. :

Respectfully submitted.
ALEX. MACOMB, Major General, Chicf Engineer.

To the Hon. J. C. Cavroun, Secretary of War.

Dear Sir: WasHINGTON, February 11, 1825,

In order to meet your views, and those of the Government, in regard to the purchase of additional land near
Fort Washington, you may extend the amount of land wanted to thirty-five acres, which will embrace all the hills
in the rear of the fort, and nearly six acres more than are included in the award of the referees.
With sentiments of the highest esteem, &c. &e.'
WILLIAM DUDLEY DIGGES.
Hon. James Hasuvron, Chairman of the Military Committee.

Drar Sir: ’ Forr Wasnineron, January 31, 1825.

Your letter informing me that the Committee on Military Affairs have under consideration the expediency
of purchasing an additional quantity of land for this post has given great satisfaction to all the officers here, as a
hope now exists that the great inconvenience to which we all are now subjected, in consequence of the location of
a tavern and a grog shop immediately under the walls of the fort, will shortly be effectually remedied. The exist-
ence of this nuisance has hitherto defeated the most zealous efforts of the officers to keep the men; and, until it be
removed, it will be vain for us to expect to maintain that discipline and subordination which is all-important in a
military life. Independent of this evil, which can only be removed by extending the jurisdiction of the United
States, the great want of command to which some of the batteries of the work are now subject is a defect which
will render them almost useless. One of the faces of the ravelin is completely commanded by a mound of earth
which stands on your land, and will be inefficient until the mound be removed. To these reasons, urging the neces-
sity of enlarging the site of Fort Washington, let me add the facts, that part of the fort is built on your land, and
the glacis of the ravelin remains entirely unfinished, in consequence of a similar location; besides, we have no
ground for gardens, which are essentially necessary for the health and comfort of both officers and men.

I am, very respectfully, &ec. &c. - A
W. K. ARMISTEAD, Colonel of artillery.
Whur. Doprey DiceEs, Esq., at Washington.
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SIR: EncineeEr DeparTMENT, April 29, 1824,

In pursuance of your orders to furnish the information requisite to enable the Commitiee on Military Affairs
in the House of Representatives to fulfil the objects of a resolution of the House, instructing it to ““inquire into the
expediency of authorizing the purchase of an additional quantity of land for the enlargement of the site of Fort
Washington, and for completing the title in the United States to a part of that on which the said fort is now
erected,” T have the honor to present herewith copies of my letters to Dr. Peake, of Alexandria, dated the 1st and
10th of February, 1823—the first appointing him a referee on the part of the United States to determine the value
of the land wanted, respecting which the owner and the Government could not agree; the second authorizing him,
in the event of his disagreeing with the other referee, to join with him in the selection of a third person to act as
umpire; together with copies of two letters from you—the fizst to Mr. Digges, dated the 3d of February, 1823, in
answer to objections raised by him to the latter part of the first letter from this department to Dr. Peake; the
second dated the 22d of February, 1823, to the chairman of the Committee of Ways and Means of the House of
Representatives, setting forth the objects for which the additional land was wanted, and enclosing the award of the
arbitration, and other documents, and a copy of the survey of Fort Washington and the lands contiguous, on which
the additional land wanted is designated. No copies of the papers relating to the award were retained in this office.
Should they be required, they may be obtained, no doubt, fromthe chairman of the Committee of Ways and Means,
to whom they were transmitted as has been stated.

Respectfully submitted.
ALEXANDER MACOMB, Major General, Chief Engineer.
Hon. J. C. Canuoun, Secretary of War. :

Sir: EneINeer DEparTMENT, WasHiNeTON, February 1, 1823,

A negotiation for the purchase of land lying contiguous to the site of Fort Washington, and deemed to be re~
quisite for the enlargement thereof, has been pending some time past between Mr. Dudley Digges, the owner of the
land, and the War Department; and there appearing little probability of its being brought to a conclusion, it has
been mutually agreed upon by the parties to submit the matter to a reference. In pursuance thereof, under the
direction of the Secretary of War, I caused inquiries to be made to ascertain if a person properly qualified and
willing to act as referee on the part of the War Department could be found in this neighborhood, and you were
accordingly designated. I have, therefore, fo ask the favor of you, if I have rightly understood that you have con-
sented to act,to meet the other referee at Fort Washington on Monday next. A boat will be in readiness at an early
hour on Monday morning, at the wharf at the foot of King street, in Alexandria, and will there await your conveni-
ence. Captain Maurice, of the corps of engineers, has been instructed to prepare and lay before the referees a
plan of the site of Fort Washington, and the lands contiguous, and on it to designate the portion of the latter con-
templated by the negotiation in question. I have directed him also to furnish to them any papers containing in-
formation on the subject that may be in his possession, and to attend there in person, to afford them any verbal
explanation or other facilities they may require. He will explain to the referees that their award will be binding
on the War Department, should Congress, by granting an appropriation to carry it into effect, signify their sanction
of it, and not otherwise. '

1t is the understanding of the parties that the valuation is to be regulated by the intrinsic value of the property,
without reference to the damages which the estate of Mr. Digges has been alleged to have sustained in consequence
of the erection of the work, as such damages have been covered by the price already paid to Mr. Digges for the
site; or without reference to any alleged understanding between Mr. Digges and the War Department as to the
price which should be given, should the latter desire to purchase more lands than were originally obtained, as the
reference has been agreed upon only on the above conditions.

ALEX. MACOMB, Maj. Gen., Chicf Engincer.
Dr. Peaxe, Collector, &c., Alezandria.

Sir: . Eneineer DeparTMenT, WasnineToN, February 10, 1823,

In the letter which I did myself the honor to address to you on the st instant, requesting you to act as a
referee on the part of the Government to determine the value of certain property belonging to Mr. Digges, which
it was desirable to obtain to complete the site at Fort Washington, mention was not made of leaving the matter
submitted, in the event of a disagreement between you and the referee on the part of Mr. Digges, to the decision of
an umpire; but that being the intention of the War Department, I have to request that you and the other referee
select a third person to act in that capacity, and that you will communicate his decision upon the subject as soon
as may suit your convenijence.

"I am, &c.,
ALEX. MACOMB, Maj. Gen., Chief Engineer.
Dr. H. PEakE.

WasniNGTON, February 14, 1823,

William D. Digges having chosen Philip Stuart, and the War Department Humphrey Peake, referees to
ascertain the intrinsic value of twenty-eight acres three rods and twenty-six perches of land, which was found ne-
cessary to be added to the site at Fort Washington, a plat of which is hereto annexed, the said Stnart and Peake
did, on the third day of this month, view the grounds; but, after mature consideration and interchange of views
and opinions, found themselves unable to agree: whereupon ‘they proceeded to appoint an umpire, and have
chosen Thomas G. Addison, who, having this day met them in conference, agrees with the referee on the part of
Mr. Digges, and affixes the intrinsic value of the said lands at $29,600. Tt is to be understood that this valuation
embraces the entire property in the grounds described in the annexed plat, without any reservation of fisheries or
other rights to Mr. Digges, as was at first contemplated by the War Department.

PHILIP STUART,
HUMPHREY PEAKE,
THOMAS G. ADDISON.

1 hereby agree that the line of the contemplated purchase may run from the cedar marked A, in the same
course to the river marked A, and then with the river and Piscataway creek t0 a marked B, and then with

a course about north, 34% east, to B C. ,
WILLIAM DUDLEY DIGGES.

Witness: I. RoBERDEAU.
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Sir: ‘ ‘WasmineTon, November, 1824.

As trustees of the estate of William Dudley Digges, we take the liberty of making the following represen-
tation to you, with respect to the serious damages sustained by that estate from encroachments which have been
and continue to be made upon it by persons acting under the authority of your Department at Fort Washington,
and to claim the redress to which itis justly and obviously entitled. After a reference had been agreed to by
yourself and Mr. Digges, with the approbation of his trustees, and with the view to a purchase by the Government,
to arbitrators of high and unimpeachable characters and judgment, to decide upon the value of the property on
which the encroachments referred to had been and continue to be made, with a mutual understanding that their
award should be obligatory upon the latter, and conditionally binding upon the Department of War, we flattered
ourselves with the hope that Congress would have been induced, long before this time, to have authorized the
award which was given in by them to have been carried into effect; and we forbore, therefore, to trouble yon with
complaints or remonstrances concerning the encroachments in question. We would be wanting in our duty, how-
ever, if we were any longer to remain silent upon this subject, considering the manifold and enormous trespasses
which are stated to us to have been and continue to be committed. For a proof of which, we are told that we need
only refer to the official reports of the officers of the fort to your Department, by which it abundantly appears that
a considerable portion of the outer walls of the fort is erected upon the land of Mr. Digges; that most of the houses
for the accommodation and residence of the officers of the garrison, and very many of the establishments belonging
to the works, are also built upon his land; and that those houses and establishments occupy or are spread over a -
space of more' than twenty acres, entirely and exclusively, as is just stated, his property; for all of which he has
never received any compensation whatever. And it is an obvious and notorious fact, as we are informed, that most
of the recent operations at the fort towards a completion of the works have been attended with a continued addi-
tional trespass. )

Under these circumstances, we now respectfully call upon the Department of War to exert its powerful influence
with Congress, at an early day in its next session, to procure the necessary authority for carrying the award of the
arbitrators into effect, (that award being actually predicated, as is so expressed, upon the intrinsic value of the pro-
perty, nearly thirty acres of land, and four valuable fisheries, worth an annual rent of $800, for which sum they had, in
fact, been let for several successive years immediately antecedent,) or that it will adopt prompt and effectual measures
for awarding and making a just and suitable indemnification for the injuries complained of; and we cannot but
flatter ourselves with the expectation that such steps will accordingly be taken by your Department towards obtain-
ing this legislative confirmation of that award, or that an equitable adjustment and satisfaction of the well-founded
claims of Mr. Digges, thus again brought to the notice of the Government, will not be delayed; those claims
having been already, in part, exhibited by him in his letters to you of the 4th of February, 1823, and 11th of
February, 1824.

The great importance of the interest which is the subject of this communication, involving the question of
unavoidable and alarming sacrifices of other property of Mr. Digges to a large amount, will prove a sufficient
apology, we trust, for the liberty we take in making it; and we conclude with the expression of our full reliance
upon the seasonable and liberal interposition of such measures on your part as may at once avert these sacrifices
and fulfil the claims of justice.

‘We have the honor to be, with the highest respect, &c.
. DANIEL CARROLL, of Duddington. -
. DANIEL BRENT.
Joun C. CaLHouN, Secretary of War.
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COMMUNICATED TO THE SENATE, BY THE SECRETARY OF WAR, FEBRUARY 28, 1825,

ARMY REGISTER FOR 1825.

General Staff.
Names and rank. Date of appoint- | Brevets and former Remarks.
ment. commissions. "
Jacob Brown, wmajor general, - - - [ Jan. 24, 1814, - - { Washington.
Edmund P. Gaines, brigadier general, - - | March 9, 1814, | Aug. 15,1814, major
] oo general brevet, - | Comm’ding east. depart.
Winfield Scott, brigadier general, - - | March 9, 1814, | July 25, 1814, major
' Lo general brevet, - | Comm’dingwest. depart.
Thomas S. Jesup, brigadier general, and quar-
termaster general, - - - - | May 8, 1818, - - | Washington.
, adjutant general, - - -1 - - - - | Washington.
John E. Wool, colonel, and inspector general, -~ | April 29, 1816.
S. B. Archer, _ do. do. - | Nov. 10, 1821, :
‘William Linnard, major, and quartermaster, - | May 12,1813, - - | Philadelphia.
Henry Stanton, do. do. - | May 13, 1820, - ~ | Detroit.
tth'r assistant quartermasters, see officers of .
e line.
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GENERAL STAFF—Continued.
Names and rank. Date of appoint- | Brevetsand former Remarks.
‘ ment. commissions.

\

Subsistence Department.

George Gibson, colonel, and commissary gene-
ral of subsistence, - -

For assistant commissaries of subsistence, see
the subalterns of the line,

Purchasing Department.
Callender Irvine, commissary of purchases, -
Pay Department.

Colonel N. Towson, paymaster general,

Thomas Wright, - paymaster, -
Asher Phillips. - do. -
Alphonso Wetmore, - do. -
Benjamin F. Larped, - do. -
David Gwynne, - do. -
David S. ‘Townsend, - do. -

Charles B. Tallmadge, - do.

Daniel Randall, - do. -
Charles H. Smith, - do. -
"Thomas Biddle, - do -
A. A. Massias, - do -
T. P. Andrews. - do. -
Jeremiah D. Hayden, - do. -~
Edmund Kirby, - do. -
Medical Department.

Joseph Lovell, surgeon general, -

Thomas Lawson,: - surgeon, -
Thomas G. Mower, - do. -
B. F. Harney, - do. -
W. V. Wheaton, - do. -
John Gale, - do. -
Josiah Everett, - - do. -
Edward Purcell, - do. -
B. Delavan, . - . do. -
George W. Maupin, - assistant surgeon, -
James H. Sargent, - do. -
Sylvester Day, - do. -
William Turner, - do. -
Foster Swift, - do. -
'T. 1. C. Monroe, - do. -
Samuel B. Smith, - do. -
James Maun, - do. -
J. Wallace, - do. -
Joseph Eaton, - do. -
Robert Archer, - do. -
George C. Clitherall, - do. -
Squire Lea, - do. -
Joseph P. Russell, - do. -
Richard Weightman, - do. -
1. P. C. McMahon, - do. -
William Beaumont, - do. -
‘William H. Nicoll, - do. -
Robert French, - do. -
‘William 8. Comstock, - do. -
Richard Randall, - do. -
Liyman Fooft. - do. -
Thomas P. Hall, - do. -
C. A. Finley, - do. -
R. M. Coleman, - do. -
Benjamin King, - do. -
Prestley H. Craig, - do. -
Johin Jackson, - do. -
John A. Brereton, - do. -
Henry Stevenson, - do. -
Mordecai Hale, - ~do. -
Richard S. Satterlee, - do. -
Zina Pitcher, - do. -
W. E. Langdon, - do. -
Robert McMillan, - do. -
Edwin James, - - . do. -
Charles F. Luce, - do. -
Samuel G. 1. DeCamp, do. -
Edward Macomb, - do. -
George P. Todsen, - do. -
John W. Baylor, - do. -
John Torreg‘, - do. -
P. G. Ran oll;{)h, .- do. -
Hamilton S. Hawkins, - do. -
John Thurston, - do. -

April 18, 1818,

August 8, 1812,

June 22, 1815,
August 26, 1815,
Oct. 14, 1815,
Nov. 24, 1815,
April 29, 1816,
April 29, 1816,
March 27, 1818,
July 21, 1818,
Nov. 24, 1819,
August 7, 1820,
Dec. 12, 1820,
May 22, 1832,
July 1, 1824,
August 5, 1824,

April 18, 1818,
May 21,1813,
June 30, 1814,
August 17,1814,
Sept. 4, 1816,
April 18, 1818,
Jan. 28, 1820,
June 18, 182I,
Jan. 27, 1823,
Nov. 5, 1802,
March 6, 1806,
Dec. 9, 1807,
Sept. 29, 1812,
Feb. 18, 1814,
April 29, 1816,
Nov. 12, 1816,
April 18, 1818,
April 18, 1818,
April 18, 1818,
April 18, 1818,
April 18, 1818,
May 15, 1818.
August 10,1818,
August21, 1818,
July 23, 1819,
Dec. 4, 1819,
Jan. 28, 1820,
April 12, 1820,
Oct. 12,1820,
Oct. 12, 1820,
Dec. 12, 1820,
Dec. 12, 1820,
June 1, 1821,
June 1, 1821,
June 1, 1821,
June 1, 1821,
June 1, 1821,
July 1, 1821,
July 16, 1821,
Oct. 27, 1821,
Feb. 25, 1822,
May 8, 1822,
May 8, 1822,
July 1, 1822,
Jan. 27, 1823,
Sept. 22, 1823,
Oct. 10, 1823,
Jan. 20, 1824,
Jan. 20, 1824,
July 8, 1824,
Avugust 5, 1824,
Oct. 8, 1824,
Nov. 22, 1824,

Jan. 1, 1825,
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‘Washington.

Philadelphia.

Office, Washington.
Pensacola.
Louisville, Ken.
Franklin, Missouri.
Green bay,
Detroit, Mich. Ter.
Boston, Mass.
New York.
Baton Rouge.
Norfolk, Va.
St. Louis.
Charleston.
‘Washington.

ed river.
Utica, N. Y.

‘Washington.

4th infantry.
New York.

1st infantry.

3d infantry.

6th infantry.
West Point.

5th infantry.

7th infantry.
Fortress Monroe.
Fort Sullivan.
Sackett’s Harbor.
Fort Wolcott.
Fort Trumbull.
Arsenal, Richmond.
Fort Delaware.
Boston harbor.
Savannah.

Fort Preble.
Fortress Monroe.
Fort Johnson, N. C.

Fort Columbus.
St. Augustine.
New Orleans.
Mackinac.

6th infantry.
Fort Wood.

Charleston harbor.
2d infantry.
Augusta.

4th infantry.
Ist infantry.
Fort McHenry.
5th infantry.
Fort Washington.
‘Washington.
Pittsburg,.

Fort La&yette.
3d infantry.

3d infantry.
Fort Niagara.
4th infantry.
5th infantry.
7th infantry.
4th infantry.
4th infantry,
Petite Coquille.
7th infantry.
West Point.
Fort St. Philip.

Fort Constitution.
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GENERAL STAFF—Continued.
Names and rank. Date of appoint- | Brevet.and former Remarks.
ment. commissions.
ENGINEER DEPARTMENT.
Corps of Engineers.
Alexander Macomb, chief engineer, - - | July 6, 1812, Major_general bre- . i
vet, Sept. 11,1814, | Chief engineer,

General Simon Bernard, -
Charles Gratiot, lieutenant colonel,
J. G. Totten, major, - - - -

- | Nov. 16, 1816, - -
March 31, 1819,
Nov. 12, 1818,

Lieut. col. brevet,

_ head-
quarters, Washington. -
Assistant engineer.

Sept. 11, 1814,

Samuel Babcock, major, - - - | March 31,1819, |
Sylvester Thayer, - captain, - | Oct. 13,1813, | Lieut. col. brevet,
- March 3, 1823.
R. E. De Russey, - do. - | Feb. 9, 1815, Brev. Sept.11,1814,
T. W. Maurice, - do. - | Nov. 12, 1818.
John L. Smith, - do. - | Aug. 29, 1820.
George Blaney, - do. = | July 1, 1824,
‘Wm. H. Chase, - do. - | Jan. 1, 1825,
Thomas 1. Leslie, - first lieutenant, - | March 31, 1819, - - | Paymaster, N. Y.
Rd. Delafield, - " do. - | Aug. 29, 1820.
Andrew Talcott, - do. - | Oct. 1, 1820.
William A. Eliason, - do. - | July 28, 1823.
Cornelius A. Ogden, - do. - | July 1, 1824, -
Henry Brewerton, - do. - | Jan. 1, 1825.
Stephen Tuttle, - second lientenant, - { Aug. 29, 1820, | Brev. July 1, 1820,
Edward H. Courtenay, - do. - | July 1, 1821.
George Dutton, - do.. - | July 1, 1822.
Joseph Mansfield, - do. - { July 1, 1822,
Alfred Mordecai, - do. - | July 1, 1823,
Demnis H. Mahan, - do. - | July 1, 1824. p

Topographical Engineers.

John Anderson,
Isaac Roberdeaun,
John J. Abert,
James Kearney,
Stephen H. Long,
P. H. Perrault,

- major, - | April 12,1813, | Lieut. col. brevet. -
- do. - | April 29, 1813, | Lieut. col. brevet.
- do. - | Nov. 22,1814, | Lieut. col. brevet.
- do. - | April 29, 1816.

- do. - | April 29, 1816.

- do. - | Feb. 17, 1817.

Assistant Topographical Engineers.
William Tell Poussin, -

John Le Conte,
Hartman Bache,
W. G. McNeill,

captain, - | March 6, 1817.
- 0. - { April 18, 1818.
- “do. - | July 24, 1818,
- do. - | Jan. 27, 1823, )

INSPECTOR.

MILITARY ACADEMY, WEST POINT, NEW YORK.

SUPERINTENDENT AND COMMANDANT.
Brevet Lieutenant Colonel S. Thayer, corps of engineers,

ACADEMIC STAFF.

Jared Mansfield, professor of natural and experimental philosophy.
Lt. Samuel S. Smith, (3d artillery,) assistant professor of natural and experimental philvsop
Charles Davies, professor of mathematics.
Lieutenant Horace Webster, (3d infantry,) assistant professor of mathematics.
Lisutenant Edward C. Ross, (4th artillery,) acting professor of mathematics.
Lieutenant George S. Green, (3d artillery,) acting professor of mathematics.

Lieutenant D. H. Mahan, (corps of engineers,) acting professor of mathematics.

Captain David B. Douglass, professor of engineering.

Lieutenant Alfred Mordecai, {corps of engineers,) assistant professor of engineering.
————, chaplain and professor of ethics.

Brevet Major W. I. Worth, (1st artillery,) instructor of tactics.

Captain E. A. Hitchcock, (1st infantry,) assistant instructor of tactics.
Lieutenant Seth M. Capron, (5th infantry,) assistant instructor of tactics.
Lieutenant Z. I. D. Kinsley, (3d artillery,) acting instructor of artillery.
Doctor John Torrey, acting professor of chemistry and mineralogy.
Lieutenant Jonathan Prescott, (1st artillery, ), assistant professor of chemistry and mineralogy.

Claudius Berard, 1st teacher of the French

language.

Joseph Du Commun, 2d teacher of the French language.

Thomas Gimbrede, teacher of drawing.

Pere Thomas, sword-master.

. MILITARY STAFF.
Captain Aineas Mackay, quartermaster.

Lieutenant Thomas J. Leslie, corps of engineers, treasurer.
Lieutenant H. H. Gird, (4th artillery,) acting adjutant.

Brevet Major General Alexander Macomb, Chief Engineer, (ex officio) inspector of the Military Academy.
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ARTILLERY SCHOOL FOR PRACTICE, FORTRESS MONROE, VIRGINIA.

Composed of len companies detached from the several regiments of artillery.

Colonel, John R. Fenwick, 4th regiment of artillery.

Lieutenant colonel, Abraham Bustis, 4th regiment of artillery.

Major, Alexander C. W. Fanning, 2d regiment artillery, brevet major.
Adjutant, Lieutenant John R. Vinton, 3d regiment artillery.

Assistant quarteriaster, Captain H. Whiting, Ist regiment artillery.
Assistant commissary of subsistence, Lieutenant A. Mclntire, 1st regiment artillery.

Surgeon.

Assistant surgeon, Robert Archer. ’
Ordnance officer, Captain R. L. Baker, 1st regiment artillery.
Assistant,  Lieutenant W. E. Williams, 2d regiment artillery.

Instructor of mathematics
Instructor of engineering.

Instructor of military drawing.
Professor of chemistry.

, Lieutenant W. T\ Washington, 4th regiment artillery.

Names and rank.

Brevetsand former commissions.

Names and rank.

Brevetsand former commissions.

First Regiment of Artillery.

COLONEL.
James House, May 8, 1822,
LIEUTENANT COLONEL.

G. Bomford, Feb. 9, 1815,
DMIAJOR.

John B. Walbach, April 25,
1818.

CAPTAINS.

J. B. Crane, July 6, 1812,
A. S. Brooks, July 6,

S. Churchill, Aug. 15,1813,
W.J.Worth, Aug.19, 1814,
Milo Mason, May 17, 1816.
H. Whiting, Mar. 3, 1817,

F. Whiting, Sept. 10, 1819,
R. L. Baker, do

H. Saunders, Nov. 4, 1823,
R. M. Kirby, Aug. 5, 1824,

FIRST LIEUTENANTS.

N. G. Dana, April 20, 1818,

Timothy Green, do
J. J. Davis, . do
W. T. Willard, do

H.W. Griswold, Dec. 12,
‘W. Smith, June 5, 1819,

H. F. Evans, August 8.

J. Simonson, October 10.

‘J. Symington, May 17, 1820.
M. A. Patrick, August 11,
A. Mclntire; Dec. 1, 1822,
Giles Porter, Feb. 1, 1823.
George Webb, May 15.

J. Howard, November 1.
D. Van Ness, November 4.
Justin Dimick, May 1, 1824,
Daniel Tyler, May 6.

W. H. Swift, August 5.’

SECOND LIEUTENANTS.

L. Gates, August 13, 1819,
D. D. Tompkins, July 1,

1820.
H. do
G. Ramsay, do
W.T. W, Tone, July 12,
H. P. Welch, October 27.
J. Prescott, July 1, 1821,
Chas. Dimmock, do
‘W. Wheelright, do
J. H. Cooke, July 1, 1822.
J. 1. Schuyler, do
Isaac Trimble, do
L. B. Webster,July 1, 1823,

Brvt. Dec. 22, 18143 ord.

Lt. col. brvt. May 1, 1815.

Maj. brvt. Nov. 13, 1813,
Maj. brvt. Sept. 11, 1814.
Maj.bvt. Aug. 15,1823; ord.
Maj. brvt. July 25, 1814.

Brevet Mar. 17, 1814, as-
sistant quartermaster.

Brevet Sept. 17, 1814,

subsistence.
subsistence.
subsistence.

Assist. com.
Assist. com.
Assist. com.

Adjutant.

Assist. com. subsistence.

subsistence.
subsistence.

-Assist. com.
Assist. com.

Assist. com. subsistence.

B

Geo. Nauman, July 1, 1823,
Andrew Kinnard, do
John Farley, do
J. W. A. Smith, July 1, 1824,
J. K. Findley, do

George W. Long, do
J. M. Fessenden, do

Brevet.
Brevet.

Second Regiment of Artillery.

LIEUTENANT COLONEL.

‘W. Macrea, April 19, 1814,

MAJOR.
J. Hindman, June 26, 1813,
CAPTAINS.

Wm. Gates, March 3, 1813,
A. C. W, Fanning, Mar. 13,
J. F. Heileman, May 5,
orge Talcott, August 5,

C. J. Nourse, June 17, 1816,
F. S. Belton, July 31, 1817.

A. Zantzinger, Dec. 12,
1818.

. Mountfort, Aug. 11,1819,
. C. Legate, May 13, 182¢.
N. Baden, April 1, 1824,

FIRST LIEUTENANTS.

Elijah Lyon, Jan. 1, 1817,
Richard Bache, June 15,

G. S. Drane, Nov. 15.
G. W. Gardiner, April 20,

1818.
C. 8. Merchant,

do
Charles Mellon, do
Allen Lowd, do
H. W. Fitzhugh, do
James S. Abeel, do

R. L. Armstrong, July2,

H. S. Mallory, May 31, 1819,

James Spencer, June 26.

W. Wells, August 28.

A. Webber, October 31.

L. Griffith, Nov. 28.

M. Eakin, May 13, 1820.

Strong, July 1, 1822.

W. E. Williams, April 1,
1824, -

J.
F.
C.
J.

SECOND LIEUTENANTS.

S. McKenzie, July 24, 1818,
E. Harding, do
James Green, Sept. 11.

A. C. Fowler, Mar. 3, 1819,
Martin Thomas, March 31.
G. W. Whistler, July 1.
Jacob A. Dumest, do

Henry Gilbert, do

Col. brevet April 19, 1824.

Col. brevet, May 17,1815.

Maj. brvt. Mar. 3, 1823,
Maj. brvt. Aug. 15, 1814,
Maj. brvt. May 5, 1823,
Maj. bvt. Aug. 5, 1823; ord.
Brevet August 15, 1813.

Brevet August 15, 1814,
Brevet Sept. 11, 1814.
Brevet August 6, 1823.

Assist. com, subsistence.
Brevet April 17, 1813;
assist. com. subsistence.

Assist. com. subsistence.
Assist. com. subsistence.
Assist. com. subsistence.
Assist. com, subsistence.

Brevet October 1, 1814,
Adjutant.
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Names and rank.

Brevets and former commissions.

Names and rank.,

Brevetsand former commissions.

T P.Rid
C De
A. Chambers,

ely, Aug. 13,1819,
art, July 1, 1820,

do
J oshua Barney, do
‘W. 8. Maitland, do
T. Burk, Oct. 27, 1820.
James Gner, July 1, 1821.
T. R. Ingalls, Julyl 1822.
R.'De Treville, Julyl 1823,
R. E. Hazzard, July 1, 1824,
J. M. W. Plcton, do

Brevet.

H. A. Wilson, do

Brevet.

Tlird Regiment of Artillery.

COLONEL.

W. K. Armistead, Nov. 12,
18

LIEUTENANT COLONEL.
‘W. Lindsay, Mar. 12, 1813,
2AJOR.

J. Bankhead, Aug. 15, 1813,
CAPTAINS.

Roger Jones, July 6, 1812,
S. B. Archer, 0
John'A. Burd, do
'T. Stockton, Sept 10,

. K. Craig, Dec. 23, 1813
Mann P. Lomax, Nov. 17,

1814,

Felix Ansart, Nov. 28, 1819.
S. Spotts, May 8, 1822,
D. T. Welch, Dec. 1,
Hineas Mackay, Dec. 31,

FIRST LIEUTENANTS.
J. P. Taylor, Nov. 24, 1817.

John A. Dix, Mar. 23, 1818.
L. G. De Russey, Apnl 20.
Thomas Childs,

G. S. Wilkius, do
C. M. Thruston, do
Thomas J. Baird, June 2,
Upton 8. Frazer, Oct. 20
T. W Lendrum, May 30

J. W Phllhps, August 4.
James D. Graham, Sept 8.
J. R. Vinton, Sept. 30.

R. B. Lee, October 31.

S. S. Smith, Nov. 30, 1820.
S. ng;r.old May 8, 1822,
G. W. Corprew, Aug. 6.
‘W.S. Newton, Dec. 31.
'W B Dav1dson, Jan. 1,

SECOND LIEUTENANTS.

C. Wharton, Oct. 28, 1818.
ZII D. Kinsley, July 1,

John L’Engle, do
A. Brockenbrough, do
L. A. Rigail, Auvust4
H. Garner,Jan 28 1820.
F. N. Barbarin, Jul)(ri 1.

. Bur
W, H Kerr, October 27.
R.D. A. Wade,
- John F. Scott, July 1, 1821
. G. Smith, July 1, 1822,
Campbell Graham, do
T. B. Wheel ock do

WCo

Col. brvt. March 12, 1823.

Lit. col. bvt. Aug. 15,1823.

Lit. col. bvt. Sept. 17, 1814,

Inspector general.
Maj. brvt. Oct. 31, 1814,
Maj. brvt. April 15, 1814,

Maj.bvt. Dec. 23, 1823; ord.| J

Maj. brvt. Nov. 17, 1824,

Brevet January 8, 1815,
Brevet June 20, 1814,
Acting quartermaster.

Assist. com. subsistence;
brevet July 15, 1814.
Aid to General Brown.

Assist. com. subsistence.
Adjutant.
Assist. com. subsistence.

Assist. com. subsistence.
Assist. com. subsistence.

Assist. com. subsistence.

do
G. S. Green, July 1,1823.

R. P. Parrott, July 1, 1824.”
N. B. Bennett, do

‘W. P. Bainbridge, do

Brevet.

Fourth Regiment of Artillery.

COLONEL.

J. R. Fenwick, May 8, 1822,
LIEUTENANT COLONEL.

Abram Eustis, May 8, 1822,

MAJOR.
Wm. Wilson, May 8, 1822,

CAPTAINS.

E. Humphreys, Jan. 9, 1809

B. K. Peirce, Oct. 1, 1813

M. M. Payne, Mar.2 1814,

John R. Bell, October 10,

‘W. Wade, Feb. 9, 1815,

G. N. Moms,Jan 15, 1817,

J ohn Ervmg, April 25, 1818,
‘Whiting, May 21, 1822.

W L. McClintock, Au,,

11, 1823.
I L. Gardner, Nov. 1,

FIRST LIEUTENANTS.

J. Munroe, April 20, 1818,

%

.Tac Schmuck, do
. W. Ripley, do
Hu h K. Mead,

do
Patnck H. Galt. Sept. 26,
James Monroe. Dec. 31.
I A. Adams, July 31, 1819,
Des enville, Sept. lo,
ashington, May 23,
1820
H. Brown, Aug. 23, 1821,
Samuel Cooper, do
C. Ward, July 20, 1822,
H. A. Thom son, "Dec. 31,
W. Turnbulr Jan. 15, 1823,
J.R. Blaney, August 11,
. Morris, do
W. H. Bal] November 1.
E.G. W, But]er, Nov. 6.

SECOND I.IEUTENANTS:
£.B.Dusenbury, July 1, 1820,

E. A. Alberti, July 12, 1820.
Clark Burdine, J ulyé 1821.

W. W. Wells,
J. C. Holland, do
Edward C. Ross do

John B. Scott, do
Horace Bliss, July 1, 1822,

‘William Cook, do
William Rose, do
‘Walter Gwynn, do
Aug. Canfield, do
John Pickell, do
Henry H. G’ll‘d

do
G.C. Rlchards, Julyl 1823,
A. Beckley, do
F. Searle, do
W.T. Washington, Aug. 19,

Brevet March 18, 1813.

Brevet September 10, 1813.

Brevet May 3, 1818.

Maj. brvt. Dec. 28, 1814,
Mayj. brevet Oct. 1, 1823.
Maj. brevet Mar. 2 1824,
Maj. brevet Oct. 10 1824,
Ordnance.

Acting quartermaster.

Assist. com. subsistence.
Brevet July 25, 1814,

Assist. com. subsistence.
Aid to General Scott.
Assist. com. subsistence.

Ajid to General Brown.

Adjutant.

Assist. com. subsistence.

J. N Dlllahunty, July 1, | Brevet.
F. L .Tones, do Brevet.
‘ First Infontry.

COLONEL.

T, Chambers, Nov. 10, 1818,

LIEUTENANT COLONEL.

Z. Taylor, April 20, 1819.
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Names and rank.

Brevetsand former commissions.

Names and rank.

Brevetsand former commissions.

3AJOR.
R. Whartenby, Ap. 30, 1817,
CAPTAINS.

D. E. Twiggs, July 6, 1812,

S. W. Kearney, Ap. 1, 1813,

Jas. H. Gale, July 31, 1817.

W. V. Cobbs, March 31,
1819.

'G-. Loomis, April 7.

T. F. Smith, April 25.

R. B. Mason, July 31.

‘Wm. H. Ker, Dec. 1, 1820.

Geo. C. Spencer, June I,
1822,

E. A. Hitchcock, Dec. 31,
1824.

FIRST LIEUTENANTS.

‘W. S. Harney, Jan. ’I; 1819. |.

W. R. Jouett, March 31.

 Thos. Barker, July 23, 1820,

Const. Pierce, Sept. 3.

S. Shannon, Dec. 1.

J. Mackenzie, Nov. 18, 1822,

R. Lowndes, Aug. 7, 1823,

Sam. McRee, Sept. 30.

‘Wm. Day, Dec. 25.

"Thos. P. Gwynne, Dec. 31,
1824,

SECOND LIEUTENANTS.
Jefferson Vail, July 1, 1821.

W. M. Boyce, July 1, 1822,
John J. Abercrombie, do.

Brevet May 1, 1814,

Maj. brvt. Sept. 21, 1814,
Major brvt. April 1, 1823,

Assist. com. subsistence.

Aid to General Gaines.

Samuel Wragg, 0. 3 :

W. Reynolds, July 1, 1823. Adjutant

R. H. Stuart, do.

A. S. Miller, do.

Jas. W. Kingsbury, Aug. 19.

Eph. W. Low, July 1, 1824.

W. L. Harris, do.

‘W. _Bloodgood, do. Brevet.

J. VanSwearingen, do. Brevet. ,
Second Infantry.

COLONEL.
Hugh Brady, July 6, 1812,
. LIEUTENANT COLONEL.
‘W. Lawrence, May 8, 1818,
 MAJQR.
Enos Cutler, Feb. 10, 1818,
CAPTAINS.
Alex.R. Thompson, May 1,

1814.
Newman S. Clark, Oct. 1,
E. Boardman, March 31,

1817.

T. J. Beall, Sept. 26, 1818,
W. Hoffman, May 1, 1819,
J. H. Wilkins, Aug. 28.

G. Dearborn, Sept. 30.

T. Staniford, Mar. 1, 1820.
B. A. Boynton, Jan. 8, 1823.
Owen Ranson, Jan. 25.

FIRST LIEUTENANTS.
Jas. Young, June 30, 1814,
‘Walter Bicker, jr., Sept. 1,

R.M.Harrison, Nov.1,1817.

Brig. gen. brevet, July 6,
1822,

Brevet, Sept. 15, 1814,
Brevet, May 1, 1814.

Major brevet, May 1, 1824.1

Majdr brevet, Oct. 1,1824."
Brevet, Aug. 1, 1813,

Brevet, March 17, 1824,

Captain brevet,. June 30,
1824; assist. com. subsist.
Captain brevet, Sept. 1,
1824; assist. com, subsist,

C. F. Morton, March 31,
1819.

Seth Johnson, May 1.

Joshua B. Brant, Dec. 1,

John Clitz, Dec. 31,

E. X. Barnum, Dec. 31,
1820. - '

John Bradley, Oct. 2, 1822.

E. V. Sumner, Jan. 25, 1823,

SECOND LIEUTENANTS.

Ed. B. Griswold, Aug. 13,
1819.

Samuel L. Russel, do.

D. Brooks, Jan. 28, 1820.
Carlos A. Waite, do.

J. B. Pendleton, July 12.
J. S. Gallagher, Oct. 4.
Thompson Morris, July 1,

1822. .

J. J. B. Kingsbury, July 1,
1823, :

J. R. Smith, do.

. Day. - 0.
F. D. Newcomb, July 1,

Assist. quartermaster; brvt.
Sept. 17, 1814,
Adjutant.

Assist. com. subsistence.

Brevet.

1824.
Electus Backus, . do. Brevet.
Third Infantry.

COLONEL.
N. Pinkney, May 13, 1820.

LIEUTENANT COLONEL.

| John McNeal, jr., Feb. 24,

1818.
MAJOR.
D. Baker, June'1, 1819,

CAPTAINS.

W. Whistler, Dec. 31