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Perhaps the most ancient of the responsibilities of central govern 
ment is the duty of providing for the defence of the realm. The 
independent behaviour of local authorities when faced with the 
demands of central government is equally not a new phenomenon 
in English history. A good example of the clash that can occur when 
the two sides come into conflict is to be found in the long-running 
and very complex story of the attempts to build a work of defence 
for the port of Liverpool which spanned the first half of the nineteenth 
century.

The magnitude of the mercantile operations at Liverpool, and the increasing 
shipping business of the port, make the preservation of the Mersey an object 
of great national importance, 1

pointed out Admiral Sir Thomas Byam Martin to the first lord of 
the admiralty, Lord Melville, in August 1845, and he was not 
expressing a new opinion. In fact, the problem of the defenceless state 
of Liverpool was already over twenty years old by this date, and 
showed no signs of being solved. There was, of course, no easy 
solution possible, if only because the rapidly increasing pace of 
technological change had introduced an unprecedented uncertainty 
into all aspects of British defence planning in the mid-nineteenth 
century. But this was not the only question at issue in Liverpool. The 
problem there lay more in the realms of local politics than in any 
abstract principles of national defence. The independent behaviour 
of the local authorities in Liverpool presented the greatest problems 
to the defence planners in London in the years from 1824, when the 
question of Liverpool' s defence was first raised, to 1861, when it was 
once again forgotten. As the Board of Ordnance was to discover to 
its cost, local politics further complicated the issue. The Liverpool 
Docks Committee, which undertook most negotiations and was 
responsible for planning and executing improvements in Liverpool 
Docks, was a sub-committee of Liverpool Corporation, which did
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not always share in the enthusiasm for the grandiose plans put 
forward by the committee. To make matters worse, the period from 
1824 to 1861 coincided with the rapid expansion of the docks along 
the Mersey under the direction of the forceful and ambitious Jesse 
Hartley," and it was this expansion which both made the defence of 
Liverpool 'an object of great national importance' and made it at 
the same time so difficult to secure.

Naval opinion, as represented by Admiral Martin, believed that 
the defence of Britain's coasts should be properly left to the Royal 
Navy, but this was a view that never seems to have appealed to those 
who lived in coastal towns. They clearly preferred more tangible 
evidence of the state's interest in their security; in particular in the 
construction of coastal batteries in or near the threatened town itself. 
The inhabitants of Liverpool were no exception to this rule. Following 
an agreement of 3 December, 1803, some seven months after the 
renewal of the war with Napoleonic France, a land battery was 
constructed to defend Liverpool, on the north shore of the Mersey 
just west of Clarence Dock. This battery was on land leased for one 
thousand years from the corporation by the board of ordnance in 
1817. Over the years, however, the value of this work greatly 
diminished, and on two occasions in 1824 the Corporation of 
Liverpool addressed memorials to the master general of the ordnance, 
the Duke of Wellington, pressing for the return of their land, and 
the construction of new batteries to defend the city. 3 It was at this 
time that the first great expansion of the Liverpool Docks in the 
nineteenth century was being planned and, moreover, the defences 
of Liverpool were in a sorry state. Forwarding the first memorial 
to the Board of Ordnance, the local representative of the department, 
Captain Gossett R. E., pointed out that Liverpool harbour had ' no 
work of any description to protect it', and went on to suggest two 
possible sites for batteries; one on the Lancashire side of the river 
at 'Hayes Bay', and the other on the Cheshire side, at 'Perch Rock'. 
Gossett argued these sites would take batteries strong enough to defeat 
any force likely to be sent to attack them whether it be the French 
or an 'insurrectionary mob'. 4

Reduction in public expenditure in the post-Waterloo years had, 
however, struck very deep, and these were ambitious plans for 1824. 
When in March 1825 the treasury told the ordnance department that 
any works built at Liverpool would have to come out of the annual 
ordnance estimates it was determined by General Sir Gother Mann, 
the inspector general of fortifications, that only the Perch Rock 
Battery should be built.' The construction of this work turned out 
to be straightforward. Begun in April 1826, Perch Rock Battery (later 
known as the 'Old Fort') was completed three years later at a cost 
of nearly £27,000."
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The reconstruction of the battery on the north shore of the Mersey 
proved to be a much more difficult proposition. It was here that the 
major developments of the port of Liverpool occurred, and these 
developments constantly interacted with and constantly delayed a 
final solution to the question of the North Battery.

The extension to the Liverpool docks up to 1825, involving 
extension to Queens and George Docks, and a new work, Princes 
Dock (completed in 1821) had not materially affected relations 
between the Liverpool Corporation and the Ordnance Department, 
but the relations between the two bodies do not appear to have been 
very good. In May 1825, it was agreed at two meetings between 
the corporation finance committee and the ordnance department' s 
representative, Captain John Kitson, R.E., that a new site for the 
North Battery should be selected and prepared by the corporation, 
near to the Dock Lighthouse. 8 In December of that year it was 
further agreed that, in addition to the new land, Liverpool 
Corporation would provide £27,850 as payment for the ordnance 
giving up the lease for the land on which the remains of the North 
Battery stood and as a part payment of the expense of building a new 
work. Even two years later no progress had been made. In October 
1827, Kitson wrote to his superiors in London about the position 
of the North Battery in the light of the proposed dockyard improve 
ments in Liverpool.'' He was referred to the corporation. After 
consultation with the civic authorities extending over four months, 
Kitson reported that the corporation had decided the site proposed 
for the new battery near the lighthouse would have to be changed, 
as it had been decided to build an extension to the sea wall.'" 
Although the inspector general of fortifications was prepared to make 
contingency plans for the removal of stores for the battery to a new 
site, the proposed sea wall, hitherto unknown to the ordnance, 
brought a strong reaction from the master general, Sir George 
Murray. Unless the corporation could produce a new site for the 
battery, he minuted, 'it must become a question of law'."

Between March and July 1828, the corporation's Finance 
Committee and the Board of Ordnance tried, without success, to 
reach agreement on the site for the new battery. On 17 March, 1828, 
Captain Kitson reported that the committee had agreed to find a new 
site and had suggested one much lower down the river, in front of 
Bootle. Kitson felt a battery in this position would be 'most 
commanding' and would be a useful addition to the city's defences. 
Sir George Murray was not so sure: the work would be very 
expensive, costing, he estimated, something over £30,000 and it 
would be at best a doubtful defence. Still, a conciliatory letter was 
sent for the information of the Liverpool Corporation, stating that 
the Board of Ordnance had no objection to a new site for the North
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Battery, provided it occupy 'an equally advantageous position for 
the defence of the kingdom' to the one already held by the 
ordnance.'-' When in April a deputation from the city waited on the 
Board of Ordnance in London, and proposed a site further to seaward 
on the Cheshire side of the river, Kitson rejected the suggestion 
outright. The proposed site, he wrote, was too distant from the 
dockyard (although as events were to prove, it would not have been 
so for long), and it was, in any event, commanded by high ground 
to the rear.' I know of no eligible position for a sea battery anywhere 
along the Cheshire side', he concluded." Kitson also rejected 
another site proposed by the corporation, who suggested in some 
desperation in July 1828 that the Board of Ordnance should accept 
the money offered in December 1825, and drop the idea of a new 
battery altogether: a scheme the Ordnance Department promptly 
rejected. 14

Over the next three years the Board of Ordnance and the 
Corporation of Liverpool tried, but failed, to find a satisfactory 
solution to the thorny problem of the North Battery. The main reason 
for the difficulty was financial. The construction of the new docks 
had pushed up the value of the land on which the North Battery stood 
and the Board of Ordnance felt that the money offered by the 
corporation was no longer adequate compensation. The second 
aspect of the problem was whether the corporation would provide 
a suitable site for the battery and pay the cost of the battery' s removal.

In May 1829, the Board of Ordnance decided, at the 
recommendation of Captain Kitson, to 'suspend' the sale of the 
North Battery, even though it was by now of no military value. In 
August 1829, the board noted that

The erection of objectionable contiguous buildings has occurred and so much 
that with them and the Docks built directly in front of the Battery in Question, 
the Fire of the Battery will be completely masked.' 1

Armed with this evidence, the ordnance made an offer to the 
corporation; namely, that the city pay £5,000 to the ordnance for 
the land on which the North Battery stood and provide a new site 
for the work and, in addition, pay any expense connected with its 
removal. 16 The Finance Committee, anxious to obtain the site of 
the battery for development, agreed to these severe terms, but added 
they would only pay expenses up to £2 7,850, the price that had been 
agreed in December 1825, for the ordnance department's surrender 
of the lease of the old North Battery and, reported the commanding 
Royal Engineer in 1830, 'they would not go a shilling beyond it'."

If this blunt statement of the corporation' s position did not improve 
tempers in London, the receipt of a private communiction destroyed 
what little remained of Sir George Murray's patience. Captain 
Kitson reported on 11 May, 1830, that
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I havejust accidently learnt that the Corporation have, or intend to, petition 
the Government, supported through their Members of Parliament, Genl 
GascoyneandMrHuskisson, to abandon all idea of building any Fort in lieu 
of the North Battery and to request immediate possession of the land we now 
hold.

This brought a swift and strong reaction from the Master General:

It is now clear that this department can no longer expect to bring the 
Corporation of Liverpool amicably to the fulfilment (of the draft agreement 
and that therefore) The Master General is of the opinion the Corporation of 
Liverpool should be informed that his Lordship and the Board consider their 
refusal to defray the expense necessary for the erection of the proposed battery 
to be tantamount to a relinquishment of their Agreement with this 
department.' 8

The Board of Ordnance therefore decided in July 1832 to suspend 
all dealings with the Corporation of Liverpool and to sell the land 
occupied by the North Battery to the highest bidder.

Matters remained in this unsatisfactory state for five more years, 
although these years were certainly not idle ones for the Liverpool 
Dock Committee. The spread westward of the docks was marked 
in 1830 by the opening of the Clarence Dock, togetherwith, in 1834, 
the Waterloo Dock and, in 1836, the Trafalgar and Victoria Docks, 
at a cost of no less than £795,000. Clearly the Liverpool Dock 
Committee had been the chief beneficiary of the disputes between 
the corporation of the city and the ordnance department by simply 
building around the land on which the now very ramshackle North 
Battery stood. The ordnance department on the other hand had no 
reason for self-congratulation. They could not find a buyer for the 
land occupied by the North Battery   it is difficult to see who might 
have been interested in it if it was not the Liverpool Corporation   
and meanwhile the military value of the work declined steadily. In 
April 1837,aCommittee of Ordnance officers reported of the battery 
that

its use, as a Defence to the harbour of Liverpool, is now so entirely destroyed 
as to render it no longer expedient to maintain the armament of that battery. 19

A month later the Inspector General of Fortifications, General Sir 
Frederick Mulcaster, set out to try to decide what to do about this 
'quite useless' coast defence.

The settlement of the North Battery question even at this stage 
did not promise to be easy. As the ordnance department solicitor 
remarked in July 1837, the agreement of Liverpool Corporation was 
clearly needed before any settlement could be reached, but, as he 
warned six months later,' much angry feeling' had been generated 
in the minds of the corporation by the department's action in July 
1832. w To find out where to site a new battery and at the same time
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cairn the 'angry feeling' among the corporation, the board 
summoned perhaps their most competent Engineer officer, General 
John Fox Burgoyne, from Ireland, where he had been engaged in 
civil duties for the Irish government, to Liverpool. Burgoyne, eldest 
sonof'GentlemanJohnny' Burgoyne of Saratoga, appears to have 
inherited all his father's tact and good nature, qualities he would need 
in attempting to mediate between the Board of Ordnance and the 
Liverpool Corporation.

Preliminary discussions respecting the future of the North Battery 
had already occupied the ordnance department for over a year when 
Burgoyne finally arrived in Liverpool in November 1838. 
Burgoyne' s report, completed three months later in January 1839, 
shows clearly this his mind was exercised as much by local political 
as military considerations. 21 He was to some extent in agreement 
with Admiral Martin, arguing that a local flotilla of steamers was 
required to protect the Mersey, but, he continued, a new battery 
was still needed on the north shore of the river. He suggested a site 
further to the west of the existing North Battery situated on the very 
edge of Bootle marshes some 700 yards west of Clarence Dock and 
3,000 yards distant from the work at Perch Rock. As to getting the 
work built, Burgoyne argued that it would be necessary first to select 
a suitable site and then approach the corporation, informing them 
of the decision taken. He also laid down the kind of agreement he 
hoped could be concluded. The corporation would give up the land 
required and would undertake to build and keep clear an access road 
to the battery and not to build within two hundred yards of the work. 
In return, the ordnance department should accept the £2 7,850 offered 
for the land on which the North Battery stood, to be paid to the 
ordnance in instalments, and give up all claim to that land.

Burgoyne's report at least promised an end to the disputes over 
the North Battery and for this reason was favourably received in 
London. 22 On this occasion, however, the ordnance had no 
intention of allowing themselves to be manoeuvred into an impossible 
position by the Dock Committee. It was at about this time that 
Hartley was preparing plans for what was eventually built as the 
Albert Dock, opened in 1845. To get this built an Act had first to 
be passed through Parliament and the Ordnance Department wrote 
on two occasions in January and February 1839, to the Treasury 
to ensure that Treasury influence, as well as that exercised by the 
department itself in Parliament, was exerted against the passage of 
the Bill. 23

This turn of events eventually brought the Liverpool Corporation 
into agreement with the Ordnance Department. In July 1839, the 
department solicitor wrote to the corporation offering terms, which 
were accepted on 10 August. On 18 September it was further decided 
that the corporation would pay the £27,850 asked for by the ordnance
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for the land on which the (old) North Battery stood in six 
instalments. 21 The Dock Committee made this agreement public in 
mid-October 1839. The Town Clerk reported to the City Council 
that

the effect of the arrangement will be that the Corporation will obtain 29,400 
square yards ofland, desirable for future improvements in the place, at the 
price of £27,850.

And the Council will give up to the government a site of 700 yards for a fort 
which is considered . . . to be an essential part in the protection of the port 
in the event of war.

But, as he went on, the Dock Committee's view was that the agree 
ment was not going to make any changes in the proposed dock 
improvements:

With regard to the restrictive conditions to which the last named land is to be 
subject, these will not, to any material extent, prevent its appropriation for 
docks or any other useful purpose that can be contemplated in the locality. 25

Although both the Liverpool Corporation and the Board of Ordnance 
could congratulate themselves on this hard-won agreement, it did 
not go down well in all circles in Liverpool. The fact was the Liverpool 
Dock C ommittee had enemies in the city. There was a long running 
dispute between the committee and others on the council regarding 
the construction of warehouses on the new docks (as well as between 
the corporation and the Board of Ordnance on this question). This 
was a party political question: the conservative dominated Liverpool 
Afaz'/believed too many warehouses were being built on the available 
quay space   no doubt to increase the profits of the Liberal 
warehouse owners   whereas the Liberal Liverpool Mercury stood 
solidly behind the committee. 2* It is not therefore surprising that 
the Dock Committee's enemies found fault with the agreement 
reached with the Board of Ordnance:

the Liverpool Dock Committee, of course at the expense of commerce and the 
public, had to buy die Old King's Fort, where the Princes Dock now is. Another 
was built further to the North. That, likewise, according to the avowed plan, 
had to be bought; and who knows how far such traffic and extravagence may 
be carried. 27

Against this background of local opposition to the agreement it is 
not surprising that matters proceeded slowly. Only in July 1841, over 
two years after Burgoyne had submitted his original report, was a 
definitive agreement concluded between the Board of Ordnance and 
the Corporation of Liverpool. The agreement certainly seemed to 
mark a victory for the board. The battery was to be built on the site 
proposed by Burgoyne, while it was confirmed that the Dock
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Committee would pay the £27,850 to the Ordnance Department in 
six equal instalments (each of £4,641 13s.4d.). Moreover, the 
committee agreed it would not build anything within 250 yards of 
the battery without the written permission of the board, that no 
buildings in the vicinity of the proposed battery were to be over sixty 
feet in height, and no docks were to be constructed within 300 yards 
of the fortification. In addition, the corporation agreed to construct 
a road to the work. 28 This at last seemed to provide Liverpool with 
a reasonable defence. The original North Battery was pulled down 
in 1841; militarily it was no loss at all, for as the officer commanding 
Royal Artillery in the northern district, Lieutenant Colonel E. C. 
Whinyates, reported on 17 August, 1841, it's fire was 'completely 
masked'."'

The actual construction of the new work was not, however, easy. 
The basic problem, how to integrate the fortification with the rapidly 
expanding docks, remained. In 1841 the Liverpool Corporation 
secured the passage of an Act of Parliament allowing the construction 
of the Albert Dock. In 1844 parliamentary approval was also given 
for what were eventually the Salisbury, Collingwood, Stanley, 
Nelson and Bramley Moore Docks, which opened in 1848. It was 
during these years of great activity that the new North Battery was 
building: it is not surprising that the two parties concerned should 
have quickly fallen into disagreement about exactly what was being 
undertaken.

The fundamental problem concerned the exact positioningof the 
battery, which evidently gave the corporation cause for concern as 
early as July 1843. On the nineteenth of that month the Town Clerk 
wrote to the Ordnance Department with proposals for a deed of 
conveyance for the land. This was followed two months later by the 
announcement that the corporation would not be able to build a road 
to the proposed battery, which was just a prelude to what followed. 
On 25 October, 1843, the Engineer Officer in Liverpool reported 
to the Inspector General of Fortifications that the corporation had 
found a new site for the battery, some 1,200 yards west of Burgoyne's 
site, actually on the Bootle marshes. Unfortunately, he added, the 
site would take ten years to prepare."' Sir Frederick Mulcaster was 
not impressed. 'However desirable it might be', he wrote, to have 
a battery on Bootle marshes, what was actually required was a site 
near the old North Battery, to bear on ships coming down the Mersey 
with the tide. Mulcaster went on to say that the Ordnance 
Department would finalise its plan when the plans for the docks were 
decided." When the commanding Royal Engineer reported that it 
would be 'several years' before the dock extension plans would be 
settled, Mulcaster felt Liverpool should be pressed for a definite 
decision. 'No matter how far North the dock wall goes', he continued, 
the battery had to be placed at or near the site already determined
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for it.' J This exchange effectively ended further planning by the 
Ordnance Department, as in November the board agreed to 
Mulcaster's suggestion that only when the plans for the dock were 
fixed could the final site for the proposed battery be selected."

Matters remained in this suspended state for another eleven 
months. In October 1844, however, a deputation from Liverpool 
waited on the Board of Ordnance in London, bringing with them 
plans for the dock. 14 The motive for this is unclear, but probably 
two factors were at work. First, considerations of high policy may 
have played a part in this story. 1844 was not a good year for Anglo- 
French relations, and this may have made the corporation aware 
of the growing wealth of their city and its defenceless condition, which 
was no doubt inviting to a French privateer. The second motive is 
more prosaic: no doubt the plans of the docks were now more 
advanced, and the ordnance's department's conditions were, 
therefore, at least in part, fulfilled.

On his return to Liverpool, the Chairman of the Dock Committee, 
J. Bramley Moore, reported to the corporation that the Board of 
Ordnance 'showed every disposition to meet the views of the 
Committee as to the site for the new fort' well to the north of the dock 
works. This announcement was, naturally, very well received by 
the corporation. Only Mr. Ripley, who 'hoped there would be no 
encroachment on public rights by this arrangement' brought a note 
of caution to the proceedings. Moore in reply stated categorically 
that there would be no encroachments 'whatever' 35   an 
announcement that the Board of Ordnance, had they heard of it, 
would have found somewhat disconcerting, especially as the plans 
brought to London by the Dock Committee did not unduly impress 
the military authorities.

The assistant inspector general of fortifications, Colonel Edward 
Fanshawe, noted in December 1844, that the site proposed by the 
corporation would 'by no means fulfil the advantages of the Battery 
proposed' by the ordnance.'6 At the same time the Board of 
Ordnance decided to accept the offer made by Bramley Moore, that 
an officer of Engineers be sent to Liverpool to examine the proposals 
put forward on the ground.' As a result, Captain J. Foster, 
commanding Royal Engineer, Manchester, was sent to Liverpool, 
submitting a report on the proposed site of the Liverpool battery early 
in the new year.'" The dock authorities met Foster in a conciliatory 
spirit; at least, he reported, they were trying to help the Ordnance 
Department find a site for the battery. The one the committee 
suggested, stated Foster, was well to the west of the existing docks, 
almost directly opposite the fort at Perch Rock, much lower down 
the Mersey than Burgoyne's suggested position. This site, on a spur 
of land between the Huskisson and Canada Docks, was not, he 
reported, as good as Burgoy ne' s, neither would it permit a work on
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the same scale as his to be constructed. Nevertheless, Foster 
recommended that this site was the best that could be had, and the 
Dock Committee's offer should be accepted.

Agreement followed relatively quickly: on 14 February, 1845, 
Bramley Moore accepted the Ordnance Department's proposals. 39 
As always, however, it proved very difficult to finalise the details. 
By early May, discussion was under way between the Dock 
Committee and Captain Foster regarding the plan for the new sea 
wall. Foster, nevertheless, went ahead designing the new battery. 
Forwarding his plan to the Inspector General of Fortifications on 
9 May, he pointed out that 'provided' the docks kept to their side of 
the proposed demarcation line and that the Dock Committee struck 
rigidly to the written agreement, the fire of the new battery would 
'never' be masked. At the same time, Foster added, the Dock 
Committee should be told to build and keep open a good road to the 
battery. 1" Estimates were drawn up for the work which was to cost 
£27,000 in all. £6,000 was to be provided in the ordnance estimates 
for 1846-7.

Still construction of the new battery did not begin, despite pressure 
from the Dock Surveyor." Problems followed regarding the nature 
of the foundations to be provided (agreement on this issue was not 
reached until October) and over the nature of the stone facings (the 
Dock Committee finally agreed in November to provide £4,000 for 
the additional cost of granite facings, no doubt to make the battery 
'fit in' with the construction of the dock buildings.)42 Finally, in 
December, the Inspector General of Fortifications was informed that 
no money would in fact be provided for the battery in the ordnance 
estimates for 1846-7." When, therefore, the Liverpool 
Corporation on 21 January, 1846, paid over the last instalment for 
the land of the old North Battery it appeared that the story of the 
Liverpool Battery had at last ended. The papers in the Ordnance 
Department dealing with the question were sent for binding, and 
the matter seemed closed.

It was not to remain so. Anglo-French relations continued to 
deteriorate during 1845 and 1846 and the 'defenceless state' of 
Liverpool was not forgotten in London. The city was seen in military 
circles to be one of several areas of defensive weakness in the country. 
When Sir John Burgoyne, appointed Inspector General of 
Fortifications in April 1846, paid a visit to the Foreign Secretary, 
Lord Palmerston, in November of that year to talk over the defensive 
weakness of the country, he was well armed with instructions from 
the Master General of the Ordnance, the Marquess of Anglesey. 
Anglesey informed Palmerston that he had told Burgoyne 'not to 
confine himself to the wants of our dockyards, but also to represent 
our weakness in the Downs, and along our coasts, and at Liverpool, 
and at Edinburgh, etc. etc. etc.' 44
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In fact, work was due to start on the new North Battery at Liverpool 
during 1847: £7,000 was voted in the ordnance estimates for the 
financial year 1847-8." It quickly ran into trouble. In January 
1848, a three cornered struggle began between the Board of 
Ordnance and the Liverpool Dock Committee with the Dock 
Committee beset by enemies at home. So strong indeed did 
opposition in Liverpool become to their plans that relations between 
the Committee and the Ordnance Department were positively 
cordial in comparison. Assailed by the Board of Ordnance, the Dock 
Committee nevertheless presented a united front to London. They 
may have found it even more necessary to stand firm against London 
so as to avoid giving their enemies a further stick with which to beat 
them.

In Liverpool itself the main question in 1848 was whether the 
warehouses which had been built on the quays themselves should 
be rated for poor relief or not. The committee thought not, thus 
alienating their liberal friends. 1" The proposal later in 1848 that a 
general rate should be levied to pay for the dock improvements 
brought the response that this was simple an 'immensejob'   though 
naturally the conservatives in the city council viewed matters rather 
differently, supporting the general rating idea because of the 'obvious 
and scandalous mismanagement' of the Dock Committee/

It was against this background of very frayed tempers in Liverpool 
that the Dock Committee, doubtless trying to win some support in 
the city, took during 1848 and 1849 a firm stand in their struggle 
with the Board of Ordnance. In October 1848 they began to hint 
once again that the site chosen for the North Battery would interfere 
with the proposed dockyard extension and ought perhaps to be 
changed. The commanding Royal Engineer, Captain Foster, 
reiterated to Burgoyne that the present site for the North Battery, 
though it was not the one he had selected, was the best that could 
be had and it would be unwise to move the battery further down river. 
The corporation was accordingly informed in November that the 
site for the new North Battery was fixed and could not be moved. 1 "

The Dock Committee and in particular the indefatigable Hartley, 
were not intimidated by this, submitting in March 1849 a 
memorandum which argued that the proposed work 'materially 
interferes' with the dock extension. 1" The Ordnance Department 
in its turn was not impressed by Hartley's arguments. Captain Foster 
pointed out that the defence of Liverpool was of more importance 
than any inconvenience likely to be caused by the construction of 
the battery and argued that no change in its site should be permitted. 
Burgoyne and Anglesey, who felt the Dock Committee's pretensions 
were 'wholly inadmissable' agreed. 50 The Board's eventual reply to 
Hartley offered a compromise, namely, that it would accept detailed 
alterations in the construction of the work but the site chosen for the
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battery remained unalterable. The Dock Committee then proceeded 
to find detailed objections and in June 1849, submitted their own 
proposls whereby the dock would be constructed around the proposed 
battery, but not actually interfering with it. Burgoyne was able to 
submit to the alterations suggested, but, heassed, no 'other points' 
ought to be raised. On 11 July the Ordnance was informed that the 
Dock Committee was satisfied with the Ordnance Department's 
conditions.' 1

Unfortunately for the defences of Liverpool, the agreement ofjuly, 
1849 was not followed by any immediate action. Nothing was done 
during 1850, and for once for reasons that had nothing to do with 
Liverpool. By the time the Treasury was actually approached for 
money for the work in December 1850, it declared that the accounts 
for the financial year 1847-8 had 'long since . . . closed' and 
therefore the sum of £6,000 voted in those estimates would have to 
be asked for from Parliament once more. 52 No doubt the Treasury 
believed the Ordnance had already spent this money on an alternative 
project. At much the same time the Treasury approved the payment 
to the Liverpool Dock Committee of £4,000 to reimburse it for the 
cost of granite facings for the proposed battery." This figure was 
actually included in the £6,000 voted for the work at Liverpool in 
the estimates for 1851-2. 54

However 'defenceless' Liverpool may have been, no great haste 
was evident in the construction of the battery. Presumably the 
preparation of the ground occupied the years 1851 and 1852. A 
further £4,000 was taken for the work in the 1852-3 ordnance 
estimates." It was not until July 1853 that the Board of Ordnance 
accepted a tender for the construction of the work, 56 and although 
the building of' sheds' at the new Huskisson Dock showed that the 
underlying problem of building a fortification for the defence of 
Liverpool remained, nothing now interfered with the work. The 
outbreak of the Crimean War in April 1854 served as a stimulus to 
the completion of the battery which, when finished, was to mount 
thirteen guns. 5 ' It also led to the construction of a small work on 
Bootle Marshes, clearly a 'wartime emergency measure'.

The new North Battery at Liverpool was finally completed during 
1855, having first been mooted some thirty years before. Even then 
military opinion did not feel the defences of the city   three small 
batteries mounting only thirty-one guns between them   were 
adequate for the country's second busiest commercial port. 58 It was 
not a great deal to show for thrity years of effort.

The attitude of the local authorities in Liverpool was perhaps at 
the back of Burgoyne's mind when he minuted in 1852 that

In many places the inhabitants, so far from showing a desire to be prepared 
for a contingency that might be of serious consequence to them, have employed
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every interest and means to deprive the Ordnance of the small facilities it 
possessed for the protection of the trade and property of the place, as if a state 
of war was too remote to be worthy of a thought . . . M

This certainly seems to sum up the attitude of the Corporation of 
Liverpool and its subordinate body, the Liverpool Dock Committee, 
even though it had been the Corporation that had first approached 
the Board of Ordnance .But nineteenth century Englishmen did not 
take kindly to the interference of the military in their daily life and 
the City of Liverpool displayed a great deal of independence in its 
dealings with the Board. On the other hand, the Board of Ordnance 
was very restricted in what it could do. It could not, for example, 
sell the land on which the original North Battery stood to anyone 
but the Dock Committee, and its refusal to do so undoubtedly 
contributed to the steadily deteriorating relationship between the 
two sides. It is quite clear that neither side involved in the dispute 
over the Liverpool Battery appreciated the other's point of view.

The Liverpool Dock Committee itself had much to contend with. 
The enlargement of the docks at Liverpool was not a straightforward 
matter. Party politics and self-interest led to bitter quarrels in the 
city and made it all the more important for the committee to take 
a strong stand against the Board of Ordnance in London. Disputes 
over the construction and rating of warehouses and over the new 
docks and quays themselves, surpassed in bitterness the dispute 
between Liverpool and London. At the same time, it cannot be 
doubted that the citizens of Liverpool were anxious not to give in 
to the perceived threat to their liberties posed by the military 
authorities, nor that they were fully alive to the pecuniary elements 
in the question. In all it is not surprising that confusion and 
consequent disagreement arose between the Liverpool authorities 
and the Board of Ordnance.

There was no doubt some justice in the Board of Ordnance's view 
that as the City of Liverpool had asked for the removal of the old North 
Battery in the first place, but still wanted protection, the local 
authority ought to pay for it. Eager as it was to blame the corporation 
for the failure of the several schemes put forward for the defence of 
Liverpool, however, the Ordnance Department cannot escape some 
share of the responsibility for this state of affairs. If Liverpool 
remained more or less open to attack even after thirty years of effort 
much of the blame for this can be attached to the board. The 
Ordnance, one of the oldest departments of central government, 
displayed at times a lethargy concerning the defence of the city that 
was in marked contrast to the energy displayed in building the 
Liverpool docks. To nineteenth century businessmen the fortune 
that could be amassed through trade was of much more consequence 
than the fortune of war. For the most part the Liverpool business
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community accepted as reality the Pax Britannica, and in the 
competition between the arts of peace and those of war, came down 
firmly on the side of the former. Guns, in the view of mid-nineteenth 
century Liverpool financiers, took a poor second place to butter.
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