


Four-Mile Run, follows nearly a meridian line from a point on the Potomac
opposite Georgetown, to Hunting Creek,

Opposite Washington, the elevation which has just been mentioned takes

the name of the heights of Arlington. . . Just north of Four-Mile Run a

spur detaches itself from the chain of heights and projects across the alluvial

bottom, commanding and flanking that portion between it and the Long

Bridge.
From the river the country increases in elevation “such as to impart to the
topography of a region the features which govern the choice of position, whether
for a line of battle or for a chain of defensive works.”* The entire position was
referred to as the “concave line of defensive works from the Chain Bridge to
Hunting Creck.”s

The construction of Fort Scott as a part of this line was likewise dictated by
our own local topography, even more familiar to local residents in the Aurora
Hills part of Arlington:

The wooded ridge which lies north of, and parallel to the lower course
of Four-Mile Run, and which has been before mentioned as a projection
from the range of heights, offered a position from which the city, the Long
Bridge, and the plateau in advance of it could be overlooked and cannonaded,
and from which it was important to exclude the enemy so long as our defen-
sive line was thus limited. Access to it was made difhicult by felling the
forest with which it was covered (about 200 actes) and the construction upon
it of the large lunette (Fort Scott) was commenced as soon as the site could
be fixed.®

The site eventually fixed was at latitude 38° 50’ 48.24” and longitude 77°
03’ 17”7 at the flag-staff. It was 166.3 feet above mean tide and the flag-staff

was 3.996 miles from the dome of the Capitol.” Fort Scott was built in the sum-
mer and fa]l of 1861.

The Fort had five sides of irregular lengths. Four sides were parapets and the
fifth was the open gorge at the back, a characteristic of lunettes. It measured
270 ft. 9 in. across between the parallel flanks, The longest of the two flanks
was 206 ft. 3 in. and the opposite one was 139 ft. 3 in. The two faces meeting
in a salient angle, another characteristic of a lunette, were 181 ft. and 145 ft. 5 in.
In the opening at the back were two 194 ft. 5 in. long and 18 ft. wide block
houses, also called barracks in another trace, Between the two barracks was a
12 ft. 3 in. wide sally port.

The trace shows a banquette 34 ft. above ground on the inside of the parapet
and connecting the seven barbettes for attillery pieces. Soldiers were supposed
to stand on the banquette when firing rifles over the merlons.

4 Barnard, pages 3-5.

5 Barnard, page 5.

6 Barnard, page 11.

7 Barnard, Appendix E, page 147, Determinations made by C. A. Schott of the United
States Coast Survey. For map showing location see Arlington Historical Magazine 1(4):
16, 1960.
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The Fort was surrounded by a fosse with a counterscarp from 8 ft. 8 in. to
9 ft. 8 in. high, a bottom width ranging from 8 to 14 ft., a top width from 12 ft.
10 in, to 18 ft. 3 in. and a scatp from 9 ft. 7 in. to 11 ft. 6 in. high. In the
enclosed area the trace shows two 20 ft, long magazines and a well. Another
trace shows a structure labeled officers’ quarters and a flag-staff and the well is
covered by a guard and well-house. The five sides were surrounded by an abatis
laid out on the glacis with the top branches pointing out.

The dirt from which the Fort was made was described as a “stiff red clay”,
by First Lt. Abbot of the “Top. Engineers in charge,” a notation to which all
Arlington gardeners in the area will feelingly attest.

The strategic importance of Fort Scott was somewhat diminished by the later
construction of forts down to Hunting Creek, south of Alexandria.

“The subsequent extension of the line to embrace Alexandria threw this
work and Fort Albany into the rear, but it retained, nevertheless, a consider-
able importance, since taken in connection with Forts Richardson, Craig, and
others, it completed a defensive line for Washington independent of the exten-
sion to Alexandria.”®

There are two traces for Fort Scott. One shows barbettes, but no embrasures,
for nine artillery pieces listed under “Armament”:

"3 24 pdr. Siege

24 pdr. Barb.

32 pdr. S. C.

4%” Rodman

8” S. C. How.
10” Siege Mortar
6 pdr. Jas. Rifle”

el Y

A second trace shows barbettes and embrasures for only seven artillery pieces:
“4 24 pdr. B,, 1 30 pdr. Parrott and 1 32 pdr. S.” The last two listed on the
first trace are not in positions around the Fort, but there is a notation on the
second trace that “there is outside the fort a two gun battery commanding the
valley of the Four-Mile Run.” It is possible that the first trace shows only what
was supposed to be constructed and the second was made later to show what
was actually built.

Construction of Fort Scott completed with appropriate artillery in place, atten-
tion turns to its manning, armament and operation.

The manning of Fort Scott began October 10, 1861, when Captain S. G.
Hemingway, Company A, 4th Regiment, 1st Connecticut Volunteers, Heavy
Attillery, with a detail of 40 men took charge of Fort Scott by “having charge of
the fatigue parties detailed to work on the fortifications.”® Later, on October 29,

8 Barnard, page 11.

9 National Archives, RG-94, Boxes 85, 88, and 89; Conn. Order Books Co’'s AB CD E,
1st Heavy Artillery; and Morning Reports. Returns of Company A and Regimental
Returns for the months of August, September, and October 1861.

By Order No. 6 January 12, 1862 the designation of the Regiment was changed to:
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reported month-after-month that Lyman Leach was not at Fort Scott because
he was assigned to play the cymbals in the headquarters band. Leach’s detach-
ment was officially noted higher up and an explanation called for. In correspond-
ence on February 8, 1863 Allen, after telling what the private was doing away’
from Fort Scott and where and why wrote that he would like to have his man
back.'4 Another communication in May 1863 asks that private Berner be ar-
rested. Private Sperty was shown first as a. w. o. 1. and then as captured by the
enemy.ts

The Return for August 1863 from Fort Scott is signed by 1st Lt. Knox, Com-
manding, and the September Return is subscribed by a new Captain with a
familiar name: John H. Burton, appointed September 5, 1863.16

A broken leg was about the biggest thing that happened at Fort Scott during
the War. The January 1864 Return reported the Captain as being “sick in
consequence of fractured leg.” The Lieutenant signing the February Return in
place of the injured Captain supplemented the January “sick” report with the
statement that it occurred “while on duty December 30, 1863.”7

Action elsewhere in the Civil War compates with continued calm at Fort
Scott and February 16, 1864 men were engaged only in such routine pursuits as
“cutting wood beyond the lines.”

By March Burton was back signing his own Returns again from Fort Scott
and by May should have had things in shape for two significant events that
month: An inspection and the company’s departure for the stormy finale of the
War at the siege of Petersburg and Richmond. The exact date of either is
not shown. -

Two men were killed in action according to the June Return from Bermuda
Hundred and many other losses are shown in later Returns from Battery Morton
“Before Petersburg.”'® In December Captain Burton was mustered out with
an honorable discharge, The May 1865 Return is from Drury’s Bluff and G. P.
Mason is the Captain. On return to Arlington Company I went to Fort Ellsworth
and Battery Rodgers, Alexandria, where it reported from for the month of
August 1865.19 After Company I left Fort Scott there are no further available
reports from the Fort to continue the story of its manning.

The inspection in May 1864 showed that affairs at Fort Scott were open to
some criticism. General A. P. Howe, Inspector of Artillery made the inspection
which he described in a report dated May 17, 1864. His report was preceded
appropriately by a description of the scope of his assignment classifying the forts

14Miscellaneous Papers, item 323. (Box 83)

15 Returns, Company I, January 1863 (Atchives, Box 89).

16 Id. August, September 1863 (Archives Box 89) John H. Burton st Lt. to be
examined for promotion Aug. 6, 1863. P. 141 Regtl Letters.

17 Id. January, February 1864. (Archives Box 89).

18 [d, May 1864, No ref. to inspection. (Archives Box 89) Killed in action: Wm. U,
Quinton and Wm. Rolleston, “near Bda Landing” May 19 and 21.

19 Returns, Company I, August 1865 (Archives Box 89).
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General Howe noted further that the guards and manning were insufficient
at Fort Scott and the works needed strengthening. The weakest feature of the
forts, he found, “is their liability to be surprised” and that outpost guards “have
been very weak.” This conclusion was supported by his observations about the
area’s features:

The character of the topography of the country for miles outside of the
works, with the numerous roads, all favor and invite a sudden and covered
dash upon the works.2?

Under date of May 21, 1864, four days later, this critical report, as with all
governmental reports to this day, was sent on its journey up through the hierarchy
for review and comments by referral to General Barnard. Barnard thought the
“suggestions and remarks” were “excellent” although it did not appear that his
comments were based on any visual inspection of his own. The report with
Barnard’s endorsement then went to Major General C. C. Augur who, on May 31,
1864 ended hopes of perfection at Fort Scott by the notation that the sugges-
tions were “theoretically correct, but with the present force at command here
are impracticable.” This final crushing shot in the war between theory and
practicality also sealed the status of Fort Scott as a minor fortification in the
defenses of Washington.

PARROTT 10-POUNDER RIFLE

A statement of the armament of Fort Scott on August 22, 1862 lists a total
of nine artillery pieces, as follows:
24 pounders—Siege
32 pounders
24 pounders—S. C.
30 pounder, Parrott
8 in. S. C. Howitzer

Fort Scott’s artillery complement was figured, according to the War Depart-
ment’s formula, by allowing 5 men to “heavy guns,” 3 men to flank guns and
three reliefs for around-the-clock details. The garrison was computed to require
2 men per yard of front and 1 man per yard of perimeter. One tabulation shows
313 perimeter yards. The Fort was estimated to need 450 men, and this number
at one time may well have been scrambling around this area of Arlington.

o NN

28 Id. page 884.
44






ABBREVIATIONS

Barb.—Barbette Jas.—James
B. C—Barbette Carriage S. C.—Siege Carriage
How.—Howitzer

GLOSSARY AND SUPPLEMENTAL NOTES

abatis

A defense formed by placing felled trees lengthwise, one over another, with
the branches toward the enemy’s line.

artillery, heavy Heavy artillery embraces all artillery other than light artillery which
is formed into batteries and equipped for field evolutions. In the land service there
are 3 types of heavy artillery: The gun, the howitzer and the mortar. These are
distinguished by their uses as siege, garrison and sea-coast. From: Tidball’s Artillery
Manual of 1879, p. 1.

For the service of artillery 6 kinds of carriages are necessary: Siege, Barbette,
Casemate, Flank Casemate, Columbiad and a bed for mortars. Only the first two
were used at Fort Scott and mortar beds.

Siege artillery used in attacks on places follows armies and so is mounted on
carriages suitable for movements in the field. Garrison artillery is used in the
defense of forts. Barbette carriages are used for moving pieces short distances as
within a fort.

Heavy artillery pieces used in the land service were classified as follows:

12 pdr.
Siege and Garrison 18 pdr.
Guns | 24 pdr.
i lSea-coast { Z; I;ji
Siege and Garrison 8 1n.
. 24 pdr.
Howitzers [ 8 I
Sea-coast i 10 12 ron
Columbiads {f 8 o
L 10 1n.
. [ 8 in.
Siege <l 10 in.
10 in.
Mortars Sea-coast { 13 2
Stone 16 in. )‘B
Coehorn 24 pdr. f ronze

From: Tidball’s, p. 2. Also: “Instruction for Heavy Artillery Prepared by Board of
Officers, for the Use of the Army of the United States” Washington 1851. p. 2.

bangnette——A raised step along the inside of a parapet or bottom of a trench, upon
which soldiers stand and fire at the enemy.

barbette A mound of earth thrown up against an interior slope of a parapet to enable
a piece to be fired over the parapet. The upper surface is level and 2 ft. 9 in.
below the crest for light field pieces and from 4 to 6 ft. for heavy guns. To ascend
the barbette a ramp is made of earth connecting the top with the terre pleine.
The ramp is 10 ft. wide on the top and its slope is 6 base to one perpendicular.
Tidball, p. 384, item 632.
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