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1962
MAY
From the chart prepared, it was noted that most work on the "crash program" would be finished by November, 1962, with the exception of work on the Administration Building. It was agreed that a project would have to be found to fill the "gap" which would present itself next winter ...
At that time, it was unanimously agreed upon that the Grand Battery Sea Wall would be restored to the period of 1758 and that the King's Bastion would be restored to the period of 1745 ...
[Structural Design Team Minutes], B 211 07 - 08,  May 3, 1962, Meeting - Artifacts Building 
AUGUST

...  Interpretation would be effected through the authentic reconstruction of the area comprising the original fortress and town, the outer defences, the siege camps of 1758, and perhaps the lighthouse and Royal Battery ...  As had already been decided, the King's Bastion for various reasons would be restored as of 1745 although the restoration would be mainly as of 1758 ...
[Structural Design Team Minutes], B 211 37 - 42, August 8, 1962, (August 10, 1962: Dated), Louisbourg Restoration Policy
DECEMBER
ITEM (03): Mr. Coté then displayed an artist's conception of the area including the town of Louisbourg and explained the necessity for acquiring the additional areas if the restoration was to be historically accurate and form a harmonious unit without the intrusion of disturbing features ...
[Structural Design Team Minutes], B 211 56 - 58, December 3, 1962, Louisbourg Co-Ordinating Committee
ITEM (06): The most important consideration would be historical accuracy. 

Meticulous historical and archaeological research was being carried out, including a wide search for manuscript material in the archives of several countries, the study of the typical architecture, furniture, interior decoration, equipment and dress of the period and a study of structures of the period still standing in Europe as well as in North America. The most costly part of the restoration would be the reconstruction of the Chateau St. Louis ...
[Structural Design Team Minutes], B 211 59 - 62, December 3, 1962 (January 3, 1963: Dated), Louisbourg Restoration Committee. 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1963
SEPTEMBER

ITEM (06): Mr. Herbert proceeded to expound on the policy of the project to produce a substantial showing by 1967. It was pointed out by Mr. Herbert and agreed by the meeting that the greatest handicap the project was labouring under was the 1967 objective. The "crash" nature of the restoration project did not allow proper time for adequate researching and Mr. Herbert felt it was an impossible task to expect the proper researching in the time interval projected prior to construction. Mr. Herbert contended that the handicap of the time limit must be made known to the proper officials in order that meaningless restoration is not effected. Mr. Reeve indicated that the Deputy Minister had requested a report on Louisbourg and the gravity of the 1967 limitation would be presented in this report.

ITEM (07): Mr. Calvert next pointed out that working drawings could only be produced to such accuracy as would be compatible with research. He indicated that he is in a position to produce provisional drawings of the structural system or shell of the Chateau St. Louis by the spring of 1964 ...
[Structural Design Team Minutes], B 211 74 - 81, September 4, 1963, [Chateau St. Louis [Barracks]: Original and Proposed Construction]
OCTOBER

(5) Start of actual restoration reconstruction in the Fortress area commenced in the King's Bastion on the escarp wall in early June ...
ITEM (10): Mr. Herbert stated that it would appear that construction is "pressuring" research and he said he would like clarification as to what takes precedence and sets the pace: research or construction. Mr. Scott replied that the Deputy Minister had advised him that restoration must go on and if research cannot keep up with construction, or ahead of it, the Research Section must say so. Mr. Thorpe advised that, at present, construction sets the pace and research cannot keep up. At this point Mr. Larrabee interjected and stated that it would appear that principles of  research should be sacrificed in order that reconstruction can proceed. It was his contention, and also that of Mr. Thorpe. that this could not be justified and that research would have to have sufficient time to make proper analysis and prepare the necessary reports. In addition to this, Mr. Larrabee pointed out that reconstruction, in order to be authentic, should be based upon the findings of the Research Section and constructed in the manner outlined in the reports. If this was not done, the function of the Research Section was useless and the reputations of those people performing such tasks would be in jeopardy as it would appear to the public that the restoration results would be the conclusions and findings of the Research Section. Mr. Scott stated that this was not so - that the task of the Research Section was to produce reports to the best of their ability and their responsibility ended with the submission of the reports. From there on it is a matter of policy as to what is done and this is not decided at the Section level. It would, however, be ill-considered were the people who make the policies not to heed the information contained in these reports. He stated that there are times when overall effects must be considered and certain decisions made which are not entirely in line with the recommendations of the Research Section. Mr. Scott felt that this was not a criticism which could be directed at the Research Section, as they would have completed their tasks to the best of their ability. He stated that he wanted it made clear to those in attendance that policy decisions, when made, are the responsibility of those making them, and it is the privilege of higher Departmental officials to practice this right if they deem it justified. After some discussion on this topic, Mr. Thorpe was instructed to make further proposals for additional staff in order to round out the Research Section and to establish a pace and frequency of reports which can keep abreast of at least the present rate of construction ...
ITEM (12): Mr. Scott agreed that he would be willing to recommend an amendment of the proposed program for 1967, if this was necessary, in order to make a bid for time which would enable Archaeology and Research to catch up. Mr. Herbert pointed out that we should advise the Deputy Minister that, within all reason, we should have a substantial showing by 1967, even though amendments may be necessary ...
[Structural Design Team Minutes], B 211 85 - 102, October 29, 1963, October 30, 1963, (October 31, 1963: Dated), (December 18, 1963: Dated), Staff Meeting
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1964

NOVEMBER

Mr. Perry commented that the Louisbourg Restoration was started as a "make work" program with all facilities being constructed by day labour forces. He said that it had always been understood that the historic reconstruction would continue from this and, to this end, plant equipment and training of skilled stone cutters and stone masons was undertaken, with a plan to undertake iron work training shortly. He said that he would normally favour construction of conventional buildings and services by contract where there are sufficient capable contractors able to do the work to obtain reasonable tenders. He said he believed that quality restoration reconstruction requires a good team, including research, designers, and builders, down to the skilled stone cutter, stone mason, iron worker, timber hewer, painter, etc., all of whom are interested in producing a good quality job, but that restoration reconstruction is possible by contract, given enough time and money ...
[Structural Design Team Minutes], B 212 43 - 77, November 16, 1964, November 17, 1964, Notes on Meetings Held at Louisbourg
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1965
JANUARY
Mr. MacDonald asked if we could not do the basic structure, even if it is not an authentic restoration. The intestines of the building will not show. The actual artistic part, that which shows, could be the Project's responsibility ....

Calvert, suggested that perfection outweighs all else in restoration of Louisbourg ...

The original submission to Cabinet had to be based on pretty sketchy information but it was the best available at the time. It is apparent now that we will over-run this estimate for the Louisbourg Project. 

We know now what we can do for $12 million. We should be able to continue working at Louisbourg for many years and therefore should expect to get more money, as long as we spend what we now have well and do not harm the reputation of the Louisbourg Project. If we can get some results now, we can go on to talk about Phase 2. Primarily, we must satisfy our Minister. Mr. Way said that in 1961 he had not realized the $12 million was not all for restoration. 
What is required is a policy decision about extent of research. Research must be focused on restoration and reconstruction. Research must spread out a bit in order to ensure getting full data on main objective, but still concerned about amount of research. Mr. Way said we now have enough research data to go ahead with the Chateau and King's Bastion; in fact, we now have enough data for two years' construction ahead. Mr. MacDonald: re archaeology - this cannot be a wide open dig, but must be aimed specifically at the job to be done. Mr. Way said archaeologists and historians feel they should pace reconstruction rather than accept program from the Research Director. Mr. MacDonald said it would be alright someday to have detailed research of Louisbourg, but we cannot do it now if it means having a major diversion of effort. He then said to Mr. Way: We must have from you a certificate to confirm or change what we are now doing. We want to rule out any major commitment not needed right now. Mr. Nicol pointed out that this may result in loss of certain personnel. Mr. MacDonald said he could not support retention of cultural facilities not needed for restoration of Louisbourg. However, he would some day support a "Louisbourg Institute" for the future ...
[Structural Design Team Minutes], B 212 84 - 93, January 26, 1965, Notes on Meeting in Langevin Block Re Fortress of Louisbourg Restoration Project

January 26, 1965
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1971

JANUARY
(B) Discussion with Mr. John Lunn on what the term reconstruction can mean on both a theoretical and a practical point of view.

(C) To me where historical authenticity is useful, we have to express it in an achieved way, but when not useful, technology and economics must take the lead without any confusion ...
[Structural Design Team Minutes], B 219 285 - 286, 1971, Visit to Louisbourg: Description of Activities
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1977
JANUARY
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Maintenance of the Site: Physical Environment
The intent of this paper is to present an ideal model for the maintenance of the physical site. Although the view's expressed are intensely personal and often impractical given the operational resources which will be available to us in the future, surely without benchmarks of interpretative perfection to which to aim, less than an enviable maintenance program will result.
THE IDEAL PROGRAM: WHAT THE SITE SHOULD LOOK LIKE
[A] BACKGROUND 
To initiate a program of maintaining the physical site is to establish a first principal first, namely, one of attitude: that since Louisbourg is a reconstructed (as well as a non-reconstructed) site based on well grounded or justifiable premises, the planned physical expression or concealment of these premises must be, kept safe from injury, harm or destruction at all reasonable cost.- Thus to maintain or to keep in a state of repair is to preserve the physical and hence the premises; and the best way to achieve this goal is to decree first:
· that which has been planned is that which is to be preserved
Significantly, all programs including animation, exhibit, structural, furnishing (as well as reproduction) must be charged with this same responsibility of preserving the planned physical site and with as much enthusiasm as in the protection of their own planned presentations.
Important here then is a basic understanding of the planned physical environment for from the first decree flows an equally important responsibility:
· that which is not planned is that which is not to be preserved
Hence all programs and not just maintenance must be fully cognizant of what is planned in the physical site and what is not. Certainly we would like to feel that if a person from the eighteenth century, perhaps even one who had lived in Louisbourg, were to arrive today, it would be possible for us to place him in an environment in which he would feel quite at home without any preparation on our part other than to remove the tourists from the scene. The longer our visitor from the past were comfortable, the more we would congratulate ourselves for our little charade was not without its clues of fraudulence, one being our responsibility to the tourists. While we could have created an eighteenth century environment and let the tourists have a go at understanding its strangeness all by themselves, we have decided instead to enlighten them before, during and after the experience in a variety of planned ways. One educational tool is in the presentation of the physical environment where certain principles have guided us in the planned development of the site both within and without the reconstructed area. Our basic goal is for the twentieth century to experience the eighteenth and the eighteenth to explain to the twentieth. Dead last is the twentieth explaining to the twentieth and verboten, the elimination of the eighteenth unjustifiably.
The principles which have guided us in the development of the physical environment are actually very simple once it is understood that each succeeding one is a cursed compromise of or a reluctant addition to those which precede:
· 1) What is seen and not seen can be assumed by the tourist to be precisely what existed in eighteenth Louisbourg
· 2) What is seen and not seen can be assumed to be an accurate reflection of what existed in eighteenth century Louisbourg based on Louisbourg data
· 3) What is seen and not seen can be assumed to be an accurate reflection of the application of the spirit of the eighteenth century to a known setting in Louisbourg
· 4) What cannot be seen might be modern
· 5) What is seen can be assumed to be eighteenth century with some planned twentieth century intrusions skillfully placed here and there
· 6) What can be seen can be assumed to be eighteenth century with many planned twentieth century intrusions skillfully placed in a restricted setting
· 7) What can be seen is entirely planned twentieth century skillfully placed in a restricted setting
For the non-reconstructed area of the site:
· 1) What is seen and not seen can be assumed to be the natural and historical development of the site but without the obvious vestiges of the post 1760 occupational or human period in sight
· 2) What is not seen might be modern
· 3) What is seen is a natural and historical development less the obvious vestiges of the post 1760 occupational period but with some planned modern intrusions skillfully placed in a restricted setting
[B] MAINTENANCE AND HISTORICAL PRESERVATION
"To plan" has then been the key word in site development to date, while "to or not to preserve" will be the goal of the maintenance program in the future. Clearly, more than compatibility is at stake here for upon the shoulders of maintenance will rest the integrity of the site. Just as the physical program had certain principles in mind to which to construct or to establish, the maintenance program must have an awareness of the same. Further, it must know what to protect and be provided with answers to the questions, where, when, why and how. Thus it is vital that there be issued:
· 1) Construction Summary Sheets outlining for each building, fortification work or landscape feature its individual design components, the recommendation adopted by the team in charge, the "as built" result, the reason, and the suggested maintenance program for that item
· 2) Check lists of probable or possible non-planned intrusions or changes which shall be eradicated immediately upon discovery
The Summary Sheets would be similar to the ones which Yvon LeBlanc has begun with the addition of a maintenance program attached; clearly,
"An essential decision in order to provide' guidance to those in charge of maintenance in the future and to preserve historicity as planned by design teams of the past. This compilation must be done now by personnel familiar with the project and the design process. Before the completion of a final summary sheet however, past errors and omissions must be accounted for. This too must be done now and through the office of the reconstruction design team."
Because the maintenance program is charged with preserving the basic assumptions upon which Fortress Louisbourg and its surrounding area was developed, it ought not run counter to them in the visible execution of this duty when the tourist is in season and ripe for a cultural shock. Whenever possible, maintenance should add to the jar and not to the twentieth century pollution of which there is already far too much planned, albeit its necessity. This of course requires a certain attitude and the best way that I know of aquiring it is not to just understand the eighteenth century Louisbourg being taught at Site Louisbourg, but to be a part of that teaching process, or, to live the experience by using the knowledge acquired. My proposal of October 15, 1976, for the hiring of 7 full-time tradesmen for maintenance and animation hence stands. So does their specific job responsibilities:
JOBBERS 
The hiring of 7 full-time tradesmen/professional for maintenance and animation.
· (1) Master Roofer
· (2) Master Joiner
· (3) Master Carpenter
· (4) Master Blacksmith/Locksmith
· (5) Master Mason
· (6) Naturalist
· (7) Engineer
This personnel must be well versed in the techniques of the 18th century as well as of the 20th. They shall be familiar with the material deposited in the Project library and archives also. Their primary duties during the tourist season shall be to animate their skills, to maintain the site using 18th century techniques whenever feasible, to conceal 20th century intrusions wherever apparent, and to identify maintenance work requiring modern equipment that they can defer until after the tourist season. Original symmetry and materials shall be adhered to at all times unless specified otherwise.. Their supervisor shall be the engineer who shall also be responsible for a general check of the site both in the spring and in the fall.
SPECIFIC JOB RESPONSIBILITIES: BUILDINGS, FORTIFICATION WORKS, LANDSCAPING
· 1) Master Roofer
· (a) roofing materials
· (b) roof sheathings
· (c) flashings
· (d) chimney stacks and caps
· (e) exterior chimney finishes
· (f) flue cleanings
· (g) fire ladders
· 2) Master Joiner
· (a) all joinery: doors, shutters, frames, armoires, shelves, tables, beds, gates -
· (b) assure that all doors and windows/work as specified 
· (c) window glass: glass, points, paper, putty and cleaning
· (d) interior painting
· 3) Master Carpenter
· (a) all wooden and structural members: framing members, floors, stairs, partitions, beds, bridges, gates, guérites, palisades, fences
· (b) fortification turfs
· (c) exterior painting
· 4) Master Blacksmith/Locksmith
· (a) all ironwork: locks, pintles, hinges, crampons, S-hooks, window bars
· (b) oiling of hardware
· 5) Master Mason
· (a) all masonry and mortar work except for that as designated for the Master Roofer
· (b) wells, pavé
· 6) Naturalist
· (a) Husbandry: plants and animals, gardens and stables
· (b) Environment Control: modern litter, auto traffic, modern lights, noise control
· 7) Engineer
· (a) Supervisor
· (b) Assures that the Summary Sheets are adhered to
· (c) Suggests improvements
· (d) Assigns specific duties not covered by the job responsibilities above.
[C] WHAT THE SITE WILL LOOK LIKE
Our duty, as I see it, is to educate the public in the ways of  the eighteenth century using a variety of teaching methods. An effective technique which we have adopted in all our instructional programs is "Show" and "Tell." The first provides the tourist with the facts what was done and where, while the second gives the explanation of when, why and how. This approach is admirable and I do not question it for any program. What I do wonder however if experience is the best teacher of all and a picture worth a thousand words, why all programs do not insist that the tourist should experience or at least be reminded of the eighteenth century whenever and wherever possible. Our goal should always be to constantly reinforce that feeling, or to keep that feeling close at hand in any situation where the twentieth century has intruded. And that's just it, the twentieth century should be seen as an intrusion, as a benevolent parasite willing to leave its host without a mark once its contribution to its rebirth is complete. In the physical environment then, it's important to bring the town and its fortifications to life for the tourist to experience, or where impossible to show that life is imminent amongst the trappings of the twentieth century. It is also important that we correct the imbalance which I identified on 21 May 1976 with reference to the Period Presentation of the De La Perelle Storehouse:
"It has always been my impression that the Park's reconstruction policy was to rebuild the physical features described in our mandate to what they might have been in 1745. Never were we directed to reconstitute a cross section of Louisbourg or else we would have included other structures, say for instance, the hospital. Happily, but accidentally, nearly all construction types and techniques used to 1745 will also be represented despite the limits of this mandate.
Naturally, when the project decided to omit certain important features, the very physical presence of those constructed has tended to over-represent some human activities while to down-play the role of others. For instance, because Block 23, lot A, is not to be developed, there will not be a building to represent the importance of the admiralty; yet there will be more than enough to stress the military. It's my contention then that it's only in anon that this imbalance can be corrected. At the same time, only with animation can we manufacture an eighteenth century cross-sectional atmosphere for the town: Consequently, I feel that exhibits should be resorted to only when it becomes obvious that animation will be a poor tool in explaining our point."
The site which maintenance will then be responsible for preserving will be one in which the physical reconstructions and reproductions will be what they might have been in 1745 just before the siege, in which the period or life environment will be the Summer of 44 when possible and between 1740 and 1745 (perhaps even earlier on occasion) when 1744 proved inadequate, and in which the remainder of "Show" and "Tell" will be taught not through experiencing the eighteenth century but through experiencing the twentieth set for the telling in an eighteenth century environmental show place in the instance of the reconstructions and in a post 1760 environment Outside the restoration site area.
The site to be preserved will not be stuck in time however in the sense all programs will be subject to well grounded or justifiable change in the interests of a better presentation of the eighteenth century. As stated in my proposal of October 15:
MODIFICATIONS TO THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT
A design team can be convened at the request of either
· (1) the Engineer or
· (2) the Project Research Team
if future modifications are deemed necessary. The approach of the Design Team shall be the same as that practiced by the present Reconstruction Team. Proper records shall be kept and summary sheets shall be revised where required.
PROJECT RESEARCH TEAM
Once the Site is operational, it is vital that research continue. Louisbourg must not be allowed to stagnate because of interpretation restrictions of the past. New avenues of research must be explored and fresh approaches in explaining the site must be taken. In this sense then, a summary sheet shall never be considered complete in so far as revision will always be a possibility.
[D] THE IDEAL MODEL: WHAT IS PLANNED IN THE PHYSICAL SITE AND WHAT IS NOT
In protecting the planned physical site, a maintenance program cannot but help fail in its duty if other programs run interference because they do not realize what the physical site should look like. Each program has been planned to advance the over-all experience of the tourist, to educate them if you will without being insufferable or insensitive to their needs. In this sense then, maintenance will not only be charged with protecting the physical site as planned but also with protecting all other programs as planned to ensure continued compatibility. After all, they also exist and hence deserve the same protection accorded the reconstructed and non-reconstructed program, being:
· i) that which has been planned is that which is to be preserved
· ii) that which is not planned is that which is not to be preserved
Clearly too, this means the maintenance of an invisible as well as of a visible site and of an evolutionary as well as of a static environment, or in other words, a program geared to the protection of a certain appearance and development of the site as outlined on the Construction Summary Sheets and Check Lists which will be issued. Recommended then is that a design team comprised of personnel intimately familiar with the project and the design process be immediately chosen to work on these compilations item by item. Before the completion of a final summary sheet however, past errors and omissions must be accounted for.
In so far as this design team will be concerned with not only the historicity of the site but with also the realities of the twentieth century, its suggested maintenance program for a particular item could conflict with the eighteenth century, keeping in mind that any conspicuous transgression of the period environment was a considered failure in doing it otherwise. What then is the ideal model, that is the appearance and developing facet in the site which the design team is to direct maintenance to protect and preserve? Rather than particularize the suggested maintenance program here and now, which I am convinced can only be formulated by a team charged with examining each item on its own individual merits, be it a fortification work, building or landscape feature, I shall instead particularize several important under laying precepts which the team ought to consider in arriving at each of its decisions and which the maintenance program will be charged with protecting and preserving.
THE PHYSICAL SITE, DESIRED APPEARANCE OR DEVELOPMENT: 
· DATE
Reconstructed Area: 1745, just before the First Siege, Non-Reconstructed Area: Post 1760
· FIXED IN TIME
The planned visible and invisible physical site is fixed in time in that it must be regarded with veneration, to be cared for but not changed by man's hand without direct orders from above, the only question being at what point in time is it fixed. Founded in 1713, the Fortress town of Louisbourg was a relatively young town by 1745 at just over thirty-one years of age but yet at a level of maturity where there were patent similarities, contrasting differences and shades there-of in its physical make-up. While the design team on maintenance will have no trouble in identifying the actual structural feature for preservation, it will have problems in outlining a program which must take in account the varying degrees of aging which would have occurred by 1745 and which should be transmitted to the tourist visually. Clearly, the amount of aging would have depended on four factors:
· 1) The date of construction
· 2) The type of construction
· 3) The quality of construction
· 4) The degree to which repairs were carried out from the date of construction to 1745
This means of course that maintenance will be responsible for allowing a certain degree of deterioration to set in while at the same time assuring that structural damage does not occur. It should also be obvious that a complete face lift each spring for instance with due care to rot, cracks, peeling, or wear and tear, that is, the natural wrinkles of age, would not be historically correct, and indeed would be outright misleading.
Clearly too, aging should not be allowed to reveal a twentieth century fabric hitherto hidden or to be an excuse not to take action when it produces a modern or even an historical like intrusion never planned (such as bubblegum stuck to a wall and not removed as soon as detected, or a broken window pane in the Bigot house for instance, where one would think it would have been replaced as soon as possible, considering the owner's standing in society). In other words, Louisbourg should bear the imprint of its previous owner in the best way that we know how: floors that are no longer quite level, windows that sag, smoky fireplaces, loose hinges, a visual degradation of masonry, warped floor boards (even split), cracks in the renderings, spalling and flaking, vegetation close to a house, un-kept grass, shingle wear, broken fences, moss on shingles, missing slates-but only as planned, and planned as specified on the construction summary sheets.
MAINTAINING INTEGRITY
As aging is honesty in presentation, the reconstructions are honest too if appearance is not deceiving. White light, i.e. fluorescent, issuing from a reconstructed building is not integrity because it will be interpreted as of the eighteenth century through association. A fence held temporarily together with 2x4's as a make-shift repair is equally not integrity for how is a tourist to know the difference between temporary and final repair if he is here but once. Since integrity is already a key responsibility in the maintenance program in its goal of protecting the physical environment, why not make all kinds of physical integrity its responsibility, from the removal of a piece of soap modern lumber placed by a member of the animation staff for holding open a double hung window to the necessary repair of a slate roof at the height of the tourist season. Clearly the first is simple, the second more difficult, but nothing is impossible if we plan for it before-hand, particularly with skilled jobbers in the scheme. Utilizing their experience as both craftsman and animator, and with a bit of imagination and innovation on our part, I fail to see why maintenance cannot be carried out in the spirit of the eighteenth century during the tourist season and yet satisfy twentieth century safety standards in most instances. After-all, a safety helmet is meant to protect the head, not necessarily to look like one, and the list goes on. Aluminum ladders are certainly safe, but no less so than properly maintained wooden ones. If we don't look at the possibilities, no wonder others tell us to do it their way. If we don't make an attempt at integrity, why should we expect others? And if we don't present the case for integrity, why should we get the manpower necessary?
EXAMPLES OF WAYS TO ASSURE THE PHYSICAL INTEGRITY OF THE SITE IN THE FORMULATION OF THE CONSTRUCTION SUMMARY SHEETS AND CHECK LISTS
In detailing a program for maintenance, the team in charge will have to remember, among many other considerations that:
· 1) Today's power tools often leave marks unlike the equipment of the eighteenth century. For instance, if ever in the future a floor needs refinishing, a disk type sander will leave circular cuts. Thus it is important that the actual method of repair be clearly specified, preferable in the way of the eighteenth century if at all possible so as to avoid this type of intrusion.
· 2) Today's replacement materials for the materials of the eighteenth century may be tomorrow's Dodo Bird. In specifying a replacement part, let us make sure it will be available in the future, even if this means stockpiling to insure a supply.
· 3) Tomorrow's materials may in some instances be better than today's and provisions for change should be specified. Generally, this would be in the area of necessary modern intrusions such as smoke detectors which in the future could be replaced by newer versions completely hidden.
· 4) Tomorrow's techniques may in some instances be better than today's in that the result might appear more in the spirit of the eighteenth century. Specified in the maintenance program then should be any reservations concerning the suggested present technical procedure and what the ideal result should have been. Today's use of shingles cut by a circular saw is a good example.
Naturally these are but a few of the considerations which will have to make in formulating a maintenance program. The complexity of the problem is clear, a team approach a necessity.
EXAMPLES OF WAYS TO ASSURE THE PHYSICAL INTEGRITY OF THE SITE IN THE EXECUTION OF THE MAINTENANCE PROGRAM
No importance should be attached to the order in which these examples are presented nor should these examples be considered inclusive of all the ways by which physical integrity can be maintained. To be noticed too is that integrity is more than simple repair and that maintenance personnel are more than just repairmen but rather experienced animators and craftsmen who themselves contribute to the integrity of the site. On their construction summary sheets and check lists they will thus find that as a rule that:
DURING THE TOURIST SEASON
· 1) maintenance vechicles are not allowed on the site 
· 2) modern equipment is not to be seen either in use or set aside 
· 3) Modern equipment in use is not to be heard
· 4) maintenance personnel are to be seen in public in period costume
· 5) they are to initiate repairs using period techniques and wearing period costume (with the proper safety measures hidden if need be)
· 6) they are to animate their skills when not at repair
· 7) they are to assure a period setting whenever in danger of threat, i.e. the introduction of an unplanned intrusion such as a shutter left open exposing a modern exhibit, or the presence of modern garbage in a street for instance.
In other words, they are to guarantee a period setting as per instructions.
DURING THE OFF-SEASON
· 1) modern equipment and methods permitted, original symmetry to be, observed
· 2) a period of training in the techniques of the eighteenth century
[E] CONSTRUCTION SUMMARY SHEETS
The following list contains the basic headings which should be found on the summary sheets for Building Construction and to which maintenance will address itself. Summary sheets for a fortification work or a landscape design (including any archaeological feature which should be protected) are equally plausible although the general headings would naturally be different. In effect, a complete set of sheets would become a handbook and would be fully illustrated.
BUILDING CONSTRUCTION: GENERAL HEADINGS
· (1) Owners and tenants: historical occupation 
· (2) Construction Details: historical activity
·  (3) Archaeological Findings 
· (4) Structural Layout and Suggested Maintenance Program 
· (A) Floor Plan and Storey Layout 
· B) Foundations and Walls
· (i) Perimeter Foundations
· (ii) Perimeter Walls
· (iii) Perimeter Wall Infilling
· (iv) Exterior Wall Finishes
· (v) Interior Wall Finishes
· (vi) Partitions
· (vii) Wall Openings
· (a) Doors and Doorways
· (b) Windows and Window Openings
· (c) Dormers
· (d) Shutters
· (C) Roofs
· (D) Floors and Ceilings With
· (E) Chimney, Openings, Stoves and Potagers
· (F) Stairways
· (5) Period Environment: Furnishings, trade tools, and animation and Suggested Maintenance Program 
· (6) Modern Requirements and Suggested Maintenance Program 
· (A) Traffic Flow 
· (B) Heating 
· (C) Plumbing and Washroom Facilities 
· (D) Lighting, Electrical Work and Communications 
· (E) Drainage (
· F) Waterproofing 
· (G) Ventilation 
· (H) Insulation 
· (I) Weatherproofing 
· (J) Fire Protection 
· (K) Vermin Control 
· (L) Structural Damage 
· (M) Modern Cooking Facilities 
· (N) Transportation Modern Maintenance Equipment and Materials 
· (0) Exhibits
Naturally, each heading would be exceedingly particularized and. would include where applicable:
· (1) Illustrations of the feature: elevations, plans and profiles
· (2) Its exact location
· (3) The historical or modern resource specified by the design team with a detailed technical description of the feature, and the reason why the resource was used
· (4) Adaptations if different than specified and the reason
· (5) The suggested state of repair and the technical procedure
· (6) The suggested replacement program and the technical procedure
AN ENCYCLOPEDIA OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES; SUBSTITUTES AND MODERN REQUIREMENTS
Once the Construction Summary Sheets have been completed, quite clearly the repetitious material that they contain could be compacted and refined to form the nucleus of a general course of instruction. Together with secondary and interpretative data, the encyclopedia would be an invaluable aid to both Louisbourg and other Restoration and Reconstruction projects as well as to institutions of higher learning. It would also be a positive step on our part in the establishment of our case that Louisbourg is a reconstructed site based on well grounded or justifiable premises which must be protected for future generations to enjoy.
For maintenance, one of the major themes of the encyclopedia will be that a number of historical assumptions are to be protected, or at least seem to be protected, if any French Restoration or Reconstruction project that can be compared to Louisbourg is to be valid. Indeed, through transformation, these assumptions will become the physical elements of technology by which the tourist will be able to identify the period. Hopefully for us, the visitor will then be able to say to himself in all confidence, "So this is Louisbourg - this is what it really looked, smelt and sounded like."
Following in the Appendix to this report is a partial and random listing of these assumptions. Clearly they are not all \of them but all will be found in the encyclopedia and on the Summary Sheets. Maintaining them closely as possible in the future will be essential.
(G) CONCLUSION
National Historic Site Policy is that "in restoration and reconstruction of historic structures that line, level and fabric shall be as true to the original as possible" and "that departure from this rule shall be justified only by over-riding necessity or for the purpose of substantially increasing the life expectancy of the structure, and only then when modern materials and techniques can be effectively concealed". For ever and ever to be maintained, I would think.
Eric Krause 
Staff Historian 
Fortress of Louisbourg National Historic Park.
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Some Suggestions for Maintenance 
of Restored or Reconstructed 
Historic Period Buildings 
The reason for writing this is to get some of the methods, procedures, and techniques which we have used in the maintenance of reconstructed eighteenth century period buildings recorded for our own reference, or for any others who may have occasion to benefit from our experience.
Most of the subject matter has been developed by experimentation, trial and error, or by the adaptation of conventional materials and techniques to suit the various eighteenth century situations or problems. All of the suggestions contained herein have been successful over the short term, but because of the relative newness of the Fortress reconstruction, have not stood the test of time.
We do not claim Infallibility, nor that there are not more effective or better ways to carry out the various functions discussed. We do feel, however, that the suggestions written here contain a fundamental basis for the establishment of maintenance standards by stating what should be done to maintain the buildings in a sound condition.
In this paper, we are dealing exclusively with eighteenth century French architecture and construction. Many of the suggestions could apply to earlier or later period structures where there is similarity of design and construction.
The types of construction dealt with are:
· (1) Foundations: solid rubblestone masonry or concrete core faced with masonry.
· (11) Rubblestone masonry walls with or without cut-stone corners, cornices, window and door openings, etc.
· (III) Charpente constructed walls; timber framed walls and partitions where the spaces between the framing members are filled with stone, brick, plaster, wood panelling or combinations of these materials. This type of construction is sometimes called "half-timber construction."
· (IV) Piquet constructed wails; where walls and partitions are built ,from vertical logs the logs are exposed with the spaces between .the logs chinked with mortar. A variation of this type of wall  is where the logs are cladded with lapped or bevel joint boards or siding on the exterior and sheathed with boards or other material on the interior.
· (V) Double or single framed truss roofs with pegged mortise and tenon joints. Roofing material is either slates wood shingles or lapped boards. 
A. Foundations
· 1. Foundations should be thoroughly inspected at least once annually. If there is a basement or crawl space, the interior inspection should be done during the wet season so that leaking or weeping joints can be identified and marked for repair or appropriate  sealing.
· 2.Loose stones should be re-set, and all cracked or otherwise deteriorating mortar should be chipped out and re-pointed over the total accessible area both inside and outside.
· 3. Where no basement or crawl space exists, the above grade portion of the foundation should be closely examined for cracks which might be an indication of sub-grade failure, and corrective measures taken. This is particularly important where buildings have been built on stabilized original foundations. 
· 4. Drainage should be checked around the building to ensure that no ponding is evident and that run-off is directed away from the building.
· 5. Air vents and louvres. should be checked to ensure they are free from litter or other debris and any wooden or metal parts checked ,for rots rust or corrosion.
· 6. Basement or crawl space floor drains inspected and cleared of any blockage.
B. Exterior Masonry Walls
· 1. All exterior masonry wails should be inspected once annually. All deteriorating mortar should be chipped out and re-pointed using a strong masonry mortar. All new narrow cracks in stones should be sealed using a natural stone silicone caulking sealant. Wider cracks should be sealed with mortar. All areas should be coated with 2 coats of silicone water repellent about I month following repairs. Note: some caulking sealants are not recommended for use on calciferous or alkaline materials. Be sure the proper sealant is used.
· 2. Cut-stone corners and other cut-stone features should be inspected for spauling and fractures, and sealed, repaired or replaced
· 3. Entire exterior area of masonry wall should be treated with a generous coat of silicone water repellent every 3 to 5 years depending on the exposure and prevailing climatic conditions. Note: Silicone repellent which has a solvent base should not be used for limestone or marble. A water based repellent should be used on such materials. Both types should be sprayed on using a  hand pump sprayer of at least 12 gallon capacity.
C . Timber Framed Walls (Half Timber Construction)
Timber framed walls should be inspected annually with close examination given the following:
· 1. Check framing members for signs of rot, fungus or insect infestation.
· 2. Check meetings of wood and masonry for open seams due to warping of wooden members or shrinkage of wood or mortar and seal as appropriate. If possible, spray exposed wood on wide seams with pentachlorophenol before sealing. If mortar is used to seal such seams, a  coat of silicone water repellent should be applied over all new mortar.
· 3. Check masonry for cracked or deteriorating mortar and re-point as necessary.
· 4. A11 exterior masonry surfaces should be given a coat of silicone water repellent; unpainted and wooden surfaces a coat of pentachlorophenol every 3 to 4 years.
D . Piquet Constructed Walls (Exterior) 
· 1. Unsheathed piquet walls should be inspected annually for loose or cracked chinking, rot, fungus and insect infestation. Badly  infected or infested piquets should be replaced to keep such infection or infestation from spreading to adjacent members. Little other maintenance is required on this type of construction.
· 2. Sheathed piquet, or conventional frame and sheathed walls should, be inspected annually for the following defects and appropriate maintenance.
· 3. Check lap-board or bevel joint siding for cracks, loose knots, or knot-holes, warping, rot and fungus, and repair or replace defective members as appropriate.
· 4. Check far-loose siding boards or fastenings, and re-secure as appropriate; badly rusted, bent or drawn nails should be replaced.
· 5. Since exteriors of most wooden sided period buildings are left unpainted, a coat of clear pentachlorophenol should be applied every 3 to 4 years. Since this material retards the weathering process, the first treatment of pentachlorophenol should not be applied until the desirable weathering is achieved. A weathered gray appearance normally takes 12 to 18 months of exposure to achieve.
E. Interior Wails and Ceilings
· I. Exposed masonry walls should be inspected once annually and closely examined for stains and efflorescence which may indicate leaks or condensation problems. Efflorescence should be removed with a wire brush and the area cleaned with muriatic acid solution and rinsed with clear water.
· 2. Masonry walls coated with stucco or plaster should be inspected once annually for stains or efflorescence damp spots or any other type of defect or deterioration. Any defective material should be removed, re-plastered, and refinished using appropriate materials.
· 3. Wooden walls such as plain boards, wainscoting, panelling,, etc. should be inspected once annually for loose members or mouldings or man-caused damage, and appropriate repairs made. Repainting should be carried out on an as required basis. Paints made especially for period application should consist primarily of white lead, oil and pigments, and are subject to considerable checking and crazing. This is not undesirable as it adds to the aged period appearance. 
Note: It Is important when replacing wooden members, boards, mouldings, etc., that they be replaced with like kind; i.e. jack. planed lumber should not be replaced with machine dressed lumber etc. This is., of course, to retain the period integrity of the structure. 
F. Doors 
· 1. Most period doors fall into one of three types:
·  (a)  Pinned rail and plank. .
· (b) Board and batten.
· (c) Double planked, (vertical and horizontal or diagonal).
Invariably such doors are made from softwood, (pine, spruce,, etc.) and because of their construction are very susceptible to a multitude of ills. This is particularly true of exterior doors. Most serious of these ills are: 
· (a) rotting at joints and between planking from moisture infiltration. 
· (b) warping, splitting and checking from changing climatic conditions. 
· (c) de-lamination caused by rough usage or poor construction.
· (d) loosening of hardware from normal wear and tear.
· 2. Exterior doors should be checked twice annually; preferably in the spring and again in late fall. Special attention should be given to the above points and necessary repairs made. Extensive re-placement of components are difficult and before commencing such replacements due consideration should be given to which is the most practical; the repair or replacement of components, or replacement of the entire unit.
· 3. Painted doors should be repainted on an as required basis taking care to work the paint thoroughly Into cracks and seams. Unpainted doors should be given a coat of 5% clear pentachlorophenol about every three years to preserve and protect the wood from fungus.
· 4. Interior doors should be checked once annually for binding, misalignment or loose hardware, and any necessary adjustments made.
G. Windows
· I. Eighteenth century period windows are primarily double or single casement, double hung, or fixed single sash. The casement windows are sometimes difficult to keep weather tight since modern weather stripping can not be used. Normally, however, a conventional maintenance inspection with attention being given to the following is all that is necessary.
· 2. Check casement and double-hung windows for proper fit and adjust as necessary. Windows should be as snug fitting as possible without binding or requiring excessive force to open and close.
· 3. Check sash corners, muntins and rails for sound mortises, signs of - moisture, rot or fungus infection.
· 4. Check for broken glass and replace as necessary.
· 5. Check glazing and remove oil unsound material and re-glaze.
· 6. Check all hinges, hooks, bolts or slide-bars for looseness and tighten as necessary. 
· 7. Painted sashes should be painted inside and out on an as required basis; generally every 3 to 4 years.
· 8. Unpainted edges of moving windows or unpainted sashes should be treated with a coat of pentachlorophenol with particular care being given to mortise joints and the top of interior rails where condensation accumulates.
· 9. Check ail flashings for weather tightness.
H. Shutters
· 1. Shutters should be dealt with exactly the same methods as exterior doors. (Section F, 1, 2, 3, and 4)
I. Frames and Trim
· 1. All exterior portions of window frames, door jambs, lintels, sills, and trim should be inspected annually for rots loose members and/or  -fasteners. Badly rotted members or members with other defects such as splits, bad warps, etc, should be replaced. All new work should be liberally treated with clear pentachlorophenol preservative even if they are to be painted. This will give better protection against  rot and fungus and ensure a longer life.
· 2. Repainted should be scheduled when sashes are painted taking care  to remove all loose paint and blisters and working the paint into all checks, cracks, crevices and joints.
· 3. Moisture should be excluded as far as possible from entering openings caused by shrinking wooden members or shrinking mortar where the two come together. Pentachlorophenol should be sprayed into such openings after which the opening should be sealed with a mortar grout. .
· 4. All nails used for securing replaced members should have heads the same as the original work. (e.g. 18th century wrought iron heads.)
J. Hardware (Wrought Iron) 
· 1. Wrought iron hardware covers a broad range of items which require much greater maintenance than contemporary hardware with its precision design and construction, modern rust and corrosion proof materials and finishes lifetime lubrications etc., etc.
· 2. Essential maintenance of wrought iron hardware fall into four main function categories:
· (a) rust control 
· (b) lubrication 
· (c) re-finishing 
· (d) repair and replacement of component parts
It is important, therefore, that the following functions be carried out once annually or as otherwise indicated particularly on exterior hardware, and interior hardware in buildings which are used seasonally, and are unheated for the major part of the year. 
· 3. Inspect all hardware, giving special attention to all moving parts and fastenings.
· 4. Lubricate hinges, locks, bolts, slide-bars, etc. using oil sparingly so that adjacent wood and masonry are not stained, and the possibility of getting oil and dirt on the hands and clothing of visitors and others is minimized.
· 5. Check for binding and misalignment which may cause excessive wear or difficulty in manipulating, and adjust or correct as appropriate.
· 6. Replace components or units where repair or adjustment is ineffective or where defects or wear make manipulating or operation difficult.
· 7. Normally, rust removal and repainting is carried out when adjacent woodwork is being painted. In cases where severe rusting and/or breakdown of paint occurs, spot work should be carried out.
· 8. Rust need not be removed down to bare shiny metal. Removal of scale and loose rust by chipping and wire brushing is sufficient. A good quality rust Inhibitive paint should be used In all cases.
· 9. Check all fastenings (i.e. nails, period head screws or bolts, staples, hook-eyes, etc.) and re-secure or replace as appropriate.
Note: Normally, Interior hardware is left unpainted in its natural forged state, and except in extreme damp conditions, little attention is necessary to surfaces. Where damp conditions exist and light rusting is visible, wiping the hardware with gun oil or light machine oil will retard rusting.
K. Roofs 
· 1. Roof framing members where accessible should be checked for  dry rot every four or five years. Particular attention should be given to mortise and tenon joints half-lap joints, and where timber members joists, etc. come in direct contact with masonry walls. Where serious rot Is encountered, the infected portion should be cut out and replaced with sound lumber. In many cases, this may prove difficult and various types of splices will have to be considered depending on the individual situation. Where possible and practical it may be desirable to replace the entire member.
· 2. At the same time, all pegs pins and dowels used in joints should be checked for looseness due to wood shrinkage vibration, stress, etc. Re-securing tapered protruding pegs may be achieved by driving the peg further into the joint. Un-tapered pins and dowels may be tightened by riving wooden wedges alongside the pin. In exceptional eases pegging may have to be replaced, or, where the joint is split at the peg hole, a hole drilled in sound wood and a new peg driven in place.
· 3. Wooden roofing shingles should be Inspected about every two years for rot, fungus or moss growth. Warped, curled or badly split shingles should be replaced. Shingles which are rotted or "punky" from fungus or moss growth should also be replaced.
· 4. A coat of clear pentachlorophenol should be applied to ail shingle roofs every 4 to 5 years after the initial weathering process has taken place. This will largely prevent rots fungus and moss growth.
· 5. Slate roofs should be inspected annually for loose and broken slates, and such slates re-secured or replaced as appropriate. It is essential for visitor safety that ail slates are secure. Slates falling or blowing from a roof are deadly missiles and could seriously Injure If -striking a person. 
· 6. Special care must be taken when working on slate roofs to ensure that more damage is not caused than is repaired. Eighteenth century slates are not uniform in thickness and therefore do not lie flat. Kneeling, standing or walking on such slates can cause extensive breakage if exceptional tare is not taken. Inspections should be primarily visual using binoculars so that close localized scrutiny can be given to the entire roof area. Light weight aluminum ladders with plastic rollers should be used for easy, safe handling. The ladders should be equipped with large ridge hooks. Large foam-rubber pads should be secured to each end and the centre of the ladder to cushion the contact with the tiles and distribute the weight. A padded cross-piece should also be  fastened between the ridge hooks to prevent the hooks from coming in direct contact with the slates.
· 7. When replacing or re-securing roof slates a generous daub of plastic roofing cement should be placed on the underside of the slate. Care should be taken however, to ensure that the cement is contained under the slate and does not squeeze out around the edges. When replacing single slates, it is not possible to secure the slate with nails. Hooks made from fine brass or bronze welding rods are formed to hook over the top of a secured slate and the bottom edge of slate being replaced.
· 8. Lead ridge caps should be examined and re-formed and refastened as necessary.
· 9. Flue and dormer flashings should be carefully inspected for weather tightness and appropriate repairs or maintenance carried out.
· 10. Eave and crown mouldings, fascia boards and soffits should be closely inspected for rots fungus, moss, loose boards and mouldings, warps and defective joints, and appropriate repairs made.
· 11. Lapped board roofing can be dealt with in the same manner as board wall sidings.
L. Flues
· 1. Brick or rubble-stone masonry flues can be dealt with using the same methods techniques and materials as used in the repair and maintenance of masonry walls. (Section B 1,2, and 3).
M. Floors
I. Normally maintenance considerations for floor framing sleepers beams and joists, are only necessary on the ground floors and then only when the floor is built on or close to the ground  where the structure is exposed to perpetually wet or damp conditions. where such is the case, and the framing is accessible by crawl space, the framing should be checked every 2 or 3 years except where pressure treated timbers have been used. (i.e. creosote or greensalt pressure treatment). Where untreated timber has been used, inspection can be confined to checking for rot and to ensure that joist hangers are secure.
2. The most commonly used flooring materials in eighteenth century period building are:
· (a)  Softwood boards (usually pine) either splined or random width T and G. (used in Town-site and Military buildings).
· (b) Hardwood T and G, pegged. (usually used only in homes of affluent persons, chapels, etc.) 
· (c) Edge-laid brick (used in stables, carriage houses, etc.) 
· (d) Rubblestone, (used in forges, bakeries, etc.) 
Since floor care, i.e. sweeping, vacuuming, dust-mopping are daily functions, and an inspection of sorts is done as part of the function, the value of scheduled inspections on say an annual basis is probably minimal. However, routine checks should be made for loose or protruding boards, nails, or pegs on wooden floors, or loose stones or brick on floors made from these materials. The reason for this is to eliminate tripping hazards and to keep flooring from being further damaged. 
Softwood floors should be scrubbed once or twice a year using a stiff fiber scrub brush and detergent solution. A good coat of linseed oil should be given to such floors once a year; this will protect the floor from stains, water penetration and abrasion, and keep it mare attractive looking. Hardwood floors should be given this treatment on an as needed basis. 
Janitorial staff should be instructed to watch for floor defects .and report them immediately to the maintenance supervisor or foreman.
N. Safety Notes (Special Precautions)
Workmen using chemicals such as silicone water repellent, pentachlorophenol, muriatic acid, heavily leaded paints, etc., should be fully briefed on their potential hazards, and the proper safe methods and techniques for their use. Furthermore, safety equipment such as goggles, respirators, rubber gloves or other necessary protective devices must be provided and their usage enforced. 
Workmen working on slate surfaced roofs without staging must use safety harness and lines at all times and other relevant safety practices employed. These precautions should also be taken when working on steeply pitched wood surfaced roofs.
When framing, roof truss, or floor members are being repaired or replaced, adequate shoring and bracing must be used to assure workman safety and prevent damage to the structure. 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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AUTHENTICITY
John Fortier
Park Superintendent
June 3, 1983 [Revised]
HEADS OF SECTIONS
June 3, 1983 [Revised later by the author]
File 1165-1
Authenticity
I have just discovered that in spite of an elaborate system that was supposed to control the physical maintenance of the reconstruction, and in spite of standards that should have been sufficiently formal to prevent unauthorized departures, and in spite of general principles toward our work that supposedly govern everything we do, and in spite of a formal mechanism for review and approval of standards and principles that exists in our committee system and Period Presentation review, a major and unauthorized compromise of historical authenticity has occurred in our period environments. Another major compromise may have resulted from an unwitting extension of a procedure from a context in which it was acceptable to a context in which the little evidence we have suggests that the procedure is not authentic. It is slight consolation that both compromises have apparently evolved over time, from isolated experiments on a see-if-they-notice basis, to a major distortion of 18th century practice that spread because it wasn't caught but was cost effective.
The very meaning of authenticity is debased by this and countless similar expediencies in everyday life. According to the dictionary, '"authentic" means: 1) authoritative; 2) worthy of acceptance or belief; 3) not imaginary, false, or imitation. By such a definition, what we do with the reconstruction can't always pass the test. In fact, given the mandate for the reconstruction and the standards that have been fought for over the years, we should be aiming at an even less equivocal term: the reconstruction should be historically accurate (i.e. free from mistake or error) in line, level and fabric, without excuses. But inevitably, we find, compromises are necessary - hence a more negotiable ethic based on authenticity, which admits compromises but demands that they be worked out collectively, case by case, and clearly acknowledged as regrettable departures from what is correct.
Since its inception this park has had superintendents who personally knew, in great detail, what the reconstruction should look like and how it should be maintained and presented to the public. Over the years the superintendent has simultaneously had the roles of guardian of authenticity, client and judge and court of last appeal for the various committees and teams, and representative of the interests of the visitor. The incumbents have been willing, on behalf of quality in what we do, to make themselves unpopular by "shaking the cage," making lists, prodding people with memos, and reiterating standards that require park staff to exercise their intellect, master a vast amount of specific historical details, and modify procedures that are convenient in order to respect our historical environment and our mandate. The incumbents have also had to preside over compromises for all kinds of reasons including expense, lack of evidence, and the simple necessity to get the job done. I now wish to write into the record some of my criteria for our work.
First, the mandate for this park should be achieved in the following context:
- Presentations and activities must be correct for the history and historical themes of the park.
- Use of the environment and objects should be compatible with their conservation. In the case of a conflict, preservation should rank before consumption.
- Period programs should be subject to the same rules of validation and criticism as the work of professional historians.
- Period programs cannot present only conclusions - they must substantiate the conclusions.
- Keep everyone aware of the processes.
- Pay attention to detail.
- Respect historical objects for what they can tell us, and because they have survived the ravages of time.
- Respect the dead people whose lives we portray.
- Respect the difficulty of understanding or expressing the past.
- Programs must be evaluatable - both the evidence and their impact on the public.
Second, and perhaps equally important, are my criteria which govern the Mediation of Compromise:
- We can accept a situation less than ideal - but only as long as we define and strive for the ideal.
- Compromises are inevitable, but the nature of and reasons for the compromise must be kept before the public - not hidden or ignored. Misrepresentation is never acceptable.
- Don't compromise easily. Don't approach a problem with the attitude that willingness to compromise indicates practicality.
- Evaluation of compromises, their necessity and acceptability, should be in the context of clearly stated objectives and standards.
- Major compromises should not be a personal decision - they should be organizational. Consensus may not be possible, but full disclosure is. If that causes embarrassment you have gone too far.
Given our mandate, minimizing compromises is one of the most important concerns we can have as managers. It is fundamental to the integrity of the park.
The problem with the compromises and distortions that prompted this memo is that they were personal decisions, not organizational ones; they were not evaluated in terms of necessity, no formal record was made at the time, and they result in misrepresentation because most of us aren't even aware of them or of the corresponding need to keep them public.
I have re-assigned the chairmanship of all the park's committees to Section Heads in order to reduce confusion in roles and assignments and in order to place the ongoing management of committees immediately next to the superintendent in the park hierarchy. The permanent organization of the park provides for specialists to contribute to these committees year in and year out. I have summarized the key documents which describe this park's mandate, policies and procedures (Staff Notice 1980-35, updated in the Work Plan Summary, 1983-84). But none of these measures will mean anything in the future if the park staff do not respect the collective process we have established to apply evidence and evaluate quality. If the people who work in this park are not personally committed to quality, if they are not willing to master the evidence and the procedures that govern its application, if they are willing to settle for a "quick fix," and if they aren't willing to grapple with the extra problems that authenticity entails, no system and no amount of exhortation will sustain quality.
If there is any doubt where the ultimate responsibility lies for authenticity, it is with the overview committee we call Period Presentation. All the other committees are primarily concerned with details and their delivery. Period Presentation is the only mechanism appropriate to oversee everything we do or show in a period environment. Period Presentation has the right and the duty to assess or intervene in all period activities. It sets and revises all our standards that apply to the historic site and, if necessary arbitrates the work of all the other committees concerned with the reconstruction. It represents the park's collective conscience - subject only to the constraint that after a reasonable period of deliberation it must either present its advice or watch the world go on without it. If it does its work well, a superintendent will seldom disregard its findings, or be in a position to dispute them. I have disputed its findings, occasionally, as being contrary to the weight of evidence, but I want to emphasize that over-ruling a committee recommendation is not something to be done without strong reason - and it demands a written justification of the reasons why I have also felt this committee has lately been more passive and quiescent than is good for anyone.
Our recent lapses in authenticity now confirm my belief that the ongoing dialogue and self-evaluation concerning our methods and effectiveness has to reside ultimately with this committee. If the park is going to have any kind of guidance system beyond the dictates of a (hopefully) enlightened superintendent, the Period Presentation committee is where it must logically come from. If operational managers are going to be "kept honest," and if we are going to continue to ensure that our analysis of evidence is in a written form so that our successors can re-verify it or build on it for other uses, and if the park is to be managed with any concern for scholarship, this process has to be the very heart of our operations.
As an outgoing superintendent, I can do little more now than advise and exhort, and pass on to Period Presentation the roles which I have had to fill. Achieving authenticity obviously remains a constant, uphill struggle; a continual need to remember details, apply policies, remind old staff and orient new ones. No system can be better than the people who run it. No system will ever allow us to sit back and take authenticity for granted. Just as the mental and organizational effort required has never been popular, the bottom line may be equally disappointing:
          Eternal Vigilance is the Price of Authenticity.
                                                    John Fortier,
                                                    Park Superintendent.
----------

[NOTE: The Fortress of Louisbourg holds another [1983] article by John Fortier which has not yet been digitized as follows:

Evidence on trial:  "How Teams and Committees Function" by J. Fortier (Available as PD 63 or 94 315 or 94 460)
CHAPTER _TITLE
This Document
Why Have Teams
The Process: A. Teams, B. Full Committees, C. The Work Cycle, D. Meetings, E. Reviews, F. Minutes, G. Shortcuts
The Format is the Key
The Committees and What They Do: A. Differentiation of Work, B. Structural Design, C. Furnishings Design, D. Exhibits, E. Period Presentation, F. Standards, G. Food Services Joint Committee
Ground Rules
Duties of Committee Chairman
Duties of Team Leaders
Duties of Team Members
Where the Process Can Go Wrong: A. The Narcissistic Team, B. The Hard-driving Manager, C. The Minion, D. Standoffs, E. Being Critical, F. Indecision and Tough Decisions, G. Voting, H. Why Bother - The Boss Will Change it Anyway
The Mediation of Compromise
Last Words of Advise
Appendices: A. Sample Minutes, B. Sample Comment Sheet Circulated with Minutes, C. Sample Memorandum Written to Interpret or Record Points Arising ]
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· Compromising the "Authentic Site: The Thin Edge of the Wedge, By Eric Krause, August 26, 1985 - See later, 1996, Thinking "Authentic" at the Fortress of Louisbourg, Personal Notes, by Eric Krause, 1996
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NOVEMBER

These repairs will not be visible to the public and, therefore, will not affect authenticity ...
[Structural] Design Team [Minutes], B 227 108 - 113, November 10, 1986, De La Plagne House Repairs
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PREFACE 
The Louisbourg Restoration Project (1961‑1982) was unique in the history of Canadian reconstruction In particular, the multi‑disciplinary approach that it observed in the decision making process was a departure from previous practice. In an attempt to cement together this unusual alliance, the project placed a common goal before the different groups: each was to contribute to an accurate as possible, partial rebuilding of 18th-century Louisbourg. 

To achieve total authenticity would have been to replicate, 100 percent accurately and without any exceptions, the line, level and fabric of structures and landscapes slated for reconstruction. As a working principle, however, few regarded such a concept as realistic. More important to the course of future events was the project's decision to adhere to a less dogmatic benchmark that called for rebuilding as accurately as possible. Being a general standard, and without detailed definition, compliance with it unfortunately only served to personalize the meaning of authenticity, and then to congeal the various views around certain factions. 

As a result, not one but rather many meanings for what constituted an authentic product were to come to the surface. Contributing to this confusion, the authenticity standard allowed for modern intrusions, normally in hidden places. At any time, for reasons of cost, sound engineering and public safety, compromise was always a possibility, to the degree deemed necessary. Without any measurable standard to limit the extent of such interventions, the only control in these instances was the exercise of common sense within the context of rebuilding Louisbourg as accurately as possible. 

In essence, then, what constituted an acceptable level of compromise for rebuilt Louisbourg became the battlefield. At one extreme of the authenticity question were those whose first instinct was to try to minimize the number and effect of such interventions. At the other end were those who felt comfortable with compromise as a necessary evil. With all of them vying for the ear of their superior, political pragmatism proved to be the decision maker in the end. Louisbourg was to be rebuilt within budget; productivity was to be the measure; compromise the tool. 

From the beginning of the project to the present day, the research component has been both the guardian of the historical record and the project's most vocal critic concerning compromise. On occasion, it has even convinced the decision makers to permit it time to gather pertinent evidence to ensure historical correctness. Ironically, such proposals provided the opportunity for some to reproach the historical programme with the charge that it was slowing down the progress of reconstruction. This action even though Research was clearly adhering to its assigned mandate. 

Since 1961 it has been motherhood to state that the key to accuracy was research and that the work in progress was "authentic." In reality, however, both claims were illusory because of the need to compromise. For this reason, the project frequently chose not to apply the factual evidence that Research had supplied. 

Discovering how the project used evidence in reconstructing the Fortress of Louisbourg is to unmask what the operating meaning of authenticity was during the developmental phase. Upon examining it, the maintenance programme can take guidance. By definition, the repair of reconstructed structures and landscapes involves the continual responsibility of being as historically accurate as possible. At the same time, this programme, like that of reconstruction before it, deserves a more precise standard, one with value definitions, for determining an acceptable level of authenticity. 

Otherwise, the former meaning will simply continue the debate as to what constitutes proper compromise. In fact, this dispute may even give rise to a more fundamental questioning of reconstruction philosophy itself, and of the emphasis which reconstruction places upon the need to be historically accurate. As in the past, cost is once again a concern. The Fortress site requires widespread repair, and the bill will be substantial. As these prices become known, the temptation to compromise even further will grow stronger. If such interventions are entertained to any degree, the real danger is that at some point in time any resemblance between 18th-century Louisbourg and its supposed replica will be purely accidental. 


CHAPTER ONE 


THE RAND COMMISSION 
On 6 October 1959 the Government of John G. Diefenbaker appointed the Honourable I.C. Rand as a one man Royal Commission "to enquire and make recommendations upon certain matters pertaining to [the economic crisis in] the Canadian coal industry."
 On 31 August 1960 Judge Rand presented his report. In it, he had included a survey of the Cape Breton mines, their history, their current economic decline, and their poor record of high unemployment levels and persistent labour strife.
 

For Rand, the solution to the island's difficulties lay in the taking of two courses of action. Not surprisingly, one of the strategies, being traditional, was to suggest that government make direct assistance available to Cape Breton's surviving mines to ensure their continued operation.
 The other proposal, however, was less conventional. It, instead, recognized the need "to build up alternative means of productive wealth" in the Sydney‑Glace Bay‑Louisbourg area.
 Here, where the mines dominated the local economy, the threat of further reductions in the volume of coal to be brought to the surface for sale was real. To reduce this reliance upon a single extractive industry, Rand thought that Cape Bretoners should, instead, more fully exploit the natural, historical and cultural assets of the island.
 Some of the resources that came immediately to his mind included forestry, sport fishing, animal husbandry, and tourism. 

Of the sixteen recommendations in the report, two directly addressed the issue of "introducing new wealth into Cape Breton."
 The first proposed the establishment of a Trade School and a Vocational School in the Sydney area to provide the youth with a "means to become skilled in the techniques of today."
 The second was as follows: 

That beginning not later than in the year 1961 work on a scheme of reconstructing the ruins of the Fortress of Louisbourg as an historic site be commenced and that it be carried through to an appropriate completion; that assistance be given to the Government of Nova Scotia in completing a modern highway between Louisbourg and Point Tupper as incidental to the reconstruction of the site; that at the same time measures be taken to exploit fully the attraction possibilities of the Cape Breton Highlands National Park; that both projects be planned in substantial dimensions to extend over a period of from 15 to 20 years, during each of which not less than approximately an expenditure of $1,5000,000 will be contemplated.
 

In Rand's own words, "what is proposed will be not only of economic benefit to the island; it will introduce elements to regenerate its life and outlook, dissolve the climate of drabness and let into human hearts and intelligence the light of new interests, hopes and ambitions. Mechanical industry remains uncertain , but there are pursuits of deeper purpose lying within the will and action of people and governments."
 Accordingly, for him a "symbolic reconstruction of the Fortress of Louisbourg" made as much educational as economic sense because of its potential "as a revelation of European life of that century and a reminder of the vicissitudes of North America's development."
 

In reconstructing Louisbourg, Rand thought that "not each item in the total scene ...[had to] appear but sufficient [should] to furnish a comprehensive representation of the material and cultural forms set up in a strange land inviting settlement."
 In other words, he was saying that it was possible to selectively rebuild Louisbourg with enough examples to explain the total of its 18th-century history. Whether Rand held any reservations or foresaw any problems with the concept of reconstruction as an accurate forum for presenting historical evidence, he did not state it in his report. However, as time would prove, the question of authenticity was to become the focal point of much debate among those involved in the Louisbourg project. 

In actual fact, Rand was quite aware of some of the problems which the practical application of historical reconstruction theory could create. However, the high degree of optimism which he encountered in the special studies that he had solicited as background material from the National Parks Branch of the Department of Northern Affairs and National Resources probably whisked away any except the most obvious of possible reservations he may have held.
 For example, according to one of the reports: 

There ... [were] limitations to the present day reconstruction of works built over two centuries ago. These, however ... [were] not insurmountable because numerous sources of information exist.... Given time for research, information could be gathered ...[to] produce ... a reasonable authentic pattern for the entire restoration both in exterior appearance and in interior appointment. Any deviation then from an authentic restoration would be negligible.
 

The report also maintained that "none of the reconstruction considered to be necessary for the successful restoration of Louisbourg present[ed] ... any difficulty with the exception of certain items of interior furnishing and interior finishes of some buildings .... Prior knowledge ...would resolve all ... building construction difficulties."
 

Even when the report made mention of deviations from the department's stated goal that "the restoration work ... [was] to be done in an authentic manner," it stressed that "all of these deviations ...[were] but minor and of [sic] vital importance to the success of the restoration."
 Some examples of the compromises which the authors of the report thought were necessary included the placing of [visible] fire hydrants, the substitution of portland cement for a weaker lime mortar, mild steel [for wrought iron], and the introduction of hidden modern techniques such as a water distribution system, drainage, pilings, reinforced concrete footings, gravel fills, membrane water proofings, and wooden materials pressure treated with preservatives.
 To the authors, the application of the "techniques and skills of modern engineering science" in such instances were "essential for good and lasting results."
 In fact, they concluded, 

Truly the work proposed will be stronger and better built than the original. It will be built as envisaged by the early designers, of them as of men today their grasp exceeded their reach. Too, the Fortress will be built as was seen by the attackers, as a strong and formidable redoubt. It will be a true restoration.
 

This general optimism can also be found in the author's proposed definition of in an "authentic manner" as the guiding principle for rebuilt features. As they wished to clarify, 

It is believed the restoration should be a replica of the original works and so true or authentic in manner that it will achieve genuine respect from all who visit and appreciate such work. The temptation to make concessions for speed or convenience will exist, particularly so if the problem to be solved, or the information to be gathered, is particularly difficult. This tendency must be resisted and much will be done to reinforce the desire for a really true restoration if thorough and persistent research is continued prior to, and throughout the building program. In the common sense interest of the project, compromise with a true and fixed definition of work as was originally done, will be necessary to ensure stability, long life and minimize maintenance. However, deviation from the principle of replica should not detract from the original appearance, nor should the visitors' pleasure be spoiled by construction components that are obviously not in true perspective.
 

While admitting that historical compromise might be necessary on occasion , the authors of the report were hopeful that "all work ... [could] be done with a high degree of skill and of such workmanship as to provide a first class product of long life expectancy ... [and that] hand labour ... [could] be used in preference to machines wherever practical throughout the project."
 They also felt that it was essential to maintain the [historical] "environment or atmosphere of the restoration .... In a sense intangible...," a proper environment, to their mind, had "to resemble the original ... be of original type ..." and be void of "incongruous" or "extraneous" features like "parking facilities within the fortress " or like the existing 1930's museum, whenever there was a "practical alternative."

 Unlike Rand's suggested plan for a partial reconstruction, the recommendation that came out of the Department was for a "reasonably complete restoration" spread over 20 years. At an estimated cost of 40 million dollars, this was substantially higher than the amount which Rand's had suggested in his proposed construction schedule.
 While the authors of the two reports were no doubt convinced that their respective funding levels were sufficient to achieve their own particular reconstruction goals, they cautioned, nevertheless, that they had based their figures on at least two important assumptions.

 The first was that "labour and material costs ... [would] not increase appreciably over the period of [the ] reconstruction."
 The other, interestingly from an historical point of view, was that they had made "no plans for heating the buildings other than ...[by methods] originally used. If more conventional, efficient and positive heating methods ...[were ever] entertained, a substantial sum could be imagined." 


CHAPTER TWO 


DEFINING AUTHENTICITY: FIRST ATTEMPTS 

On 17 June 1961, Prime Minister John G. Diefenbaker rose in the House of Commons to announce a recovery programme for Cape Breton Island. Among his initiatives, the partial reconstruction of the Fortress of Louisbourg perhaps presented the greatest challenge.
 However, as of that date, the Government had not as yet resolved a number of vital questions, including what was to be the final cost for the project itself. Of the other unsettled matters, perhaps one of the most important was that the "Louisbourg Res​toration Project" was about to proceed without any detailed his​torical building guidelines in mind. For example, in one Departmental report, its authors defined an authentic construc​tion as a replicated feature that "resemble[d] the original ...in manner."
 Even further broadening that definition was the report's view that the restoration had to accommodate concealed modern features whenever common sense deemed it necessary for the purposes of stability, longer life, and reduced maintenance. 

Prior to the official announcement of the Louisbourg Restoration Project in the House of Commons , the Minister of Northern Af​fairs and Natural Resources submitted three funding proposals for Cabinet consideration. In his words,

 
On March 31, 1961, I submitted three proposals "A", "B", "C", for the restoration of the Fortress of Louisbourg. These proposals would cost roughly $6, $12 and $18 million respectively. The view I expressed last March was that proposal "A" would not vividly recapture the historical lessons of Louisbourg but that proposal "B" would be closer to the mark.
 

Funding considerations and the need to compromise history were, therefore, concepts that coloured the approach to historical reconstruction from the first days of the project. In 1961, those in charge of the restoration regarded modern intrusions as a necessary evil. As a result, their attitude, in the years ahead, towards any lobby, for a precise definition of the meaning of historical accuracy for reconstruction purposes was to be less than enthusiastic. For one thing, such a benchmark could have limited both their financial flexibility to build and the degree to which they could justify historical compromise.

 Consequently, the extent to which developmental and maintenance programmes for Louisbourg skirted historical fact over the next 25 years was to fluctuate widely. The reasons for this inconsis​tent process were many. Besides the fact that the meaning of authenticity was without precise definition, others were budgetary, its level based on whether the economic times in Canada were recessive or buoyant; the existing park's priorities, whether imaginative or cautious; the prevailing local building policy, whether it was being enforced or not; and the decision makers, whether they were history minded or less than sympathetic. 

The critical counterbalance to those who felt comfortable with compromise as a necessary evil were those whose first instinct was to try to minimize the number and effect of such interventions. Among this group, the Historical Research Section was particularly active since its mandate was to discover and disclose fully the true historical record through archaeological and documentary investigations. Although functionally responsible to the Project Manager at Louisbourg, Research was also to work closely with the General Consultant in Ontario.

 In a like manner, the mandate of the General Consultant was "to advise the Director [of the Department] as to the overall and detailed means to be taken for a partial restoration of the Fortress of Louisbourg, which shall be as accurate as possible from an archaeological and historical viewpoint."
 As well, the General Consultant was to pre‑approve all construction plans and specifications. Of particular importance, he was to be a signa​ture to "the overall outline master plan for the restoration."

 In September 1961, the General Consultant, Ronald L Way, sub​mitted an initial report on the Louisbourg Restoration Project. His views on what constituted proper restoration principles were decidedly succinct:

 
In the case of a structure, it is the attempt to take it back by rebuilding or repairing to either its original state or to some more desired period in its past history ... for its educational value ... The restored structure ... [is] faithfully presented ... in [its] original condition ... as ... [it] would have appeared at precisely the chosen time.

 As a veteran of the restoration process, Way had already contributed considerable energies to Forts Henry, George and Erie, as well as to Upper Canada Village, by the time he came to work on the Louisbourg project.
 Because of these experiences, his initial report, probably by design, did not give a precise, and hence limiting, meaning for the term authenticity. For him, compromise was the key to a winning restoration team:

 A successful restoration of Louisbourg can only result from the close co‑operation of the Government, the architects, the engineers, the historians and archaeologists, not to mention consultants .... Government officials, responsible to the electorate are justifiably concerned in securing relief of unemployed along with permanent assets in return for the expenditure of crown funds. The architects, indispensable in the preparation of working plan[s] and the effective supervision of construction[,] must perforce restrain their creative instincts and be content with the role of mere copyists for, in historical restorations, there is a limited scope for improvements beyond the ken of the original builders. Modern engineers, on the other hand, specialists in efficient production sometimes have difficulty in comprehending the necessity of cruder and more laborious methods of construction [i.e. the technological advantages of modern construction techniques must be subordinated and men, rather than machines, should be used wherever possible], solely for the attainment of authentic effects. The historians and archaeologists for their part can be oblivious to costs and adamant in their instance on authenticity, even in minor things completely concealed from the public eye. We all have our limitations and it is not always easy to see the forest for the trees. When serious differences of opinion arise, compromise will often be the only practical expedient.
 

Despite Way's penchant that "all of the key personnel engaged upon the Louisbourg restoration possess the ability to compromise and are impressed with the fact that they are members of a team," he strongly maintained that "a comprehensive research programme in both history and archaeology ... [was] the only basis for an authentic restoration of Louisbourg."
 In other words, as Federal and Provincial officials were to carefully point out in a public forum held in the same year, "the mostly important con​sideration ... [behind] the plans for the phased restoration of the 18th Century Fortress and Port of Louisbourg ... was historical accuracy."
 In order to achieve this goal, 

Meticulous historical and archaeological research was being carried out, including a wide search for manuscript material in the archives of several countries, the study of the typical architecture, furniture, interior decoration, equipment and dress of the period and a study of structures of the period still standing in Europe as well as in North America.
 

According to various people and disciplines involved with the project, this need to examine "typical" examples of the period was inevitable given the "missing detail[s] ... essential for an authentic restoration of Louisbourg."
 For some, however, the only problem with indirect evidence seemed to be one of identify​ing precisely "where good judgment, or the typical (from where?) has had to be used as a basis for design due to lack of, or the inconclusiveness of, historical and/or archaeological evidence."
 Simply put, 

If we can "strike a happy medium" by reconstructing this building [barracks of the King's Bastion] true to the period in which it was designed and close to what it looks like in pictures and descriptions, than we have accomplished all we can expect. 

For others, particularly within the Research Section itself, a staid concern with discovering "what actually existed at Louisbourg," elicited a more complex response:

 

The typical is satisfactory as a second choice when research cannot provide more precise information. There is also a danger in relating the observation of isolated facts to specific restoration problems, because information acquired from observation of the typical is valuable only in relation to all other information gleaned from research sources.
 

This effort to devaluate the importance of "typical" evidence reflected the strongly held stance of Research that the aim of the reconstruction project "should be the authentic original, not merely the appearance thereof."
 More importantly, of all its missions, its labours to preserve surviving 18th century walls and similar features in their original locations without taking them down for subsequent reconstruction was to draw the most sym​pathetic support. For example, according to the General Consultant:

That ... whenever walls are found in reasonably good condition, we should investigate the possibility of preserving such walls in their original location i.e. without taking them down. ... Purists in the field of historical restoration fault the Louisbourg project because it is not restoration, in the sense that the Fort Henry job was, but is, perforce, a total reconstruction. Because of such criticism, it is all the more important that we should be able to say, with honesty, that we preserved all that remained.
 

At the same time, the preoccupation of the Research Section with the use of original fabric underscored its claim that project designers should be "obliged to prove that each [concealed modern innovation was] ... absolutely necessary, ie.[sic] that the same results ...[could not] be achieved through another technique."
 In general outlook this position differed little from that of the General Consultant who believed that the degree of historical compromise required in this reconstruction project was dependent upon "what is to be considered the additive," the 18th or the 20th century.
 For his part, "the 20th century ... [was] the undesirable, but necessary, additive.

 By September of 1963, both the senior staff and the general con​sultant on the project had arrived at an understanding on some of the principles of a restoration policy which they hoped the Director of the Department would approve [formally?]. In summary, they proposed that:

 (1) Reconstructed buildings and structures will be authentic with their exteriors allowed to weather naturally and then permanently maintained to reflect their interpreted age (20 to 30 years of age);

 
(2) Such buildings and structures may contain certain desirable interpretive examples of actual 18th century construction (i.e. sections not dismantled and rebuilt) that are structurally sound but only if the cost to do so is reasonable and/or meets the approval of the Director of the Department;

 (3) The standard for determining the reasonable cost of retaining any example of original 18th century construction is:

 (a) to examine all possible combinations of original to rebuilt which are structurally sound,

(b) then to note each type of construction method involved and resulting variation from the original 18th century construction, if any,

( then to compare the presumed current capital and future maintenance costs of each option to the presumed costs of the same feature completely taken apart and reconstructed in its former location; 

(4) Historical compromises which do not alter the visible appearance may be considered under any of the following conditions: 

(a) the original 18th century construction, or part thereof, is not stable;

 (b) it can be factually demonstrated to the Director of the Department that a change to the original 18th century construction will produce significant savings in capital, maintenance, or operating costs;

 ( a particular 18th century construction material like mortar or cut stone does not meet a modern standard or is impractical from a reasonable cost point of view but can be replicated;

(d) there is a requirement for concealed modern services such as fire and security protection, heating, electrical outlets, waterproofing, drainage (which does not disturb any original french drainage system), telephones, or water distribution;

(e) there is a requirement for easily removable visible lighting in areas of conventional interpretation;

 (5) All chimneys and fireplaces are to be operable and fitted with removable caps.
 

Interestingly, this proposal came during a period when construc​tion was pressuring the Research Section for results to such a degree that questions were being raised both within and without the section as to "what takes precedence and sets the pace: re​search or construction".
 The matter also arose at a time when the Research Section was itself pressing for "the adoption of certain guiding principles and methods of action which will give the project the sense of direction which has been lacking."
 In general, Research thought it was time to define or, in some cases, to redefine the various objectives of the project. In particular, "it ... submitted that the first objective should be: the most authentic partial restoration which can be achieved with the moneys provided."
 


CHAPTER THREE 


WHERE LIES THE VALUE
In December of 1963, the Deputy Minister agreed that the project meant "the partial restoration of the Fortress of Louisbourg done as accurately as, in the opinion of the Minister or of the officer designated by him for this purpose, he shall determine."
 Given its generality, this statement was not quite the answer which some, like those in Research, were seeking as clarification of the meaning of authenticity.
 To complicate the issue, in April of 1964, the Minister announced that Louisbourg was no longer a make work project and productivity was of the essence.
 As a result, his major concern was now whether "we [were] getting full value for money expended."

 In response, on 19 June 1964 the Project Engineer issued a report on the progress at Louisbourg "from its inception to date," with a particular emphasis on economics. While he thought that greater value was clearly possible, he also stressed that one ought not to compare the economics of the project with anything else in private industry for the obvious reason that the work at Louisbourg was unique in numerous respects. For one thing, there was the question of the slow pace at which historical and archaeological reports were currently being issued. The reasons were fully justifiable, and while the pace would obviously speed up in the future with the addition of new staff, it nevertheless was an on‑going limiting factor with which engineering had to cope. Notwithstanding this and many other similar examples, it was still the general opinion at Louisbourg that the project had achieved full value for the money expended to date. 

The debate surrounding the question of value was important in that it focussed attention on those who were feeling "moreorless [sic] on the defensive in attempting to explain the progress of the Project." 
While Research choose to justify the return on money spent in terms of efficiency and of quantity and quality of information gathered, the Engineering Section elected to defend its expenditures by referring to more traditional material accomplishments. As such, it addressed the processes of infrastructure setup, equipment purchase or building construction.
 Interestingly, the Engineering Section decided not to defend its case by adding the project's preoccupation with historical authenticity to its list of obstacles retarding productivity. Nor did it voice the opinion of others "who had the feeling on many occasions that historical research was being carried out in Ottawa from an academic approach rather than a restoration approach." 

However, it was not long afterwards that the project's resident engineer was pointing out to the Project Manager the costly delays that could occur when striving for historical authenticity. 
In addition, by January of 1965, the Assistant Deputy Minister was beginning to make it clear that the "Project was never to be uneconomical, and the main thing was to have a $12 million showing for $12 million spent. [In other words,] the Minister now wants a maximum amount of restoration for the money spent."
 Put another way by the regional director,

 I agree with you that, within reasonable financial expenditures, we should be, say, 85% truly accurate and authentic. Anything above that we can properly go to France for the typical and not be censured. I am not prepared to spend say another $100,000.00 to do research and archaeology to make it 86% authentic ...
 

Ironically, some interpreted the Research Section's exacting discovery process as simply an excuse not to meet original report deadlines. According to the Park Superintendent, John Lunn, however, rigid deadlines were unavoidable, but achievable, 

provided we are prepared to accept the premise that it is better to create a Park that is 75% accurate at a price and within a time limit we can afford, rather than create a Park that is 85% accurate at a price and over a length of time we cannot afford. 

As such, Lunn thought that the Research Section ought therefore to be more selective and less exhaustive in its work, while geared to the idea of how best to get the most out of the time and resources allocated to it.
 In a similar vein, it was Ronald Way's view that,

 
It is simply that we have a mandate for only a partial restoration of Louisbourg. Needless to say, the monies allotted are barely adequate for the approved objective and are completely insufficient to finance a reconstruction geared to the ambitions of the research section. 

By 1965 then, the Research Section remained not only the guardian of the historical record but was also now the project's most vocal critic in how 18th century evidence was to be used at Louisbourg for reconstruction and interpretive purposes. 
As a result, its claim that Research ought to control the pace of the project, was quite spirited at times. Coincidentally, those more concerned with building schedules, and the expenditures of monies and human resources, were becoming increasingly irritated with what they regarded as costly delays caused by the slow receipt of research information. 

According to the engineering side of the Department, sometime between 1965 and 1968 it finally became "possible to schedule reconstruction [at Louisbourg] to suit fiscal capability and to undertake "shelf" design projects." 
In its view, this improvement occurred because the Research Section had finally received permission to increase its size and hence its output. As a result, the need to delay construction because of a lack of historical information was no longer the case. Also contributing to this new state of affairs, in its opinion, were the several architectural consultants which the project had recently engaged.

 This view was similar to that of the Superintendent, John Lunn, who in an expansive mood would state: 

There is no doubt that the overall aims of the Project would have been better served had it been possible for historical and archaeological research to commence about five years before actual reconstruction .... What could not be fully appreciated at the time was the formidable amount of painstaking research that would be necessary for the degree of accuracy and authenticity that officials in charge of the restoration were bound to insist on .... The "crash" programme necessitated by the crisis in the coal mines made such foresight impossible, however, and the best that could be done in the early stages of the project was to use the newly acquired work force in the construction of training and working facilities for the various types of craft likely to be involved in the restoration ... For this reason the actual work of reconstruction was in fact begun prematurely, but when it was realised how much historical and archaeological research was needed, the programme was modified and the appropriate research staff built up .... It is fair to say that at the present time, historical ... and archaeological ... research into structures is happily a little ahead of construction requirements .... 


CHAPTER FOUR 


NATIONAL HISTORIC SITES POLICY
According to the Superintendent, John Lunn, one of the weaknesses of the reconstruction process prior to 1966 was that there was a 

tendency for interests and loyalties to develop on a section‑orientated, rather than a Project‑ orientated basis. Within sections themselves similar developments can be detected at the unit level. There is nothing intrinsically wrong with such developments, but they are not without their dangers. The most serious of these dangers ‑ lack of adequate communi‑ cation between disciplines ‑ has in many peoples opinions adversely influenced Project productivity, and the validity of our results, for far too long. Clearly more effective dialogue is required than has previously been the case.
 

As a result, in 1965‑1966 the project decided to introduce a formalized committee system into its decision making process. Cutting across section lines, it was to assimilate information, resolve differences, and initiate planning and reconstruction. 
While this new system quickly proved its worth, improving both the lines of communication and the approach to approval, decisions nevertheless continued to made in the absence of any comprehensive departmental policy statement as to the precise meaning of authenticity. Notwithstanding this obstacle, the Research Section was still anxious that the work to date at least be validated: 

The time is not too far away when people will want to know what criteria influenced our restoration, and it is our obligation to have a detailed and explicit record of what our evidence was, to what extent we diverged from it, and how much we have assumed. 

While the General Consultant, Ronald L. Way, admitted that some might accuse him and his wife of pragmatism, he was adamant that they had never "altered ... [their] terms of reference for the project that the reconstruction of Louisbourg should be as authentic as research can make it." 
Unfortunately, prior to 1968, an official technical standard of authenticity against which to judge such a claim did not exist. As a result, not everyone was as certain as the Way's as to the direction of the project. In fact,

 One of the criticisms already publicly voiced concerning Louisbourg's restoration has been to the effect that we may have saved practically nothing that was original. This, you may recall, was the substance of a question raised in Parliament not so long ago .... Amongst some purists in the historic sites field, Louisbourg is faulted because it is, perforce, so much a reconstruction. This criticism makes it all the more important that we re‑use whatever we can of the French stones .... [Some others, however,] cannot agree to the re‑use of these original stones on the grounds that they are not as perfect as newly‑cut stones would be. When faced with my statement that no structural weakness was possibly involved, he admitted that this was [so,] yet added that it was contrary to his principles to incorporate these old stones .... To me this is unthinkable because true restoration is inseparable from preservation. 

On 23 and 24 October, 1967, the Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada gave its final approval to a National Historic Sites Policy.
 Subsequently tabled in the House of Commons by the Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern Development in March of 1968, the new Policy stressed the point that "if one has to compromise with history, [one must] ... do it as unobtrusively as possible ....[since] the authenticity or faithful reconstruction of the original is the single most important asset in providing educated enjoyment of a national historic site."
 To ensure, then, that this goal would be met, the Board approved a quasi stringent standard for structural restoration and reconstruction: 

It is the policy in restoration and reconstruction of historic structures that line, level and fabric shall be as true to the original as possible, and that departure from this rule shall be justified only by over‑riding necessity or for the purpose of substantially increasing the life expectancy of the structure, and only then when modern materials and techniques can be effectively concealed. Restoration or reconstruction will in all instances be carried out on the original site. 

According to the standard, prior to any departure from the 18th century norm, every effort to be authentic had to be first "carefully considered and rejected."
 Also to be regarded as a governing principle was the American National Trust for Historic Preservation Policy that "it is better to preserve than repair, better to repair than restore, better to restore than reconstruct."
 

At the same time, the new Policy maintained that it had set a research standard that was to act as not only the "foundation" for the sound development of any National Historic Site, but as the proof of the "authenticity or faithfulness of ...[the Department's} work."
 As written,

 It is the policy that no plan for development of an historic place shall be implemented until every reasonable step has been taken to determine its potential through documentary, architectural and archaeological research, and, further, that no development activity shall take place until relevant research of the above nature has been carried out .

In two respects then (the instance upon proper research and factual evidence), the new Policy ought to have left little doubt as to the meaning of authenticity in the reconstruction process. For instance, a claim to historical accuracy should have now meant that projects such as Louisbourg had adhered, whenever possible, to the original line or form (aesthetics) of a physical object; to its original level or 3D dimensions; and to its original fabric or intrinsic make‑up (composition).
 Unfortunately, this standard also permitted, in the same breath, a theoretically unlimited proficiency to ignore its own definition of authenticity. 

For example, the Policy Statement did not provide a measurable meaning for the terms "over‑riding necessity," and "substantially increasing." As a result, any designer or builder who wished to justify a modern intervention as necessary, or to theorize about the expected increased life expectancy of a structure, needed only convincing engineering or cost arguments to proceed. Just as was common practice before the new Policy, compromise continued as an operative reconstruction tool afterwards. As such, the decision making process was to greatly dilute the policing power which the line, level and fabric rule could have provided over the reconstruction programme at Louisbourg and elsewhere. 

In the preamble to the standards section, the new Policy set out some of the broad, liberal provisions for justifying a departure from the use of authentic materials and methods. 
There it addressed the questions of prohibitive costs, the want of proper materials, and the introduction of special techniques to enhance visitor enjoyment as reasons for compromise. As a result, the Park Superintendent, John Lunn was able to state the following with all confidence: 

Finally, it should be remembered that this Project is not committed to a policy calling for the best and most accurate results possible regardless of such delays as this may involve. Nor is it committed to design and construction by a series of deadlines, regardless. It is committed to the most accurate restoration possible within the time and with the expenditures authorized. These latter two points are known, and my master plan reflects them ....
 

At the First National Conference of the Engineering and Architectural Group, one of the speakers confirmed that

 Our terms of reference have really only been formalized in recent months. I think most people have a copy of the National Historic Sites Policy Statement. That, in essence, formalizes for the first time the terms of reference by which we must operate. They are our terms of reference and also your terms of reference. These have to be modified and adjusted to take account of the unusual situations that will prevail from time to time and I think we recognize this. These are the terms of reference by which we operate.
 

Within months of this admission that the new Policy might not hold all the answers, Louisbourg quickly proved that point. In general, the Policy Statement had been cause for a renewed interest in the idea of stabilization. Accordingly, at Louisbourg, John Lunn, in remarks to the Regional Engineer, would state: 

You are aware that, faced as we are with an imperative need to preserve visible aspects of excavated features, we have been giving the whole matter of stabilisation significant experiment and study. 

At the same time, Lunn also recognized that the new Policy "governing the retention of historic features" did not blend readily with stated engineering requirements.
 For example, 

all representatives of the Research Section would like to go far farther than any engineer ... [who] will build as close to the margins permitted by the building code as possible but his profession will not allow him beyond these limits.

 Nonetheless, according to Lunn, as "in the case of structures to which the public should have access, ... [he was] by no means convinced that the Branch's engineers ...[had] made an adequate survey of the techniques that may be available in the international field."
 

In other words, given the sophisticated techniques then available in the outside world, Lunn reasoned that the project's engineers could preserve through stabilization even more original features than they thought possible. In addition, where the public faced no danger, he thought they could save an original feature by following authentic techniques like raking and pointing, even if these procedures should produce some inherent instability in the near future.
 In contrast to this assertion that other choices were available, Engineering's viewpoint was that only one thing was obvious to them:

 that restoration placed conflicting demands on us. On the one hand, we want authentic restoration and on the other hand, we want to enforce modern code requirements. The fact has to be admitted that we have to make compromises and come up with a safe and authentic design.

 In the Spring of 1972, the Training Manual for the guides at Louisbourg outlined, among other things, the reconstruction process that they were to communicate to the visiting public. In part, that meant their recognition of the fact that Canada's 1968 Historic Sites Policy made allowances for concealed departures from "historical correctness" in the areas of line, level and fabric. According to the manual, the demands which the factors of safety, heating, increased strength, or cost reduction could place upon any project made this type of compromise "inevitable." 
At the same time, its guides were to convey the fact that the project adhered to the preservation standard of the American National Trust For Historic Preservation. As such, they were to inform the public that Louisbourg was trying "to incorporate as many original features as possible into the reconstructed buildings."
 

In 1973, a Task Force, formed at the request of the Director General, issued its draft recommendations for a development and operational plan for the Fortress of Louisbourg.
 Among the advice it gave was "that the development should [continue to] adhere to the original Cabinet minute [of 1961] on the purpose of the restoration," and that 

Louisbourg must be a credit to Canada. Development must therefore be carried out so that it will stand comparison with similar restorations, for which the criteria include accuracy, authenticity, sensitivity and effectiveness, both of reconstructed features and their interpretation .... In decisions involving these criteria, objective considerations based on demonstrable evidence and the practical use to which the feature is to be put, should have priority over subjective, personal or aesthetic considerations. Accuracy and authenticity should, where possible, have priority over any plan which has only expediency or personal preference to recommend it. Every possible attempt should be made to preserve original archaeological features as well as to incorporate them into the fabric of the reconstruction .... Compromises in design or authenticity for reasons of safety, security, or fire safety have been, and will be, kept to a minimum ‑ in all cases to be in accord with the integrity of the original building. 

As late as 1977, the Park Superintendent, John Fortier, could still affirm, in the prestigious UNESCO periodical, Museum, that it was "the policy of Parks Canada that all buildings be faithfully reconstructed in 'line, level and materials." 
Notwithstanding, in only 2 years Parks Canada would completely revise its former standard. In particular, it no longer made mention of "line, level and fabric" as the basis for determining the meaning of authenticity. Even so, proponents of the 1979 Policy were to maintain that "whereas before [the new policy] it appeared that commemoration and resource preservation held equal sway, the pendulum ... [had now] swung clearly towards resource protection ... through the three possible resource treatments ... [of] preservation, restoration and reconstruction." 

While it was clear that Parks Canada had designed its Policy Statement of 1979 to "guide the future direction of the Parks Canada program", less clear was its view as to as to what constituted an accurate historical reconstruction.
 This confusion arose because the benchmarks for assessing authentic structures were now so general as to be without definition. For example, in way of clarification, the new Policy offered the following advice: 

(1) "and where necessary, by accurately restoring or reconstructing aspects essential to an understanding of the sites's history" 

(2) "reconstruction: accurate reproduction of historic structures or objects" 

(3) "when sufficient historical and architectural data exist to permit an authentic reconstruction" 

Like many of the remarks of 1961, when the Louisbourg Project first began, and those of 1968, when the first formal Statement on the reconstruction process was issued, the 1979 Policy Statement was adamant that "research ... [was] the key to accuracy in all work related to national historic parks." 
Unfortunately, in the kindred processes of reconstruction and maintenance of historical assets, this assertion remained too often suspect in actual practice. As a result, after 1979, as after 1961, in the case of the Louisbourg project for example, the authenticity spirit continued to move Parks Canada's decision makers in way different from that of its research staff.

 For one thing, the fact that the meaning of authenticity was once again without any definition meant that being true to the past was open to a broad range of interpretations. For another, the question had to be asked now whether the continued use of the measurable 1968 "line, level and fabric" standard was any longer relevant; and, most importantly, was Parks Canada obliged to adhere to the 1968 or to any other standard in the maintenance of reconstructed assets built to an earlier approved level of quality?

 On 31 March 1982, the Reconstruction or Developmental Phase of the Louisbourg Project officially ended. On the next day, the Fortress of Louisbourg, National Historic Park, became officially operational.
 From that moment, the thrust of the park's General Works programme has concentrated on the maintenance of reconstructed assets. 

Like those associated with the previous phase of physical development, those now within the maintenance programme have also vacillated in their attitude towards the application of factual evidence. As in the past, the reasons have remain the same. In particular, approved funding levels have continued to loom large in the decision making process; compromises have resulted, only this time they have affected existing rather than proposed as built resources.

 As of 1987, a new Policy Statement is in the works. Hopefully, it will address the critical problem of both the day‑to‑day and the long‑term maintenance of reconstructed resources built at great cost to the taxpayer. Hopefully, too, it will not only protect the historical accuracy of Canada's built heritage, such as it is, but will also encourage improvement where necessary. To succeed, it will also have to provide a measurable standard for defining authenticity in an exacting manner. Otherwise, those responsible for Canada's reconstructed past will have little defense in combatting the strong outside forces that now threaten its survival. 
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In the late 1950s, unemployment in the mines of Cape Breton rose dramatically as coal sales throughout Canada plummeted. The federal government therefore appointed the Honourable Ivan C. Rand as a one-man Royal Commission to produce specific measures for alleviating the crisis. One of Judge Rand's requests was that the Historic Sites Division of the National Parks Branch of the Department of Northern Affairs and Natural Resources prepare a feasibility study for the restoration of historic Louisbourg, once the largest French fortress and naval base in North America, and a major focus for trade and the cod fishery.

Construction of the fortified town of Louisbourg began in 1719 and continued until its capture by New Englanders and British forces in 1745. Returned to the French in 1748 by the Treaty of Aix-la-Chapelle, the fortress was recaptured by the British army under the command of Brigadier General James Wolfe and Major General Jeffrey Amherst in 1758 and systematically demolished in 1760 to prevent a French return.
In February 1960, the Engineering Services Division of the Department of Northern Affairs and Natural Resources issued a detailed report recommending that the restoration of the Fortress of Louisbourg and surrounding historically significant areas should be phased in over a twenty-year period at a cost of $40 million, of which $2 million was to be earmarked for archaeological and historical research by an information-gathering research team.
 In August 1960, not long after receiving the Department of Northern Affairs' submission, Judge Rand issued his diagnosis of the plight of Cape Breton: the island's dependency upon coal mining was the reason for the region's unique socio-financial problems.
 To correct this, Rand urged the introduction to the island of new wealth and a new intellectual and spiritual awareness through a variety of "alternative and supporting economic and cultural activities."
 "What," he asked, "could be more stimulating to the imagination or instructive to the mind, not only for the people of Cape Breton and Nova Scotia, but of Canada and the Eastern portions of the United States," than a partial reconstruction of the fortress as "a revelation of European life and ... of the vicissitudes of North America's development?"

Rand's vision of a symbolic or partial reconstruction was a far cry from the complete restoration which the Department of Northern Affairs had recommended just six months earlier. Nevertheless, his suggestion to expend no less than $1.5 million during each of the following 15 to 20 years was still imposing.
 On 3 March 1961, the federal cabinet directed that the Department of Northern Affairs expend $1.1 million before 31 March 1962 on a "crash" programme to begin the process of tooling up and stockpiling materials.
 Shortly thereafter, on 17 June 1961, Prime Minister John G. Diefenbaker rose in the House of Commons to announce the massive undertaking.
 Finally, on 20 March 1962, the Cabinet decided that Louisbourg was to be a twelve-year, $12 million project that was to produce a substantial showing for Centennial year, 1967.
 
On 9 November 1961, the Department signed a contract with Mr. and Mrs. Ronald Way as General Consultants to "advise the Director as to the overall and detailed means to be taken for a partial restoration of the Fortress of Louisbourg, ... as accurate as possible from an archaeological and historical viewpoint."
 An Ottawa-based Research Director was to make available all historical and archaeological data and reports required to meet this goal.
 From the inception of the project, therefore, authenticity was clearly to be the engine for driving the rebuilding programme at Louisbourg, and primary evidence, both archaeological and documentary, the fuel. The appointments of F.J. Thorpe as Research Director and of B.C. Bickerton as Senior Historian were evidence of a firm commitment to "identify and collect as soon as possible all manuscript materials required for the restoration."

The final scope and magnitude of the Louisbourg project was without precedent in Canada. Ultimately, sixteen acres or one-quarter of the original townsite would be developed. Included in the undertaking would be the reconstruction of 2.72 kilometers of perimeter fortification walls, 50 buildings, 2 bastions, 2 town gates, several wharfs, and the landscaping of 5 town blocks.
It is puzzling that despite the very substantial commitment of the Canadian nation to a large-scale project that was to be unique in the annals of reconstruction, and despite the very commendable commitment to authenticity, based in large measure on historical research, no consideration was given to the immediate creation of an archives for the secure storage, organization,and retrieval of vital documentary information. Apart from a strong lobby for a "librarian-cum-file clerk" by Ronald Way, the General Consultant, all reports of the period ignored the need to provide suitable arrangement for the proper care and dissemination of project research documentation.
 Strong evolutionary forces were nevertheless present to ensure the growth of a project archives. Researchers on the project immediately initiated the process of identifying and acquiring relevant historical documentation. Its rapidly accumulating bulk impelled them to analyze, describe, and classify their holdings and forced them to begin to think in terms of providing reference service for project historians and others. The need for archival staff gradually came to be accepted; holdings were centralized and consolidated; reference systems were constructed. As the project began to generate its own documentation - research reports, plans, administrative files - the archives increasingly assumed the function of institutional archives as well as research centre. Thus changing needs and perceptions led to an evolution from the simple notion of documentation as historians' research notes to the creation of a fully operational project archives. This transformation, however, would require time, and the initial focus was almost entirely upon the task of acquiring relevant historical documentation.
Until May 1966, the Historical Unit, including the Research Director, the Senior Historian, and the project documentation researchers would remain in Ottawa, to be as close as possible to major libraries and in particular to its prime source of information, the Public (now National) Archives of Canada.
 The understanding was that the work of the Historical Research group might eventually move to Louisbourg.
 From its headquarters location the unit concentrated on "the gathering of material on all subjects related to the History of Louisbourg for later analysis," including the reproduction of all the relevant documents in the Public Archives of Canada.
A 1960 departmental report lamented the fact that although there already existed a considerable number of original eighteenth-century Louisbourg sources providing general information on "the main character of most of the public buildings and their interior divisions," many details were missing. Nonetheless, the report went on to speculate about new sources which might yet provide the building, landscaping, furnishing, shipbuilding, and socio-political-military details needed to produce an authentic representation of Louisbourg. Among these potential sources, archaeological findings and the observable features of extant buildings figured as the most promising, together with eighteenth-century manuscript materials dealing directly with Louisbourg, such as the French government's records in the Archives des Colonies, Series E, G2 and G3.
 The report also recognizes both the value of "not yet seen" documents supposedly in the Archives des Colonies, Series C11B, as well as the potential of "partly known sources" in Europe and in New England.
 
In September 1961, prior to signing his contract as General Consultant to the restoration programme, Ronald Way submitted an initial report urging that "manuscript research ... [should] begin as soon as personnel [were] acquired" with the "assembling and co-relating [sic] [of] all manuscript material available in Canada," then move on to an "investigation of all available material in England, France and New England."
 Foreign research was necessary, according to Way, because it was his experience that the Public Archives of Canada rarely transcribed all the "relevant plans for a particular project," since that institution was, understandably, less concerned with minute details than was a projet devoted to authentic restoration.
 Furthermore, such documentary research should continue over the years, its emphases being controlled by the stages of work in hand and its pace sufficiently in advance of construction to avoid difficulties, errors, and unnecessary expense.

The primary records in the archives of France, Great Britain, and the United States which required long-term original research in the earliest days of the Louisbourg project fell into two broad categories: administrative, touching directly upon Louisbourg affairs for the period 1713-1758, and military, resulting from the successful New England Expedition of 1745. Way provided the names of researchers already stationed in Ottawa for a proposed fast survey of available primary manuscript sources known to exist in the various archives of Paris and London. In addition, they were to delve into published, secondary sources whenever possible.

In the spring of 1962, the first survey team, consisting of F.J. Thorpe and J.R. McCartney, travelled to Paris and London, where they quickly confirmed Way's assertion that the transcription and microfilming programmes of the Public Archives of Canada had indeed missed a rich harvest of Louisbourg materials, particularly in the area of maps and plans. Thorpe initiated the photographic duplication of urgently required documents. The archives of the newly formed Historical Research Section at Ottawa was not only to maintain the accumulated resources for research purposes but also to send copies to Louisbourg for the Project Manager in charge of construction.

Soon after his appointment in July 1962 as Research Director of both historical and archaeological research, Thorpe began the process of presenting the findings to Way. Not surprisingly, the Historical Research Section had initiated its programme by examining the existing French series at the Public Archives of Canada.
 Then, in order "to reconcile historical research with the projected archaeological and reconstruction projects," Thorpe, along with Bickerton, the newly-appointed Senior Historian, decided to tie the examination of this French series (Archives des Colonies B, C11B, C11C, etc.), along with its English counterpart, to the pace of the project by grouping the sources in broad categories and then studying them in a predetermined sequence.
 The Research Section then searched a variety of published guides and bibliographies of Louisbourg manuscripts existing in the United States, and in January 1963 signed a contract with Dr. M.C. Rosenfield for a survey of New England archives, libraries, and society repositories.
 Together with Bickerton, Rosenfield examined material in Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, Maine, New Hampshire, and the Library of Congress, looking for documents which should be microfilmed.
 Although this new material contributed little to the project's knowledge of construction history, it was nevertheless invaluable, providing many new insights into the 1745 campaign, its supply, organization, and political background.

Thorpe realized that the large amount of data being gathered was beginning to create a "serious problem of classification, recording, filing and retrieval" which threatened to slow down the pace of report production for the project.
 No doubt too, he recognized that the results of his forthcoming survey/research trip to France, Belgium, and the United Kingdom, as well as that of Research Officer B.A. Pothier, who was about to spend nine months on documentary research in Paris and the French provinces, might serve only to intensify the problem.
 Thorpe maximized the potential of these trips to add new knowledge while reducing the danger of information overload by restricting the search to manuscript materials not already at the Public Archives of Canada and by selecting for microfilming only those documents which met current research goals.
 
By 1963, the Research Section was actually engaged in two distinct types of research activities, each making a major contribution to the evolution of a Louisbourg archives.
 The first was the activity of "search," involving the identification, collection, usually by a photographic process, and the general indexing of relevant documents.
 The second was the process of "analysis," the indexing of accumulated material point by point and its classification by subject according to the broad categories and order of importance enunciated in 1962.
 While the immensity of the task ultimately postponed the completion of classification, the final analytical step remained the work of producing a report in a form useful to the project.
 By 1963, the Ottawa research staff began to refer to its acquired documentation as forming an archives.
 
Although the Section had now admitted to the existence of a project archives, it did not immediately appoint personnel from its own research staff to operate it. No doubt this lack of direct action resulted from the difficult deadlines and heavy work loads the staff were encountering in the process of collection and analysis. Instead, Thorpe decided to advertise for an "archivist-librarian ... to work initially in Ottawa and then to move to Louisbourg when the whole research section is combined there."
 The strategy was that the "historical unit under Mr. B.C. Bickerton ... [would remain] responsible for the collection of copies of manuscript material, chiefly on microfilm ... [but these copies will come into the librarian's] general custody eventually."

The possibility of an immediate move to Louisbourg also prompted some discussion about the size of the archival collection, its nature, and its storage. For example, "with instructions [in 1962] to move to Louisbourg, it became necessary to organize a vast copying operation which would permit us to have in our Louisbourg archives all the documents we would require for future use."
 By August 1963, that meant 32,000 pages of documents on microfilm, another 2,000 in larger photocopied format, and numerous cards containing extracted information.

On 12 November 1963, E.M.A. Riley became archivist-librarian. Shortly thereafter, Thorpe proposed the creation of the position of research clerk "to draw and put away research documents, maps and plans, and reports, being used by research director, historians, archaeologists, conservator, etc."
 However, as late as September of 1964, Thorpe had not yet filled the position.
 Early in 1964, there was "a fair amount of discussion on the subject of the development of an historical and archaeological research centre at the Fortress of Louisbourg after the main construction work ha[d] been completed ... because there ... [would] be in the Louisbourg Library a vast amount of research material collected from Canada, the United States, England and France."
 Asked for his views, Way reported that "divorcing the library and archival material from the archaeological findings would do much to destroy the effectiveness of the Louisbourg research centre ... I doubt there would be much point to the research centre without the library."

It was inevitable that the House of Commons would discuss the restoration work on several occasions. For example, on 13 October 1964, M.P. Douglas Fisher asked:

What are the plans for the establishment of an archives and library at Louisbourg, Nova Scotia, including an estimated cost, the estimated space proposed, the number of books and documents to be housed, the scale and qualifications of the staff, the number of exhibition cases and tables, the kind of provisions made for the use of scholars and the structure of the management in relation to other Government departments?
The government's reply was as follows:

There are no definite plans for the establishment of an archives and library for the use of scholars at 
Louisbourg during the restoration phase, although such a project has been suggested as a possible desirable development subsequent to reconstruction. Any eventual implementation of this proposal is so far in the future that no detailed estimates of cost, space required, staff, etc. have yet been considered. What books, plans and documents have already been acquired were secured solely to assist in the production of a valid 
restoration.

This answer might appear evasive in light of the longstanding intention to move the Historical Section to Louisbourg. Meanwhile, in 1964, rumours had begun to circulate in Ottawa that if the Section remained yet another year in the capital city, the research library, archives, and map collection would be in danger of transfer to a central branch library because of space problems.
 Estimates were that the growing archival research collection would require 600 square feet of floor space.
 Late in 1963, Thorpe and Bickerton argued most convincingly that the restoration could not progress unless archival research was accelerated by means of a substantial staff increase.
 In January 1964, Wayne Foster and Chris E. Thomas surveyed the holdings of the Nova Scotia Archives; in June, Pothier went to New Hampshire and Vermont; then, beginning in July and October respectively, Julian Gwyn in England and Louise Miville-Dechêne in France embarked upon fresh collection sorties into the archives of Europe.

It was also in 1964 that C.G. Lucas was appointed as Archivist and Acting Collections Historian in the Research Section, marking the assignment of archival duties to the full-time attention of a single individual.
 Subsequently, in 1965 Lucas undertook a fresh American collection trip to the William Clements Library in Michigan, the City of New York, and a number of New England societies and libraries.
 In September 1965, he issued the project's first comprehensive inventory of its archival holdings, a forty-two page report which provided brief descriptions of the collections and also noted the policies that had been followed in gathering and reproducing material.

Some time in late 1965 or early 1966, the department finally set the spring of 1966 as the date for the transfer of the Research Section.
 Unfortunately, only one staff member in Ottawa, Blaine Adams, decided to move to Louisbourg, while the others sought employment elsewhere. Adams arrived in Louisbourg as "Custodian of the archives and maps" on 16 May 1966. His immediate work was to reconstitute the archival and library collections from Ottawa and to organize the books and periodicals that were already in Louisbourg.
 In addition to his duties as Administrative Historian, he was to be responsible for the security, operation, and supervision of the library and its staff, the purchase of books and archival materials, the proper deposition of reports in the project's vault, and the "manuscript and cartographic holdings and other historic material" of the archives.

The material from Ottawa that Adams was to sort and organize consisted of 250 reels of microfilm and 43 boxes of photocopied documents from the archives of France, England, the United States, and Canada.
 Another 181 reels of negative microfilm still at headquarters would be transferred to the Public Archives Records Centre in Ottawa, and would not be sent to Louisbourg until 1968.
 In addition, he received a number of bound guides as well as 36 drawers of index cards required for locating information and 527 maps and plans relating to Louisbourg.
 So extensive was this collection that, according to Lucas, failure to read his inventory would result in a researcher becoming "quite lost in a maze of drawers, boxes and cabinets whose contents ... [would] remain a mystery to him."

In the summer of 1967, Adams left his dual administrative-archivist position.
 He emphasized on his departure that there should be an evaluation of the archives, keeping in mind the possibilities of reorganization, systemization and additional indexing in order to lead researchers to possible sources of information.
 Making the matter even more urgent were two factors indicating that the collection had still considerable potential for growth. First, Dilys Francis, a researcher, had, during 1965 and 1966, conducted a survey of remaining sources in England, and had enumerated a wide variety of manuscript documents which the Research Section should acquire.
 Second, sections such as Engineering or Interpretation were producing a growing body of research-like data, including architectural drawings, background studies and photographs designed to meet their own particular in-house project requirements.
 Circulation controls were loose, however, and some began to express concern that there would be a loss of important data unless there was a tightening up of procedures.

There being no immediate replacement of Adams as archivist, once again there was "no one who ... [was] sufficiently familiar with the archives ... able to direct the others to possible sources of information."
 Yet the necessity for proper archival control was becoming increasingly critical in view of the collection's obvious potential for growth. A report by Adams himself in 1967 stressed that there was still plenty of Louisbourg material in the provinces of France.
 In the same year, too, Superintendent John Lunn pointed out that keen appreciation of the holdings of the archives would be essential to produce the historical reports necessary to Louisbourg's interpretive programme.
 Meanwhile, the research staff continued to amass numerous copies of documents.

Shortly after his arrival in 1968, the project's new Research Director, John Fortier, addressed the problem directly:

One of the two positions urgently required by Research is that of Archivist. It is inconceivable that a Project of our magnitude should not have someone to organize our archives and continue to search for source material in other repositories. This position was filled while the History Unit was in Ottawa, but it has been vacant since early 1966 [actually 1967]. The understandable inability of our present staff to organize our archival holdings at the same time as they use them is a serious liability to our operations and a cause of much duplicated effort.

As a result of Fortier's lobbying, Paul Rose began work as contract archivist on 25 November 1968.
 His Guide to the Louisbourg Archives: A Preliminary Inventory of Holdings, published in February 1970, included all the previously mentioned records copied from the archives and/or historical societies of France, Great Britain, the United States, and Canada; information found in both contemporary and modern periodicals, newspapers, pamphlets, maps and photographs; additional material produced by the work of follow-up research trips such as that of Peter Bower to Massachusetts in 1967-68 and fresh documentation resulting from new discovery trips such as those of Nicole Durand and H. Paul Thibault to the Province of Quebec in 1969.
 Rose also included inventories of the map collection and a number of original compilations in reader-printed, bound, and file box formats.
When Rose conducted his survey of the holdings at the Fortress, the Louisbourg Archives was responsible only for the deposits made by the Research Section. As a result, most of the material it was protecting consisted of eighteenth-century manuscripts reproduced on microfilm, a medium which reflected the Research Section's pioneering use of film in the 1960s as a relatively inexpensive and rapid means of copying selected documentation.
 Microfilming was also a procedure that did not require large teams of researchers abroad as would have been the case with the more traditional time-consuming method of manual recording and indexing of material.

After Rose left the project, his replacement, Gilles Proulx, undertook to produce an enhanced, descriptive inventory of the map collection and to create a new architectural reference collection by assimilating non-Louisbourg plans, photos, and drawings which staff had been hoarding in their offices as a result of confusing "organization with physical location."
 As Fortier pointed out, the archivist, rather than individuals exercising rights of possession, was the appropriate person to organize architectural drawings as a normal part of his job function.
 His comments, however, reveal that project personnel did not yet regard the archives as the proper deposit and retrieval agency for all of the Louisbourg research materials.
The next people from the project to examine European holdings were researchers John and Brenda Dunn, who went to England in 1970, and graphics supervisor Paul Jeddrie, sent to France in 1972.
 The purpose of Dunns' trip was to review newly discovered material at the Public Record Office. The result of Jeddrie's expedition was to update substantially the project's historical Map and Plan Collection, and to confirm that between 30 and 40 per cent "of the relevant maps and plans, and doubtless a similar proportion of the documents, have never been seen on this side of the Atlantic ... missed in the [major] copying efforts that were suspended in 1966."
 As a result of Jeddrie's work and of a service contract with Raymonde Litalien, Proulx flew to France in 1974 to extend the project's archival holdings.

Up to this time, the Fortress had emphasized "research, Re-construction and the Administration of the Project."
 However, the Fortress was beginning to move from a reconstruction project to the status of an operational park of National Historic Site significance. This future role was particularly apparent in light of plans for an accelerated park interpretive programme.
 As this changed purpose gained momentum, support grew for an operational organization that included a permanent archival component. In 1973, a Louisbourg Task Force recognized that the size of both the documentary and artefactual collections made them "the most important repository of 18th century culture outside France itself," and concluded that "a continued small archaeological/historical establishment" at Louisbourg was virtually inevitable.
 As a result, the Task Force recommended the creation of one permanent archivist/librarian position.

Proulx left the project in 1975, and Eric Krause unofficially assumed responsibility for the day-to-day operation of the archives in addition to his regular duties as historian.
 Later, in February 1977, one result of the "growing awareness of the conservation maintenance requirements of the project" and future operational park was the proposal to create the permanent position of Historical Records Supervisor, with a support staff consisting of one librarian/archives technician and, later, one part-time archives clerk to deal exclusively with the extensive photo collection.
 Appointed in an acting capacity in 1977, Krause became Historical Records Supervisor on 6 June 1978.

In 1982, the Fortress of Louisbourg became a fully operational National Historic Park. Final development costs has escalated from the original allotment of $12 million in 1962 to $26 million in 1982. The estimated book value of the reconstruction was $45 million.
 This change from fortress reconstruction project to National Historic Sites park enhanced the value and image of the Louisbourg archives for a number of reasons. The early 1980s witnessed a tremendous expansion of the programme of interpreted authenticity, as well as a recognition of the financial and ethical obligations inherent in the faithful maintenance of reconstructed buildings, properties, streets, and military features. As a result, such programmes increasingly began to turn to the archives for information, and in return, the archives came to be more generally regarded as the safe place where sections like Exhibits, Engineering and Works, and a revamped multi-disciplinary Historical Resources Section could store their valuable documents for future recall. Beginning in 1983, a five-year programme of acquisition, description, and conservation intensified the movement of this type of documentation from all sections to the archives.

By 1984, the archives was directly responsible for a collection estimated at 3,000 cubic feet.
 Because of the limited space available, additional deposits were accepted on an as-needed basis rather than according to any predetermined systematic schedule. As a result, an even larger physical collection, including the extensive reconstruction drawings collection, remained outside archival protection, conservation, or control. In 1988, the state of this outside material remains much the same as it did in 1984, although a recent increase in the physical size of the archives has allowed for some major new deposits from sections other than Research.
 So large and so important was the Historical Records Collection to the various park programmes that the archives was able to convince the department of the need to purchase a computer for the creation of "an archival/library catalogue data base to meet operational maintenance, research and interpretive demands from within and without the park, including other National Parks and Historic Sites."
 The extent of the collection which will ultimately form this data bank is indicated by the archives' manually produced descriptive entries which, in 1984, inventoried some 54,000 negatives and transparencies, 6,100 photoprints, a variety of documents including an approximate 750,000 pages on microfilm, 150,000 genealogical name cards, and 4,900 picture file cards.

Since 1961, the archives has followed a shifting path in its growth to meet the changing goals, first of a reconstruction project and now of an operational historic park. The research sortie which Proulx had undertaken in 1974 was to be followed by others, including those of A.J.B. Johnston to Montreal and Quebec in 1979; of Ken Donovan to Massachusetts and Montreal in 1980; and of Johnston to France in 1985.
 Given the range of unexplored documentation, the future will undoubtedly witness yet further trips. Just as certainly, the archives will continue to accept important new depositions of internally-generated records, such as the central registry files and structural design team minutes of the Fortress, both of which contain historical information critical to the success of Louisbourg's authenticity-oriented interpretive and maintenance programmes. The archives serves not only as a repository of the memory of those who originally built and inhabited Louisbourg, but also as guardian of the records which document an endeavour unique in the annals of historical reconstruction.
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(I) INTRODUCTION
In several important respects, the Louisbourg Project (1961 - 1982) was unique in the annals of Canadian Reconstruction History, but its best known contribution was perhaps in the area of decision making, where the Project emphasized a multi-discipline approach. As a methodology, the bringing to bear of diverse expert views upon each and every construction issue was an honest attempt to produce an accurate, though partial, rebuilding of 18th Century Louisbourg. Unfortunately, the lines for communicating these ideas and the mechanism for reconciling strongly held but conflicting opinions did not function very well in the first nunber of years.
By way of single example, the historians and the General Consultant were stationed in Ontario near the documentary evidence, but the archaeologists and the Project Manager were far distant, in Louisbourg at the Project site itself Clearly, as an aid for resolving the inevitable misunderstandings which were to arise over the application of conflicting evidence, the distance factor was a decided hindrance. When added to the larger mix, that of the Project's failure to meet pre-conceived-construction deadlines or unrealistic budgetary levels, or to solve interpretative disputes involving questions of safety, cost effectiveness and degree of authenticity, the clashes between the Research component, the Project Manager, the General Consultant, the Engineers, the Bureaucrats outside Louisbourg and later, the Park
Superintendent, threatened to destroy the multi-discipline approach itself.
(II) COMMITTEES AND TEAMS
Today, the Fortress still practices the solution which it devised to solve the dual problem of communication and conflicting viewpoint. Known today as the Structural Design Team, it evolved out of a decision in 1965-1966 to implement a committee system at Louisbourg. In summary form, once an asset had been designated for reconstruction, two key committees came to be struck:
(A) FULL COMMITTEE
(1) Composition
· Park Superintendent (Chairman)
· Historical, Operational, Administrative, Engineering or General Works Section Heads (To protect Respective Vested Interests)
· Structural Design Team Members (As Required to Discuss Recommendations or to Provide a General Briefing)
· Consultants (As Required to Discuss Recommendations)
(2) Functions 
· Advises and Recommends Decisions to the Park Superintendent
· Provides General Direction and Unique Restraints
· Reviews Speciality Background Papers on the Current Project
· Defines the Scope of the Current Project
· Establishes the Composition of Each Structural Design Team
· Sets Guidelines and Deadlines
· Reviews and Recommends for Approval or Rejection the Recommendations (Proposals, Preliminary Drawings or Final Drawings) of the Structural Design Team
· Reviews Comment Sheets of Previous Meetings of the Full Committee
· Arbitrates Conflicting Opinion on the Structural Design Team and on the Full Committee (Park Superintendent the Final Arbitrator in All Cases)
· Suggests Changes or Additional Work
· Formally Approves Final Drawings Through a Sign-Off (Certification) Procedure
· Maintains Written Minutes of the Meetings, with a Basis Noted for All Decisions Reached
· Circulates Copies of Minutes to All Full Committee Members, Structural Design Team Members and to Other Interested Parties with a Provision Allowing for Written Comments
· Records Dissenting Opinions
(B) STRUCTURAL DESIGN TEAM[S] - (NOTE: The Number of Structural Design Teams
at Work at any One Time Could Vary. So Could Membership.)
(1) Composition
· Head of General Works (Nominal Chairman)
· Reconstruction Architect or Project Manager (Working Chairman)
· Historian
· Archaeologist
· Draughtsman
· Consultants (as Required)
(2) Functions
· Recommends Decisions to the Full Committee
· Sets Specific Deadlines
· Reviews Background and Detailed Historical, Archaeological, Engineering and Other Speciality Reports
· Designs Construction Specifications
· Issues Preliminary Drawings for Review by the Full Committee
· Issues Final Drawings for Review and Signature by the Full Committee
· Maintains Written Minutes of the Meetings, with a Basis Noted for All Decisions Reached
· Circulates Copies of Minutes among Full Committee and Structural Design Team Members, as well as to Other Interested Parties, with a Provision Allowing for Written Comments
· Reviews Comment Sheets of Previous Meetings of the Structural Design and Full Committee
· Maintains- Proper Reconstruction Files for Current and Future Reference
· Records Dissenting Opinions
When in 1982 the Park became operational, the developmental stage ceased. With the decision not to undertake any new construction initiatives , the need for the Full Committee disappeared, and it was dissolved. However, the commitment to a multi-discipline approach in Louisbourg's decision making process has continued strong. As a result, in an expanded format, the Committee System has remained intact, with new evolving mandates. As a management tool, these committees now oversee activities which vary from the presentation of the site to the design of furnishings and the setting of standards.
The Structural Design Team has also continued to operate, as a forum for communicating ideas and resolving conflict though now with a revised mandate. In this new scheme, it continues to focus upon design but now from a maintenance rather than from a construction point of view. In addition, its members are quite involved in writing up technical standards for maintaining designed and as found assets. While uncertain as to the degree of new compromise which ought to be introduced into the historical environment, its access to the minutes of the Structural Design Team and Full Committee, or to the original construction drawings, Archaeological "As Founds" or Photo Records in the Archives, has provided the Team with the necessary guidance regarding post-developmental stage decisions.
(III) COMPROMISE
For the first number of years, until 1968, the Department made no formal attempt to define a dictionary-like meaning of "authenticity' [beyond to say that to be authentic was to be accurate]. Without this precision, historical accuracy thus came to mean different things to different people. As a result, the goal, that Louisbourg be an "authentic" reconstruction, proved as often a battleground as a guiding principle.
To have achieved a totally "authentic" structure or landscape, the Fortress of Louisbourg would have had to replicate its line, level and fabric 100 percent, without exception. However, as a working principle, no one regarded such a concept as realistic. More importantly, as future events would show, was the Projects decision to adhere to the less dogmatic bench-mark that called for rebuilding "as accurately as possible".
Since 1961, it has been motherhood to state that the key to accuracy at Louisbourg was research and that the work in progress was "authentic." However, in reality, this claim was false. For example, because the "authenticity" standard of the Canadian Parks Service has always allowed for modem intrusions, normally in hidden places, the Project has never, in all its facets, been obliged to respect the historical line, level, and/or fabric of assets. As a result it should not be surprising to learn that the Project sometimes chose not to apply known factual or interpretative evidence.
As already stated, the Louisbourg Project operated between 1961 and 1968 without benefit of
any formalized, written Departmental reconstruction policy. As a result, it often found itself in virgin territory, setting standards as it proceeded. Indeed, when a general Parks-wide Policy Statement did issue in 1968, Louisbourg's contribution to the reconstruction section is quits obvious:
It is the policy in restoration and reconstruction of historic structures that line, level and fabric shall be as true to the original as possible, and that departure from this rule shall be justified only by over-riding necessity or for the purpose of substantially increasing the life expectancy of the structure, and only then when modern materials and techniques can be effectively concealed Restoration or reconstruction will in all instances be carried old on the original site
Thus, cost, sound engineering, and public safety considerations were acceptable reasons for
compromise. Unfortunately, since this statement set neither measurable standards nor bench-marks that would have limited the degree of such interventions at Louisbourg, the danger that subjectivity and power politics might dominate the decision making process was always a real possibility. That this happened as rarely as it did was a tribute to the strength of Louisbourg's Committee System and to the representative disciplines which constituted this structural design process. As a result, common sense guided by the principle of rebuilding Louisbourg as accurately as possible was what finally came to tie the decision makers together.
In essence, then, that which constituted an acceptable level of compromise for rebuilt Louisbourg became the ground of battle. At one extreme of the "authenticity" question were those who abhorred compromise. At the other end were those who saw compromise of any type as a necessary evil. In between was the larger body, those who tried to minimize the number and impact of such interventions. With each of them vying for the ear of their superior, small "p" political pragmatism was to prove to be the final decision maker. Louisbourg was to be rebuilt within budget; productivity was to be the measure; compromise the tool.
(A) REASONS FOR COMPROMISE, WITH SOME EXAMPLES
(1) Harsh Climatic Conditions:
· Medusa Portland Cement (Higher Bonding Strength)
(2) Cost Effectiveness:
· Use of Modem Tools (Faster)
· Use of Modem Materials (Ordered by Mistake)
· Concrete Core, Rubblestone Exterior Face (Cheaper)
(3) To ensure Long Life And Low Maintenance:
(4) Costs:
· Modem Under-drainage System
· More Extensive Footings
· Waterproofing of Exterior Stone Gravity Retaining Walls in Contact with the Soil
· Drainage through Walls
· Pressure Treated Wood
· Gravel Fills for use Behind Fortification Walls and Beneath Roadways
· Glacis to be built with Proper Compaction and Moisture Content
· Stone Facing even if Planks are to be the Final Finish
· Substitution of Lead Coated Copper for Sheet Lead as a Flashing
· Sodding of Merlons (Visible): Not sodded Since This Would Give Rise to Maintenance Problems
· Kings Bastion Barracks built 1/3 Foot Higher than in the 18th Century Because of Anticipated Water Problems
(5) Concealment Argument
· Concealed Electrical Power Outlets, Fire Alarm, Security Alarm, Telephones, Heating Distribution Systems
· Asphalt Underlay Under Slate Roof
(6) Fire Protection:
· Visible Lightning Rods
(7) Availability:
· Mild Steel Bars and Flat Iron (Wrought Iron Unavailable)
· Wallace Quarry Stone
· Bricks 
· Roof Slates
(8) TrafficFlow:
· Modification to the Interior to Meet Circulation Requirements and Public Safety (Extra Doors)
In 1979, the Department issued a new Parks Policy which abandoned not only the "nuts and
bolts" line, level and fabric approach for defining "authenticity" but as well the justification
for departures from historical accuracy only for reasons of over-tiding necessity. Indeed, a
reconstruction was simply now an "accurate reproduction of historic structures or objects." In
essence, built-asset policy had once again returned to its pre-1968 days when the bench-mark
for assessing "authentic" structures was so general as to be without objective definition. For
the Louisbourg maintenance programme of today, the pitfalls of such a policy are many. Rot,
deterioration, technical failures, and high replacement costs are but some of the reasons being
given for the accelerated need to compromise. Surely, will not someone some day cry out:
"Louisbourg, I Know Thee Not."
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[Editor's Note: This report was recovered from a corrupt e-file at the Fortress of Louisbourg. Among other problems, the endnotes were not recoverable. However, the reader may still find this account of interest]
PREFACE
In the annals of Canadian reconstruction, the Louisbourg Restoration Project (1961-1982) broke from standard practice in several important areas. Of the changes, perhaps the most innovative departure occurred in its decision making process. For the first time, a reconstruction project actively encouraged a multi-disciplinary team approach. As a sanctioned methodology, the considered viewpoint of diverse experts upon each and every construction issue was nothing short of radical.
In an attempt to cement together this unusual alliance, the project placed a common goal before the different groups: each, in a team format, in its own individual way, was to contribute to an accurate as possible, partial rebuilding of 18th century Louisbourg.
Of these groups, the research component would demand the closest adherence to historical accuracy. Its official role, to define research standards, was to ensure an authentic reconstruction. Not surprisingly, its viewpoint often placed it in opposition to other groups, and, in particular, to those wishing to introduce modern intrusions.
In order to define these historical standards, research had to both develop and participate in processes. Process is therefore the main topic of this discussion.
Well-grounded and justifiable historical premises lie in the presentation of reconstructed Louisbourg. In process is found an instrument for demonstrating this fact.
Historical compromise is also a fact of reconstructed Louisbourg. In example, however, their numbers are low relative to those numbers authentic. Notwithstanding, they serve a useful function, revealing a certain mind-set and room for improvement.
(I) BACKGROUND: AUTHENTICITY AND HISTORICAL COMPROMISE
On June 17, 1961, Prime Minister John G. Diefenbaker rose in the House of Commons to announce a recovery programme for Cape Breton Island. Among his government's initiatives, a make-work project for the partial reconstruction of colonial Louisbourg perhaps presented the greatest challenge. However, not merely in the economic and technological magnitude of the project which this initiative represented, but as well because of its desire to achieve a number of lofty educational and philosophical goals.
Two of these educational goals, according to one source, were that:
· The Fortress of Louisbourg [ ... was] to be restored partially so that future generations can thereby see and understand the role of the fortress as a hinge of History. The restoration [ ... was also] to be carried out so that the lessons of History can be animated.
To restore or reconstruct historic structures implies the application of authenticity guidelines. Naturally, the more measurable and restrictive the standard, the better the chance to achieve historical accuracy. Conversely, the less measurable and limiting, the more personal becomes the decision as to what is historically acceptable.
Paradoxically, Louisbourg's authenticity statement contained both a measurable and an overriding un-measurable component. Accordingly, measurably:
· line, level and fabric ought to be as true to the original as possible.
But, un-measurably, since no limits were set:
· ... departures from this guideline ought to be justified only by overriding necessity or for the purpose of substantially increasing the life expectancy of the structure, and then only when modern materials and techniques could be effectively concealed.
By "line" the Louisbourg statement meant measurable assembly, or how an object was put together in a recognizable form or shape: or, in other words, that process which distinguishes, say, a humble home from a stately mansion from a tree, or, say a double hung window from a casement window from a rock. 
By "level" the statement meant a 3 dimensional measurement or the physical size, in all conceivable directions, of the parts that comprise the recognizable assembly. And by "fabric", of course meant were materials and intrinsic atomic composition.
By "departures from this guideline", the Louisbourg statement condones virtually any hidden modern intrusion, so long as it's requirement met the unlimited standard of overriding necessity. Replicating 100 percent accurately the "line, level and fabric" of every structure and landscape still standing in 1745 within the areas chosen for reconstruction was, of course, a working principle, which few, including research, regarded as a realistic concept. Instead, among the disciplines there occurred general agreement to adhere to the less dogmatic bench-mark of rebuilding as "accurately" as possible.
At Louisbourg some - led by the research component - would focus their attention upon measurable lines, levels and fabrics of originals of a particular moment in time. Their first instinct was to minimize the effect of modern intrusions by maximizing the number of "authentic" replications. on the other side of the table, were those who felt comfortable with compromise as a necessary evil. Led by engineering - this group would insist upon what was to be built by invoking the unlimited departure standard whenever it deemed compromise to be necessary.
Consequently, while both sides generally agreed upon what constituted historical accuracy - by arguing over measurable lines, levels and fabrics and setting precedents - often they disagreed upon the acceptability of historical compromise. In the broad manoeuvring room which the unlimited departure standard allowed, the chance for precedent setting and routine consensus simply proved impossible. In desperation, each side sought the ear of its superior, but, in the end, it was political pragmatism which proved the king maker. From above came the decision: Louisbourg was to be rebuilt within budget; Productivity was to be the measure; Compromise one of the tools.
Through design, accident, omission, or, incompetency then - by a builder, designer, architect, or researcher, for example - the knowingly or unknowingly compromise of "line, level and/or fabric" has occurred at Louisbourg. Of these players, design has proven the larger. In particular, and despite Louisbourg's apparent generous budget - originally set at $12 million, but later increased to $20 million - it has been the level of available funding, rather than technological or historical shortfalls, which has generated most of the historical compromises.
Because the budget fluctuated from year to year, and from one reconstructed feature or town block to another, approved funding levels have often determined the degree of historical compromise at the design level. Consequently, design compromises over the years have tended to reveal an erratic budgetary basis rather a constant or consistent philosophical pattern.
To be sure, the Louisbourg project, which has always regarded compromise as a necessary exception, never the norm, meets an authentic standard unparalleled in the world of reconstruction. Notwithstanding this degree of excellence, the reasons quoted for the need to compromise are nevertheless enlightening. For example:
(1) REASON FOR COMPROMISE: COST REDUCTION
· To choose to build the wall exactly as the French had at $115,000 more than the cost of a modern wall which had the same external shape and appearance as the French wall could not be justified. Accordingly the decision was taken to build a reinforced concrete core wall with a rubble stone face [rather than a gravity retaining wall entirely built out of rubblestone].
(2) REASON: TO ENSURE LONG LIFE AND LOW MAINTENANCE COSTS
· The thought keeps bothering me that every time we are guilty of overcompensating in our construction design, we shall have to reduce the amount of visible restoration we will be able to show visitors. I am not presumptuous enough to debate the necessity of such sophisticated drainage with experts, but I would like mr.[ ...'s I assurance that the design, as shown, is absolutely necessary and that a simpler, and cheaper, system could not be devised [for the internal drainage of the ramparts] .... The old [surface] drainage arrangement must be reconstructed as part of the restoration and whatever modern drainage may be installed it must not obstruct the replacement and operation of the original system.
(3) CONCEALMENT ARGUMENT
· For the sake of saving time, materials and extensive maintenance, we will utilize modern construction methods in a concealed form.
(4) BUILDING CODE
· Whenever possible we try to conform to the Building Code without changing too much the appearance of the buildings in question. Where this is impossible, features are added [like] ... additional staircases ... to maintain [the] proper flow of visitors ... [and] alternative interior fire escape routes ... These stairs are not built with an authentic appearance so that the public is aware that they are an additional feature.
(5) AVAILABILITY OF MATERIALS
· The wide range in chemical composition of each [historic] sample and the erratic and sizeable chemical departure from present-day iron leads us to believe that even approximate duplication [of historic bar and flat iron] will be impossible.
(6) NEGATIVE THINKING
· However, after extensive discussion it was concluded that if there was no evidence for its existence in 1745, there was also none against, and by inference it could have existed.
The size of the Louisbourg budget, from which had to rise a practical and manageable outdoor museum, also fixed the decision not to rebuild the "entire' town or "all" of its associated fortified works. A historical compromise to many, this resolution led to a further compromise: either confine the reconstruction programme to a particular section of the town, or reconstitute a cross-section of the town by picking and choosing sites here and there for rebuilding. In the end, concentrated geography won the day.
Because of this decision, gone wanting would, for example, be Louisbourg's hospital of the Brother's of Charity, the convent of the Sister's of the Congregation of Notre Dame, the twin towered Royal Battery on the opposite shore, and, beyond, a lighthouse of notable importance. In their place would rise the King's Bastion, its barracks and governor's quarters; the Dauphin half-bastion; 6 town blocks, their buildings and their landscapes; a fortified harbour front wall and its wharfs; and a number of streets.
A date for the reconstruction presented yet another dilemma, and, for some, yet another compromise. Numerous time periods were available, but rather than settle on one, many or not even one date in particular, the project chose two. One, for animation purposes, to match the visitor season, would meander the living history programme generally throughout the summer of 1744. The other would set the foundations of the town's built assets firmly in the spring earth of 1745.
Considered opinion ruled that this date, just before the destructive English siege, best showed the natural structural and architectural development of the town. By then, colonial Louisbourg, originally founded in 1713, had, in a hectic 32 years, grown from a few wooden shacks into a mature French fortified maritime town bustling with all forms of activities. Now, in 1745, it stood at the precipice of a war which, through damage and ensuing repair, was about to alter the face of the town, in many ways, beyond recognition.
THE RESEARCH PROGRAMME
From the project's inception untill today, that is, from its developmental-construction stage to its operational-maintenance stage, the research component has, is, and hopes to continue to be the guardian of the historical record. Its assumption of this role was no accident:
· It [ ... was National Historic Site) policy that no plan for development of an historic place [ ... should] be implemented until every reasonable step has been taken to determine its potential through documentary, architectural, and archaeological research, and, further, that no development activity [... should] take place until relevant research of the above nature has been carried out.
Consequently, from the inception of the Louisbourg reconstruction programme, the charge to research was to collect both unpublished primary as well as published secondary archaeological and documentary evidence. Authenticity being the engine for driving the rebuilding programme, this evidence was to be its contributing fuel.
Today, the jury on Louisbourg is in. The driving engine of authenticity did, in fact, rule the day. Compromise, like bumps on a road, were to rise here and there, but the authentic landscape diverts most of the attention.
(III) PROCESS AND EVIDENCE
At Louisbourg, therefore, well-grounded and justifiable historical premises lie behind its many programmes. However, without the use of proper processes, the project would neither have discovered nor implemented these assumptions. Not only did each discipline develop a process that best suited its own needs, but, through yet another process, that of teams and committees, communicated its distinct, and often conflicting, viewpoints and premises to the others.
In the Louisbourg research component, process involved the activities of two disciplines: Archaeology and history. In general, this discussion will reveal the process of historians.
The documentary evidence which led to an understanding of Louisbourg's past assumed two forms: Primary and secondary. Of the two, the evidence most important for determining authenticity was primary, it generally being the original or most first hand, and hence, usually the most reliable type of evidence.
At Louisbourg, primary evidence surfaced out of the story of the town as told by the town itself. Examples of primary evidence would be a handwritten letter from a Louisbourg inhabitant to an official in France, or the undisturbed foundational remains of a building in its original location.
An example of secondary evidence at Louisbourg would be the aforementioned letter to the French official, but published, or the foundational remains, but taken down and reassembled. Hence more removed from the original, its reliability coming into question due to an increased possibility of alteration or unfaithful reproduction, secondary evidence bore close scrutiny before being accepted as gospel. Depending too upon its nature, if handwriting, paper, or material analysis were to prove impossible, its reliability could forever remain in question.
In other words, the historian would normally regard published material as secondary evidence, but handwritten or hand-drawn as primary. whether primary or secondary, the historical bench-mark for its reliability would depend upon whether it was the earliest or most original account.
In 1960, a report lamented the absence of building details in the considerable body of original 18th century Louisbourg sources which Canadian public institutions had collected to date. For while this record contained general information on the main character of most of the town's public buildings and their interior divisions, it certainly lacked the particulars for practical reconstruction. To overcome this problem, and to increase overall knowledge, the Louisbourg project decided to send its research staff into the private and public archives, libraries and museums of Europe and North America, to search out, record and place orders.
Sometimes, the project was able to buy the discovered material outright. Book dealers, for instance, provided excellent fodder, particularly of published evidence, but occasionally even of original manuscripts. More often, however, the documentation was not for sale. Depending upon the wishes of the owner, or on the informational value of the material, the process then varied. If it were an important document, then the project might microfilm or photo-duplicate it. If of a lesser informational value, then the historians might only examine it and record a summary description of it in a finding aid.
Over the years, this acquisition process would produce a multi-media archives and library second to none in their particular fields of specialization. For example, today, the archives holds, among many other depositions, approximately 750,000 copied pages of primary 18th century manuscript evidence on Louisbourg and the surrounding area, 150,000 genealogical name cards of Isle Royale 18th century inhabitants, 500 historical area maps and plans, and an extensive photographic collection which includes 54,000 historical and archaeological negatives and transparencies. In addition, in the Louisbourg library, there appears 16,000 book titles, of which 372 are of a scarce 17th to 19th century nature, 10,000 individual periodical issues, and a substantive picture file compilation.
(IV) USE OF EVIDENCE
From the start, the historical process followed a holistic approach both in its gathering and use of primary and secondary evidence, in order to rebuild with as many known or interpreted facts as possible of the material discovered. This same process deemed certain categories as more essential to reconstruction history than others. Some, like technical construction contracts, fell naturally into this essential group. others, of a less structural nature, often required closer examination to reveal their usefulness. Hence, all evidence necessitated scrutiny before actual reconstruction could begin.
Louisbourg census reports were an example of primary evidence that appeared architecturally innocuous. Yet, like the census report of 1734, they proved vital to the understanding of individual structures slated for reconstruction. After enumerating the name of each head of household, the 1734 Louisbourg census takers provided birthplace and profession, whether married, the number of sons under 15 as well as over, and the number of daughters, servants, other domestics, and employed sailors and fishermen. Additionally, the takers listed the number of employed fishing "chaloupes", fishing vessels, "goelettes", and coasting vessels, as well as inserting the occasional explanatory note.
By adding this new body of information to other known facts, from the census, record of birthplace and suggested wealth (because of the number of servants and fishing vessels), the architectural historian was able to infer an owner's preferred house construction type (stone if the birthplace were Brittany, wood if it were Normandy for example); From profession (carpenter or merchant for instance), whether the home were self built or contracted out ; Or, from family numbers, the size of the home down to even the number of rooms.
Through that same process, of bringing old facts to bear upon new, the 1734 census would also take on a meaning far beyond the intent of its takers. Although Louisbourg was a planned 18th town divided into blocks and lots without a street numbering system, its bureaucracy, for reasons which it never explained, chose to identify residency by street and closest neighbour rather than by a more precise block and lot location. As a result, the number of unknown addresses far outstripped the known.
With this problem in mind, the historians took the names of Louisbourg's owners and tenants with known addresses and compared them with the same names in the 1734 census, to flesh out any possible patterns in the taking of the said census. Like beacons, the locations of plotted addresses signalled a simple conclusion: the enumerators had moved deliberately and logically, from one residence to the neighbouring next, and from one street to the nearest next. As a result, the known addresses tended to fix each of the intervening others, thus revealing their locations as well.
Knowing where heads of households, be they owner or tenant, lived provided the historians with an invaluable authenticity tool in their quest to tie specific structural information, as contained in building contracts, rental agreements and court disputes, to particular constructions. For it was out of such documents that details like a tenant painting a house one year and the owner the next, that much structural and finishing detail was to flow.
Early land grants represented another body of basically non-structural primary evidence which proved useful to the reconstruction process. However, while a land grant might appear straightforward enough at first blush, upon closer examination and in light of other known facts, it could become if not more revealing, then less understandable. For instance, on 30 April 1721, the Governor and "Commissaire-Ordonanteur" of Louisbourg granted Antoine Sabatier a corner property in Block Two in the following manner:
· I have granted to Monsieur Sabatier, by the order of Monsieur the Governor and the ordonnateur of Isle Royalle a property numbered 8 on the plan of Monsieur Verville of 60 pieds on Rue Toulouse and of 90 on Rue Royalle, bounded on the east by the property of Dominique, on the west by the said Rue Toulouse, on the south by Rue Royalle and on the north by Monsieur Benoist. Louisbourg this 30th April 1721, signed De Couagne, St. Ovide de Brouillan and De Mesy. Registered in the office of the Superior Council of Isle Royalle by me the clerk of the said Council. The original given to Monsieur Sabatier instantly. I have given it to him. Completed at Louisbourg this 30 April 1721. Genier
Interestingly, 14 years later, in 1734, the official surveyor for the colony, François Vallée, found the measurements of the Sabatier property, now owned by Carrerot, to be, mysteriously, in error. Ordered by the local authorities to re-examine all deeds and to re-measure all properties, in order to submit an accurate town plan for the King's approval, Vallée, in fact, discovered the same situation with many other town-side properties. Regarding, for instance, the aforesaid Block Two property of Sabatier, Vallée stated:
· To Monsieur André Carrerot, King's Storekeeper, a property of 55 pieds fronting Rue Toulouse, and of 95 pieds in depth along Rue Royalle, bounded on the north by monsieur Benoist, on the east by the deceased Joseph Dugas, on the south by Rue Royalle and on the west by the said Rue Toulouse. The said property acquired from Monsieur Sabatier, comptroller of the Marine, who owned it in accordance with his concession of 30 April 1721.
Originally 60 by 90 "pieds" (one "pied" = 1.066 feet), the Sabatier property now measured 55 by 95 pieds. Clearly, the Louisbourg reconstruction effort demanded such knowledge: For example, archaeologists needed it to set the parameters of their digs at fence lines, the structural team for producing future designs.
As previously stated, some Louisbourg primary evidence like construction contracts, sale and rental agreements, damage and repair reports, inheritance records and civil and criminal court cases generated a wealth of relatively, understandable building details. Significantly, however, they varied in their degree and order of importance.
Details specifically peculiar to a particular reconstruction naturally drew first attention for they set a feature's overall character while defining gaps in knowledge. Then, and only then, examined were details emanating from similar structures at Louisbourg. Together, this evidence, both the specific and the generic, ensured the working out of a proper historical process - a process whose goal was to reconstruct as accurately as possible.
The aforementioned Sabatier-Carrerot property demonstrates well the need to use generic primary evidence to fill in gaps in structural knowledge. According to a 1733 Sabatier sale agreement with Carrerot, Block 2, Lot D, was a:
· property measuring 56 pieds along Rue Toulouse, [that] this frontage is completely occupied by the house, [that] its masonry foundations extend to the first storey with a basement or cellar, [and that] above is a half-timber building of one storey with a knee wall and a back-to-back fireplace.
By the spring of 1745, numerous half-timber buildings dotted the Louisbourg skyline. Known commonly in France as "colombage" or "pans de bois", but, without explanation at Louisbourg as  "charpente", in total they provided a wealth of generic building details. For example, a 1756 construction contract for a Block 5 charpente residence stated:
· We the undersigned Beaubassin, Silvain and Company, merchants of Louisbourg, of the first party, and Michel Dubenca of the second party, agree to the following: that I Dubenca am bound to construct and furnish a house measuring 60 pieds 6 pouces in length, by 33 pieds in width on a property belonging to the said monsieurs Beaubassin Silvain and Company. If the said Monsieurs deliver to me an English half-timber frame which corresponds exactly to the length and width explained above then I Dubenca promise to construct all works according to the plan signed by the said parties.
After describing the foundation, the contract further stated that:
· in order that the said building will be of a convenient height both inside and outside, the ceiling height of the ground floor shall be set at 10 pieds, that is, to the flooring boards of the first storey above. The ground floor will have two separate storerooms, the one will be entered on the side of the staircase to the right of the vestibule, the other will be entered from the left of the vestibule as is marked on the plan.
Then followed details on interior finishes, doors and windows, fireplaces, partitions, and roofing materials. For instance:
· The opening for the fireplace in the large room will be 4 pieds in width and have 4 pieds of height to the arched iron mantle of 4 pouces of thickness. The exterior measurements for the fireplaces in the other rooms and anti-chambres will be 4 pieds of width with 4 pieds of height to the iron mantle arched in the same manner as that in the large room. All will be built in brick with the chimneys projecting 2 pieds above the roof ridge.
Court cases also provided interesting snippets of primary generic technical detail. For example:
· We went with the clerk of the Council into the house of the deceased Antoine Paris located in this town of Louisbourg, which monsieur Abraham Tabois, Merchant and manager of the cargo of the Vessel "The Rondeau", had rented as a Storehouse ....
There, one of the men, left overnight in charge of the ship's cargo, stated that he had risen at 6:00 a.m. and, while in the yard to relieve himself, saw a neighbour picking up the gate of the fence which separated the two properties. He then returned to the storehouse where he found evidence of a robbery.
Accordingly, investigators were sent who reported that:
· In a small room, which Eaton opened with a key, on the left of the large room on the south side of the house and nearest to the fireplace, we found that the lower glass of the open window facing the yard was smashed with pieces of glass laying in the room and on the window, that the pintle of the shutter was ripped from the window jamb and was hanging on the hook, that the point of the pintle, hanging as well from the hook was set in the said shutter which is opened together, and having examined by what fashion this forced opening has perhaps been made we saw no marks of violence anywhere on the exterior of the shutter.
To the experts, their intimate and experienced knowledge of shutter design clearly suggested an inside job. Someone with plenty of time had simply driven the pintle into the shutter in order to cover their actions. Accusing the early riser, they soon elicited his guilt.
At Louisbourg, the research process has produced a regime with a similar expertise. This because some of its primary discoveries have been particularly detailed. For example:
· Doors and shutters are built with pine boards exactly one pouce thick, with emboitures of birch or oak, well planed and well assembled, tongued and grooved, and with all wood used in their construction dry and sound ....
A close examination of Louisbourg's large primary map and plan collection also assured an honest reconstruction effort. The immensity of the collection was, however, a mixed blessing, for it often revealed multiple plans of the same structure. Which was the more accurate often became the subject of much debate. Even their beauty, when in colour and finely worked, sometimes proved more art than fact. Hesitant to make a judgement, before all the facts were in - which is what good, objective research is all about - architectural historians cautioned against rash decisions.
Occasionally even maps and plans of dubious accuracy could prove architecturally valuable. For example, in 1763, the widow Lartigue submitted a plan purporting to be an accurate 1753 representation of her houses and properties on Isle Royale. She issued the plan in support of her efforts to attain a royal dole based on her losses during the 1758 siege of Louisbourg.
While the circumstances and submission date of the plan raised suspicions concerning the plan's accuracy, an internal examination confirmed it. For instance, the fireplaces of the Block 2 building did not agree with where the chimneys were placed on the elevation. Also, as archaeology would show, this building had butted and shared its east wall with the neighbouring house. Hence, the east windows shown on the plan were unlikely reflective of reality. On the other hand, other sources confirm the widow Lartigue as a Block 2 owner of a rubblestone building of approximately the same size. Were then the errors the result of memory lapse or the work of an amateur? Notwithstanding whatever the reasons, this primary plan may yet have typified 18th century French construction. As a result, the research process justified its use for filling in known informational gaps.
Here research had to ask itself: Was the reconstructed Fortress town to be the reality of what once happened or was it to be an expression of what might have happened? In order that construction could proceed it was soon realized that both thoughts had to be blended. However, first and foremost, Louisbourg is a restoration or re-establishment of all that which research has discovered as once having been, and that secondly it is a reconstruction of what might have been. Accordingly, while the structure depicted on the widow Lartigue's plan could not have been built for her exactly as shown, logically it still should have been representative or typical of private, masonry buildings in the town of Louisbourg: Hence, the similarity between the widow's plan and today's reconstruction.

Given that primary historical evidence has revealed both what is known and what is apparently typical of a particular structure in Louisbourg slated for reconstruction, secondary evidence has revealed what is known and what is typical of structures of the 18th century outside of the colony of Isle Royalle. Naturally, France was a logical place where Louisbourg's architectural roots might be found. So too Quebec, Acadia, New Orleans and Newfoundland, for having the same heritage as Louisbourg, they might also express the same overseas roots. Even England and New England were studied; like today, it was not uncommon that certain building practices were universally applied.
Most of this secondary evidence is contained in the project's collection of modern and rare books and in its holdings of maps, plans and pictures of the 18th century. Here, rare is understood to mean scarce: a book written or published in the 18th century and valued today at from 50 to 1,000 dollars. In any case, these aids together allowed the reconstruction to proceed "in the spirit" of the 18th century if not "in the actual manner" when specifically shown that the secondary evidence conformed to local facts at Louisbourg.
For instance, in his 1728 Paris edition of Modern Architecture, or the Art of Good Building, Briseux had this to say on roofing practices in France:
· Each and every slate is attached or nailed with two nails and evenly spaced with the standard 4 pouce exposure ... 
Similarly, Louisbourg's Chief Engineer of Fortifications, Franquet, wrote on the 20th of November 1751 that:
· The slates [come] from France ... and [are] placed with 4 pouces of exposure ... 2 nails per slate ... 
The two descriptions were, hence, identical. If given that neither Franquet nor anyone else in Louisbourg had any more to say on slate roofs in the town then, logically, whatever further Briseux had to say on the subject would apply to Louisbourg as well. This dangerous path the researcher must refuse to take without first considering all possible alternatives for Louisbourg. In this case, a none-too-close study would have shown that the two climates were not similar. Would this then have affected a different response in Louisbourg?
Again Briseux, this time on what the slates would be attached:
· The laths which will be used for the said roofs will be good straight laths of oak, 5 to 6 pouces wide and 5 to 6 liqnes thick, dry, clean and without bark.
But according to Franquet who, fortunately, did have more to say:
· The boards for the laths come from New England ... they are extremely wide, not often less than 15 pouces, remembering that the English pied is only equal to 11 pouces of ours. They have a one pouce bevel, placed one against another.
Indeed, this bevelled sheathing was completely foreign to normal practice in France where laths or roofing strips as specified by Briseux were commonly used. But in Louisbourg laths were abandoned quite early because it was found that the particular type of powdered snow associated with Isle Royalle was penetrating the slate roofs and easily passing through the spaced laths, causing extensive damage to the roof members beneath.
Modern books were investigated with the same considered thought, for they too could mislead the research programme. Indeed, because their very basis was an in-depth study of a number of rare books at a time, and even of primary documents, they have come to be revered as the final word in many cases. For example, several excellent works have been written on the colonial architecture of New France but, yet, when applied to Louisbourg, some of their more interesting conclusions were found invalid. One reason was that at the date of Louisbourg's founding, Quebec had already been in existence for over 100 years and had time to develop its own unique building styles. By now too, much of urban Quebec was being built in stone. On the other hand, wood would dominate throughout Louisbourg's short history.
Similarly, investigators of existing 18th century buildings either in North America or overseas, or of buildings restored or reconstructed, were always careful to be certain that what they intended to use as an example for design could be reasonably justified as a Louisbourg technique too. Again, it was a sound research programme in the beginning which determined the correct approach.
(V) RECONSTRUCTION
Once all the primary historical evidence was investigated the historical report was written. Essentially a compilation of known facts and an expression of opinion and interpretation, an historical report aptly fits the definition of secondary or derived evidence. Always, however, the primary evidence is at hand for the reader to examine, either then or later, as a direct quote, as a reproduction of an historical map or plan, or as a reference footnote/endnote telling the reader where to look if he/she wishes to examine the primary evidence personally.
For the reconstruction of the town itself, a number of specialized reports were written, each examining one town block within the area designated for development. The Block number and Lot letters, as assigned by François Vallée in his 1734 property survey of the town, were then chosen for the title and for the major chapter headings of each report. For instance, the Sabatier-Carrerot residence, which was discussed earlier, was built in Block Two on Lot D, and was but one of 12 lots in this the most sub-divided of all blocks within the town. Consequently, the Block Two report was actually not one, but rather 12 individual reports.
After a number of historical Block reports had been written and consulted for purposes of reconstruction, it was decided that those with a topical approach were the more ideal, that in studying each property the historian should group his information by introduction, by ownership, by occupant, by construction activity, by conclusion, and by reproduced evidence. Where possible, each topic was chronologically ordered, from the earliest historical information to the latest. Working experience has clearly demonstrated that reports structured in this manner were the far superior in the clear transmission of the historical story to the other professions involved in the reconstruction.
For example, Manuscript Report # 176, a publication of National Historic Parks, is written in the approved way. Contained in this issue are two separate Block reports, one A History of Block 4, Louisbourg: 1713-1768 and the other, A History of Block 16, Louisbourg: 1713-1768. For instance, the Block 16 report begins with a general introduction to the Block in question, outlining its formation. Extracting the topical sentences to each paragraph we learn:
· The first town plan showing the areas that was later Block 16 was drawn in 1717.
· Before the block was settled privately, at least one structure was built there.
· In 1720 the same building was represented as a powder magazine, and in 1721 it was at the southern boundary of the De Villejouin property when then encompassed what was later Lots B and C.
· By the time these changes occurred, Block 16 had assumed its permanent character.
· The presence of high ranking officers on the west side and bourgeoisie on the east side of the block cut down on social intercourse within the block.
· The east side of Block 16 was in the direct line of fire from the Royal Battery area during both sieges; hence all the houses along the Rue St. Louis were destroyed during the second siege.
· In September 1861, Block 16 was included in a concession belonging to Dennis, George, Patrick and Theobald Kennedy.
Naturally these statements were noted individually as having been derived by the historian from the primary record of Louisbourg. The Kennedy concession, for instance, was contained on a plan of the old town of Louisbourg drawn up in 1861 by the Department of Crown Lands.
According to the 1734 property survey of the town, Block 16 comprised five properties, and hence five reports were written, the most complicated perhaps being Lot B which "Unlike the other lots in the block ... was sub-divided and owned by different parties during its history". Extracting from the ownership section in the Block 16 report, we next learn that:
· In 1722, Block 16, Lot B was formally granted to Marie Josephe Bertrand, widow of Gabriel Rousseau de Villejouin .... The next important changes in Lot B occurred in 1733 after the widow De Villejouin had married Charles Joseph Dailleboust. They divided and sold the western part of the property to John Chrysostome Loppinot.
· Less than three weeks ... [after the property survey of François Vallée] the remainder of Lot B was sold to Jean Richard [in 1734].
· Jean Richard remained the sole owner of the lot for three years; on 12 October 1736 he sold the northern part of the lot with its dependencies to Andre Ballée, a charretier or waggoner.
By 1736, then, the original Villejouin property had been sub-divided into three properties and the new owners of one lot each were Loppinot, Richard and Ballé.
Identifying the owners of the former Villejouin property was rationalized somewhat by the 1734 Vallée survey once research fully understood when the different sales within the property had taken place. Because Loppinot had bought his section before the official survey, whereas Richard and Ballé would buy after, the widow Villejouin was still in control of part of her property when Vallée came to measure her holdings in Block 16. Her section Vallée designated as Lot B, while the part which she had sold to Loppinot became Lot C. Hence, the historian now made Lot C the subject of a report of its own (incidentally Lot C would be sold twice before 1758).
At any rate, after the completion of the official survey, the widow Villejouin sold the remainder of her property, now called Lot B, to Richard who then sold a part to Ballée. When Richard died in 1741, his widow remarried Joseph La Chaume and they lived there with various borders until 1758. When Ballée bought his property he found that the house was already being rented and was forced in the bill of sale to respect the rental agreement for a further three years. However, the next year, 1737, Ballée sold the property to Julien Fizel whose family then retained possession until 1758. Hence, for reconstruction purposes, the owners of Lot B in 1745 were Fizel and the widow Richard, now married to Joseph La Chaume.
Although essentially a complicated story, not to be found in any one convenient place in the historical evidence, Lot B ownership is no longer a mystery and can now easily be investigated by any interested party, but only because an historical report has been written.
Once ownership had been established it was only logical to study next the occupants themselves, a biographical sketch, if you will, of both landlords and tenants, for it was not unusual for an owner to rent his home out for long periods or for tenants to sub-let or for a number of families to be living in the same house at the same time. Often their very profession would suggest certain necessary building features, for in their homes their craft would have been practiced. Essentially a study of the interactions of people, biographies more than once became the most time consuming aspect in the writing of a Block report.
Now that it was established who had occupied the property throughout its history, the next step was to examine actual development for what was built on each lot, when, where, how and why. Unfortunately this meant too that an exceptionally good building description could prove irrelevant for the reconstruction, if it had been written after 1745. For instance, the house which Ballée bought in Block 16 and sold to Fizel in 1737 was a modest wooden structure built around 1719. However, the house which Fizel owned in 1757 was stone, highly valued and interestingly described in the inventory of his belongings taken after his death. Since Fizel would not have built the stone house until the 1750s, according to the maps and plans of this property, the wooden structure would be the one considered for reconstruction.
Next, a good conclusion would summarize the activities and appearance of the entire Block on the eve of the siege of 1745. Following in a series of appendices would be additional information deemed vital in explaining the report further. Here, for instance, might be found an entire building contract for a particular structure described in the report, reproduced in its French text. Most certainly, maps and plans relevant to the Block could be consulted here.
Lastly, the Footnotes/Endnotes and Bibliography, that is the historical evidence on which the report was based. Simply put, the Endnotes list the primary Louisbourg documents in the order that the historian has researched them in the writing of the report. In the Bibliography is a compilation of these primary documents by archives, sometimes with an explanation of which sources were found the most valuable and the reasons. Included, too, in the Bibliography is a list of secondary sources found useful in the writing of the Block report - for instance, other Block reports since owners sometimes held or rented properties in more than one Block at a time.
Now that the historical report was written, ideally only then did the archaeologist begin his investigations in the field with some degree of certainty of what might be encountered. Occasionally, however, as in Block 2, the issuance of the final Historical Block Report and the beginning of archaeology did not coincide, for reasons of construction of urgency. Instead:
· "The first draft was written in the summer of ... [1969], the author keeping one property ahead of the archaeologist who was excavating in the field ... the report ... was drafted in final form only in the summer of 1971".
With the completion of the archaeological investigation in the field and a record made of the primary evidence which was found, an archaeological Block Report, with a second set of conclusions, had then to be written.
Credibility of findings was now important in the instance of both reports, particularly when the discovered evidence seemingly conflicted. For example, while the Historical Report noted that the Lartigue building in Block 2, now animated as the "Hôtel de la Marine", showed two fireplace bases on the ground floor plan, the archaeologist found that they were not, and had never been, built where so indicated. Equally, while an archaeological report might conclude that only one structure was ever built on a property because only one set of foundations were found, historical evidence to the contrary might suggest that the "as found foundations" had completely obliterated the record of those previously placed. Hence, it was decided that both parties should issue checklists, outlining the degree of credibility which should be assigned to each piece of evidence necessary to a particular reconstruction. Naturally, professional pride, experience, capability and, to a more or less degree depending on the individual professional compromise were important in this exercise. Hence, the historian had to recognize that the plan of the Lartigue building was not the best in any case, and equally the archaeologist that he had spent a lot of time and effort on a building never to bear fruition as a reconstruction and about to be obliterated in favour of a lesser known structure which he had never found.
No doubt this destruction of a historical resource has shocked many a purist, but nevertheless it is the price which must be paid by any reconstruction which has chosen to teach its lesson in history by means of a particular "historical moment in time". On the other hand, every effort to ensure that the historic site has been protected has been made, to the degree that, for instance, if a temporary fence was required for crowd control it was placed with the minimum of fence holes if dug in a non-investigated area. Another device to ensure that a part of Canada's heritage was not forever lost was to record what was found on archaeological drawings and photos. Thus when restored, built upon or destroyed for purposes of reconstruction, a found feature was still available for future study, if not where the archaeologist had located it, at least as recorded evidence. Important too, archaeological "as found" drawings of a particular property were then cued so as to show only the features assumed in existence in 1745 and, hence, those significant to the reconstruction. Without this editing a drawing which contained the full story of property development from its beginnings to the 20th century was so cluttered with recorded construction activity as to be incomprehensible to all but the author, if then.
When all the individually edited properties were combined a composite archaeological drawing of the 1745 occupational layer for the entire Block resulted. Invaluable in showing the relationship between properties, such as the beginning of a sub-surface drain in one lot which ran through a neighbouring property, even beneath the neighbouring house, this composite Block drawing was later combined further with other Block and street composites to show, for instance, that the drain continued into the street and exited into an adjoining Block.
(VI) COMMITTEES, TEAMS, AND COMPROMISE
The historical and archaeological research now completed and digested, a Structural Design Team was called to implement reconstruction according to all available information. Part and parcel of a larger committee system - which, in revised form, still plays an important function today - this design team served to bring to bear diverse, multi-disciplinary viewpoints upon each and every construction issue in an honest attempt to produce as accurate partial rebuilding of Louisbourg as possible. Chaired in its most formative days by the Chief Restoration Architect, meetings of this team had a definite goal in mind: to present final working drawings so that actual reconstruction could begin. First the historical and archaeological primary evidence was introduced, considered, accepted or rejected. Areas of further research were identified, secondary evidence considered, and outside consultants called in when necessary. All reasonable arguments were debated though not necessarily accepted.
At any rate, these debates, heated as they were at times when professional opinion ran strong, were fully recorded as minutes of the Structural Design Team. A reason was then given for each point accepted, rejected or referred to future study. For instance, at a Design Team Meeting of 27 February 1974, lasting 2 1/2 hours, a number of items were considered regarding the Carrerot house of Block 2:
(1) Item: Fireplaces and Potager
Discussion and Recommendation: 
(a) Kitchen:
cut sandstone jamb, flatstone superstructure and flue- surface plastered. - raised hearth with tile. Rest of platform: brick or tile (archaeologist to make a firm recommendation after further study)
Basis [for the decision] "As founds", Archaeologist recommendation, Secondary evidence.
Discussion and Recommendation: Potager
Several proposals for potager and/or oven were examined. D.T. agreed to the proposal shown as the most possible and probable one for "as found" base.
Basis [for the decision] D.T. recommendation
(2) Item: Dormers
Discussion and Recommendation
[Historical view [of] 1731 was discussed to some length since the dormers shown are set impossibly high for a house with a knee wall as this one is known to be from written documents. The D.T. with the assent of the historian, considers this to be an understandable error in the drawing and recommends that the dormers be set in the more normal and probable position: on the knee wall ...
Basis [for the decision] D.T. interpretation
(3) Item: Attached Outbuilding
Discussion and Recommendation
D.T. agrees that this outbuilding could be used (preferably in part only) for modern services, if necessary.
Basis for the decision
Modern requirement
A close reading of minutes such as above has thus revealed that recommendations fell into two general categories: either the evidence for or against which was presented was so indisputable or reasonable that once its merits had been discussed all team members concurred with the recommendation; or, the evidence was so controversial and the ensuing debate so prolonged that members had to reach a compromise either by majority vote, by combining all opinion into a logical proposal, or by appealing to outside help. Naturally, compromise was not the preferred procedure but it was a necessary one if reconstruction was to proceed. On the other hand, opinion contrary to the decision taken was nevertheless recorded and changes to the recommendation were always possible. For instance, if at a later date additional supporting evidence was introduced to convince the other team members that an error was in the making, a change would be effected, sometimes at considerable expense if construction had already begun.
Once it was armed with a number of decisions, the team was ready to proceed with the issuance of a set of preliminary drawings to visualize the recommendations. As the number of meetings increased and hence the number of decisions added to the plans also increased, a point was soon reached where the drafting department could issue final working drawings so that actual construction could begin.
Throughout this team exercise, other departments whose concern was also the reconstruction were routinely kept aware of progress in that as each meeting was held and recorded, the minutes were distributed for their comments on the decisions being taken. At the beginning of the next meeting of the team these comments were then considered, and either accepted or rejected with the reason noted. From time to time, too, a formal meeting between the Heads of these departments and the Structural Design Team was also called to consider all proposals to date. Referred to as a Full Committee, its procedures were reported in minute form. Its minutes equally reveal that its directives to the Structural Team originated in exactly the same way as had the decisions of the Team itself: either the Team's proposals, item by item, were accepted, rejected or deferred for more study with the general concurrence of all those present, or else a compromise was reached.
Finally the day when the working drawings were to be issued and the final stamp of approval was to be given - the signing ceremony as it were. Recommended by the Restoration Architect as the Team's proposal, approved and recommended by the Construction Manager as structurally feasible, approved and recommended by the Park Superintendent as acceptable to the ultimate veto authority at Louisbourg, and checked by the Head of Research for historical accuracy, these plans are but one expression that Louisbourg is based on well-grounded or justifiable historical premises in its presentation of a reconstructed site. The entire research programme which led to the working drawings and the constructions which flowed from the drawings, are but two other examples of this dedication to authenticity.
Research, which has been the topic of this paper, has now been explained and in the very near future will be the subject of a major exhibit in the De la Perelle House of Block 17. Reconstruction you will presently find illustrated in the Carrerot House of Block 2 and the "Tools and Building Techniques" exhibit contained herein. Naturally, the rebuilt structures are individually and entirely that story too.
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Louisbourg's accelerated 0 & M maintenance and Re-Capitalization programmes have placed an unfair burden upon the Structural Design and Technical Maintenance Teams as they are presently constituted. Because the Park has charged these two related teams with the responsibility for recommending period solutions to present-day maintenance and re-cap problems, they are the de facto protectors of the historical accuracy of Louisbourg's as-built assets. Unfortunately, these teams today lack a vital player.
From 1961 until 1972, Louisbourg's developmental capital construction phase sputtered along without the services of a resident restoration architect. Problems, which appeared solvable in those early, heady years, simply festered into lingering disputes over time. Then, in 1972, the project hired its first, and to date, only restoration architect. By any standard, he increased the efficiency and effectiveness of the project's effort in dramatic fashion.
In 1982, Louisbourg passed from its developmental to its operational phase. In this new regime, the Park regarded the services of a resident restoration architect as non-essential, and it did not re-write the position. Unfortunately, time has proven this decision flawed, and shortsighted. Once again, Louisbourg's 0 & M and Capital programmes are displaying many of the same characteristic shortcomings of the pre-1972 era: work delays; unsure actions; inappropriate, spurious, or creative designs, communication gaffes, misunderstandings, and re-inventions of the wheel, amongst others.
Since 1983, and for the first time since 1972, a restoration architect has not chaired the Structural Design Team. As a result, the team functions, as it did in the 1960's, much like a ship without its captain. Its crew, though competent, is ignorant of its proper destination, or of what dangers lurk in the waters of historical fact in which it has set sail. Yet, the ship continues on, landing upon one solution after another, hoping that each will stand the test of time and historical scrutiny.
Clearly, if the Structural Design Team is to succeed in achieving its goals, its chairman must be a knowledgeable restoration architect, permanently established, here, with an eager desire to conduct research in the Archives/Library, where the record of Louisbourg's unique construction and architectural heritage is to be found. The job description, responsibilities, and language requirement must be the same as it was as for the previous incumbent, Yvon LeBlanc. The position must also be indeterminate.
FROM THE RECORD
In 1962, the Department stated that it was unable to recruit a suitable civil service "Restoration Architect' anywhere in Canada, the United States or Europe, as one was neither available nor ready to move to Louisbourg. (1) As a result, beginning in 1963, Louisbourg decided to contract out many of its period and modern design services to the Canadian, R. Calvert, working out of Toronto, while retaining the Frenchmen, Maurice Berry, President of the "Compagnie des Architectes des Monuments Historiques," as a technical advisor to the project.(2) Calvert, by his own admission, was not a trained restoration architect, while Berry, though well versed in 18th century architecture, was but an occasional visiting architect to Canada, who resided otherwise in France. (3)
In particular, this system displayed serious shortcomings:
(1) While Calvert was the one who prepared the designs, he was not the one who supervised actual construction, be it by contract or by the Department's own forces;(4) 
(2) Neither the contract nor the visiting architects had daily, routine contact with the research staff and their findings, nor, for that matter, with each other, since they were not centrally located at Louisbourg. This naturally led to many misunderstandings ;(5)
(3) Calvert, since he was not a trained restoration architect, had to learn his practice on the job. He also had to travel to France on several occasions to acquaint himself with assorted technical details.(6)
With the tendering of the first architectural designs in 1965, the Department, though half-heartedly, again tried to obtain a bilingual resident trained restoration architect to replace the existing Calvert/Berry style contract system. (7) At the same time, it embarked upon developing an architectural capability in Ottawa, with, ultimately, a plan for stationing a restoration architect in Halifax, and architectural "specialists" in Louisbourg.(8) Notwithstanding this undertaking, because of the investment which the Department had made in Calvert and Berry, in terms of money and accumulative expertise, the Department decided to continue with the Contract system until 1968.
Throughout this period, tensions mounted between the many disciplines involved in the Louisbourg Restoration Project: For example, between architect and research; between architect and engineering; between research and engineering; and between architect, research, engineering, and the Park Superintendent. In an attempt to solve this conflict between competing interests, the Project committed itself in 1966 to a team approach in the design of historic structures and landscaping at Louisbourg because:
· neither members of the Engineering Construction section nor members of the Research section have the capability to produce viable results without each leaning heavily upon the acquired skills of the other ... Only through the process of joint analysis, extended research in difficult areas, followed by re-analysis - sometimes often repeated - will we arrive at synthesis.(9)
According to John Lunn, the major players in the design process in 1970 (which he placed in alphabetical order, obviously so as not to offend feelings) were " the archaeologist, architect, draftsman, engineer and interpreter...."(10) So important did Lunn regard the position of architect that he recommended that the Department assign it to the Louisbourg establishment, and that, immediately afterwards, the architect ought to assume chairmanship of the Structural Design Team (hitherto chaired by an engineer).
The key role which the architect, one well versed in 18th century architecture, was to play in the design process, besides acting as referee, was to "assess the validity of the collected information and evolve the final restoration concept for the project ... he must be considered as the final design authority ... [otherwise] the Department is open to severe criticism by outside experts in the field."(11)
Like the architect, then stationed in Toronto, the historians at the beginning of the project worked in Ottawa, far distant from Louisbourg. However, after years of complaints with this arrangement, the Department decided , in 1965, to shift the historical unit to the Project site itself. As experience from that date has shown, the decision was a wise one.
During the 1960's, the Louisbourg architectural system suffered many of the same complaints as did the historians before their move. Because of the distant relationship with the Project:(12)
(1) Integrating information was difficult;
(2) Associating with the realities of reconstruction was not feasible;
(3) Continuing dialogue on a daily basis was impossible.
By 1967, Louisbourg's intent was to:
· gradually increase the design capabilities of our own engineering and drafting section and to depend less on consulting architects for the complete design of future buildings. However, even at full capability, it is felt that the services of an experienced architect will still be required for general consultation on details, site problems, material specifications and other matters not within the technical capability of engineers or draftsmen.(13)
In 1968, a combination of reasons, including small "p" political, personality clashes, and the time-lag (caused by distance) in reaching decisions, caused the Department not to continue with the services of the contract architects. At the time, it even abandoned any hope of hiring a Louisbourg based restoration architect. Their continued unavailability, or their reluctance to locate in Louisbourg, remained barriers which the Department found impossible to hurdle.
Besides, according to Superintendent John Lunn, the Barracks of the King's Bastion, for example, was a complicated design, requiring the previous contract system, whereas the remaining designs, being for "bourgeois' or "peasant" structures, would be for more simple to design and construct. However, if a restoration architect did become available, he need be full-time, and in residence, since the "inter-related" Structural Design Team required it, in order to function effectively. Meanwhile, if Louisbourg needed architectural advice, it could consult with a regional or branch architect, if one were available. (14) 
Given the dearth of qualified restoration architects, as well as the Project's unfamiliarity with certain structural details, particularly in the area of interior structural design, Lunn hoped to reach professional advisory agreements with certain Canadian and American restoration architects.(15) A less formal arrangement than the previous contract system, this relationship need not commit Louisbourg to any particular piece of restoration advice or even to any architect, except on an as-need basis.(16)
In 1969, the Branch Architectural Section, as had the previous Louisbourg contract architect, would assure the Project that it was capable of assuming some of Louisbourg's considerable design workload. It also promised to visit the site frequently. Notwithstanding this commitment, the obvious requirement for increased building design forced Louisbourg to continue its lobby for a full time resident architect. At the same time, it had to recognize the reality that it had always proven impossible to obtain one.(17)
In 1970, the Department was again actively seeking the services of a suitable restoration architect for Louisbourg. This time its thinking was as follows: what existing engineering design that remained, a restoration architect could complete, and now that civil servant architects were better paid, one might actually apply. (18)
According to Louisbourg's standards, its resident architect required architectural schooling in French rather than in Quebec traditions and architectural styles. The nature of Louisbourg's historical growth, and that its structures owed more to the French rather than to the Quebec experience, demanded no less than that stance.(19)
At the time, Louisbourg recognized that the availability of architectural documentary evidence on its vernacular buildings, in contrast to that on its King's buildings, was generally lacking. However, the problem was actually more one of degree, rather than of no knowledge at all of domestic building techniques, and, to that extent, even the now completed King's Bastion Barracks had suffered, from time to time, from a lack of information.
In fact, according to the Branch's Chief Restoration Architect, a number of designs within the Parks system "show an inadequate knowledge of [the] ... architecture of the period ...." For these reasons, the Department was actively seeking the services of qualified restoration architects from France. One of these, at least, they hoped to assign to Louisbourg.(20)
In 1971, Louisbourg and the Branch clashed over the following points in the hiring of a restoration architect:
(1) Residency: whether Louisbourg or Ottawa based;
(2) Reporting line: whether to the Louisbourg Bureaucracy or to the Chief Restoration Architect in Ottawa;
(3) Membership on the Louisbourg Structural Design Team: whether routine or generally inactive;
(4) Ottawa functional control: whether tight or loose;
(5) Contribution of Louisbourg research findings: whether it existed in a portable enough form for distribution to Ottawa so that it could contribute to design.(21)
At the ARO level, the regional engineer supported Louisbourg's arguments. The existing Louisbourg Team approach to design maximized not only the use of existing research data but also a growth in productivity. In addition, he thought that:
· If the new Restoration Architect is 'worth his salt" he should fit into this system very well as chairman of the design team where he would be in an excellent position to expedite the design work while bringing to the design process his own knowledge as well as information obtainable from outside sources. Furthermore, the man in this position would be in the best possible position to obtain and utilize all available research data.(22)
This clash with the Restoration Section in Ottawa had deep roots in the fixing of blame, over the years, for the numerous design and construction delays which the Project had suffered, and in a Louisbourg-Ottawa power struggle as to who would be best, as well as responsible, for design.(23) According to Lunn, not only ought Louisbourg be responsible for most designs, but also it required a resident architect to guide the work, because it:
(1) had the capacity to do the job;
(2) held the evidence for reaching design decisions;
(3) had the historians and archaeologists who provided the evidence:
(4) had developed a proven inter-discipline team approach for developing designs;
(5) had suffered over the years from a process that encouraged long-range communications.(24)
For Lunn, his thoughts were that a resident restoration architect ought to chair the Structural Design Team and report to Louisbourg rather than to Ottawa. He would be there to offer daily guidance, assert his knowledge, arbitrate professional disputes, and provide a strong influence upon design. This he would do for at least 5 years, when, as the thinking went, the Project would no longer required such a service.(25)
With Yvon LeBlanc's appointment as Restoration Architect in 1972, the Project entered a new era of design procedure. At first aided by consulting architects from Ottawa, Mr. LeBlanc, in a most competent and aggressive architectural manner, quickly took charge of Louisbourg's massive domestic reconstruction programme. (26) Here, in this position, he remained, until his retirement in 1983.(27)
Unfortunately, his appointment to the position did not alter how the Louisbourg establishment. viewed the position over the long haul. As expressed in a 1973 task force on Louisbourg's future, and affirmed by later re-organization initiatives, the position of restoration architect was not to be extended following the completion of the planned reconstructions. Instead, the Project's shortsightedness envisioned a trades staff directing an Engineering and Works maintenance programme without benefit of a professional component. (28)
Prior to Mr. LeBlanc's retirement, the Structural Design Team had begun to experience the beginnings of a growing maintenance problem (which a well-attended Louisbourg seminar on the subject of how to properly maintain its as-built assets first discussed in 1977).(29) Indeed, some of Louisbourg's reconstructions had deteriorated to such a degree by then that the Superintendent would authorize the establishment of a Technical Maintenance Management/Team Task Force (with initial input from the Restoration Architect). Its objective was to establish maintenance guidelines; technical maintenance method standards; and Technical Maintenance Manuals for each reconstructed feature.(30)
TODAY'S DILEMMA
The known examples of seriously deteriorated assets has increased dramatically since 1983, and has prompted the introduction of a massive re-capitalization programme to Louisbourg.(31) Four, sometimes interrelated reasons, have caused the problems:
(1) Failure of 20th century technology;
(2) Failure of 18th century technology;
(3) Design errors;
(4) Inherent period and modern design limitations.
The challenge facing both the Structural Design Team (charged with recommending a course of action) and the Technical Maintenance Team (charged with identifying technical standards and devising method standards) is how best to implement the repair and/or recapitalization (re-reconstruction) of deteriorated historical assets. Two road blocks today stand in its path:
(1) An ambivalent philosophical reconstruction goal;
(2) The absence of a knowledgeable resident restoration architect.

A resident restoration architect is the key to Louisbourg meeting its philosophical goal of maintaining a reconstructed site built as historically accurate as possible (if, indeed, that is our goal). In direct contrast, the experience of Louisbourg with general architectural consulting services, provided to Louisbourg at long range, be they by contract or by Departmental forces, have proven to be less than desirable. 
The re-capitalization problems of 1990 are similar, in an important respect, to those of the earlier developmental phase :
(1) Be it re-reconstruction or reconstruction, repair or new construction, their solution lie in proper design based on an understanding of primary (Louisbourg) and secondary (general 18th century French) architectural and construction evidence.;
(2) Experience has proven only a qualified restoration architect, with a specialist knowledge, capable of generating the necessary respect to weigh the oft-conflicting evidence and make authoritative decisions, to be that person;
(3) The re-capitalization programme must also establish an appropriate life cycle model for reconstructed historical features, as well as a mechanism for improving the authenticity (i.e. historical accuracy) of Louisbourg's as-built assets;
(4) It must also allow the restoration architect time to anticipate and plan for change, as well as time to analyze technical failures and success;
(5) Resident historians, archaeologists, archivist, and a trained drafting staff must also be available to the restoration architect, for consultation purposes;
(6) Access to the views of outside reconstruction and restoration specialists is equally important.
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Fortress of Louisbourg: Its Mandate (April 10, 1990) - See later, 1996, Thinking "Authentic" at the Fortress of Louisbourg, Personal Notes, by Eric Krause, 1996
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Reconstruction Authenticity Statement (May 7, 1990) - See later, 1996, Thinking "Authentic" at the Fortress of Louisbourg, Personal Notes, by Eric Krause, 1996
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MAY
Presentation by Roger Wilson on the early history of the Fortress starting with the Rand Report which stated that "beginning not later than 1961, work on the reconstruction as an historic site be carried out". Excerpts read from report prepared by Eric Krause in December 1987 entitled 'Historical Authenticity and the Use of Evidence in Reconstruction and maintaining the Fortress of Louisbourg'. In the early days of the project, History and Archaeology lagged behind as this work was being done in Ottawa. In the mid 60's, the documents finally became part of the Louisbourg team. With the eventual establishment of committees such as Period Presentation and Design Team, this mechanism allowed us to handle many of the problems we are facing today ...
ITEM (03) Authenticity and Historical Resources/Accuracy and Reconstructed Resources

Presentation by Bill O'Shea - See Attachment #1. In the past, there have been different approaches to different problems. 'Our present method of interpreting through reconstruction" is one brief phase in a long process of commemorating Louisbourg. The first commemoration of Louisbourg was done by surveyor and engineer Samuel Holland in 1767 in which a monument was made from cutstone of the fortifications. Any traces of this first effort at commemorating Louisbourg have long since disappeared.

Encouragement from Senator J.S. MacLennan resulted in the construction of the museum [Louisbourg Museum] and stabilization of ruins by the mid 1930's. our present manifestation of the Louisbourg commemorative process was a response to the collapse of the coal industry and the inspiration of the Honourable I.C. Rand.

From the beginning of the project, there has been an ongoing tension between what has been called historical authenticity and compromise. With reference to the 'Plan for the Restoration of the Fortress of Louisbourg and the Area Surrounding the Fortress which has Historical Significance' produced by the National Parks Branch in 1960, the term "authentic manner' is described as a 'replica of the original works'.

In 1968, a Policy Document said that "line, level and fabric should be as accurate as possible and compromise will take place "only when modern materials and techniques can be effectively concealed". The Beaver Book of 1979 stated that "reconstruction will only be undertaken when sufficient historical and architectural data exist to permit an authentic reconstruction".

We have to come to grips with how we use the past - as applied history, or are we talking about reconstructing the past for tourism, nostalgia or political convenience. How we view our primary role in dealing with the past will be reflected in how we reconstruct and recapitalize. Our aim is to produce an accurate portrayal of the Fortress of Louisbourg as it was in the 18th century. Compromises are historically unacceptable but may be made under certain conditions and must be handled on an individual basis. In achieving an historically accurate presentation of Louisbourg, we will also satisfy the other uses of the past - tourism, nostalgia, etc ....

ITEM (05) CPS Policy 1976, 1979 and the Current Draft Policy Comments by George Ingram, concerning the tendency towards compromise that exists. It is important to note that, in effect, accuracy/historical accuracy is the underlying principle. Any sort of deviation from this principle must be very accurately documented. We have to be honest about what we do and explain our obligation to the public ...

Reference Paragraph 3: "All effort must be expended to incorporate .... accuracy into visible elements .... but .... should allow for deviation from historical authenticity in non-visible elements." It was noted by George Ingram that the overall direction provided by Mr. Turnbull with reference to accuracy is within the tradition established by the 1968 Policy on Line, Level and Fabric. Also, Mr. Turnbull's memo does not sanction deviation from historical accuracy across the board but in genuine areas of need. He stressed that these deviations had to be justified and documented if we were to live within the intent of policy ...

The purpose of this session is to establish the basis for a policy which balances the requirement for accuracy with the requirement for efficiency and cost effectiveness, and to consider the implications within the context of CPS Policy, park objectives, interpretation, visitor services, management planning, cost, lifecycle, maintenance and requirements for future decision making ...

ITEM (17) Aim Our aim is to protect original fabric and to produce and interpret a model of the past which, in line, level and fabric reflects the present state of our historical knowledge of Louisbourg as it existed in June, 1745 ...
[Structural Design], B 228 70 - 81, May 09, 1990, May 10, 1990, May 11, 1990, Recap Program: Mini - Conference Recapitalization
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WHAT TO DO WITH OUR AGEING RECONSTRUCTIONS 
AUTHENTICITY AND THE MEETING OF CHALLENGES
By
Eric Krause
Historical Records Supervisor, Fortress of Louisbourg 
APT Talk: Ottawa, October 1, 1993  
(Fortress of Louisbourg Library Report Number 97296-08)
PREFACE
The optimist sees in our ageing reconstructions an opportunity to increase levels of historical accuracy; the pessimist, a losing battle to save an old friend. Then there are those who view a reconstruction, whether new, old, or proposed, as but a modern asset, devoid of cultural resource value. 
INTRODUCTION
In order to plan a pro-active course of action for our ageing reconstructions, we must first understand three things: what reconstructions are, not what we say they are; why we view them as we do; and how they became that way. As a case example, I will use the Fortress of Louisbourg where I have worked as an historian and archivist since 1972. 
DEFINING A LOUISBOURG
RECONSTRUCTION
First of all, no matter what you have been told, or want to believe, Louisbourg is not the Jurassic Park of the reconstruction world. That is, it is not, and was never intended to be a 100 percent accurate reflection of a previous moment in time.
Secondly, contrary to popular belief, its "as built" assets are not stuck in the year 1744, or, for that matter, mired in any particular year, whether of the 18th century or of the 20th.
Like the 1990's, the 1960's, the 70's, and the 80's were equally challenging times, with their own budgetary restrictions, requiring us to adapt our building practices, or else face the wrath of the gods above.
OUR VIEW OF A LOUISBOURG RECONSTRUCTION 
Part of the business of Louisbourg, according to past, as well as proposed Canada programme policy, has been to communicate "accurate ... information", to "conduct and encourage basic and applied research to meet its own requirements", and "to learn about the past". Consequently, even as I speak, Louisbourg is planning to implement a long-term directional management plan with mission and vision delivery of service statements which include the following pronouncements:
[Our Mission:] By the year 2010, the Fortress of Louisbourg NHS will be a centre of excellence in the ... presentation of cultural ... resource integrity ... Historical accuracy will be a primary consideration in maintaining the reconstructed buildings, structures and landscapes ...
[Our Vision:] to present a sense of the 18th century past through the reconstructed Fortress ...
With bold statements such as these two, no wonder, even within our own department, there is the continued, but misguided expectation that not only does Jurassic exist at Louisbourg, but also, like Jurassic, it contains, materially-engineered beasts feeding off a limited resource:
This desire [at Louisbourg] to authentically replicate the past has resulted in more frequent replacement and maintenance activities, hence higher costs to the Program.
Statements like this, we have vigorously denied, interestingly, not by arguing for our correctness, but rather by highlighting our accuracy shortcomings. As the recorded minutes of some 30 years of structural design clearly show, every Louisbourg reconstruction reflects not only concessions to the most modern of construction techniques, but also, in varying degrees, deterioration directly associated with modern applications (or their misapplication in some extreme cases). Indeed, it is the performance failures of far too many 20th century materials and techniques, rather than the failures of any 18th century counterpart which has increasingly become the benchmark against which we measure the need to improve.
As a result, whether an 18th century technique, or appropriate material, would have performed as well, or equally as poor, as a modern counterpart remains, too often, a moot point.
HOW LOUISBOURG RECONSTRUCTIONS BECAME WHAT THEY ARE
Louisbourg's concept of an "accurate reconstruction" has evolved continuously over the years, and is still evolving today. Why? Mainly because its decision making process lacked a consistent "nuts and bolts" accuracy standard to which to aim, and by which to judge and gauge results. Thus the Louisbourg Team (whose membership was also in flux) constantly divided over the recurring issue of degree of accuracy; that is, to what degree was Louisbourg, as an example of 3-D applied science, to be a reflection of the current knowledge of the 18th century.
To explain further.
From 1961 until today, Louisbourg's stated working principle, to rebuild as accurately as possible, has meant to compromise when necessary but not necessarily to compromise. In actual fact, over the years, various "challenges", (perceived or otherwise - be they funding levels, political direction, strength of leadership, personality, etc.) have so often caused us to "necessarily compromise" as to give a new dictionary meaning to the word "accurate". A number of watershed statements on the need-to-compromise illustrate this point: 
· In February of 1960, a background document on Louisbourg set the tone for the accuracy versus the common-sense-requirement-to-compromise argument:
It is believed the restoration should be a replica of the original works and so true or authentic in manner that it will achieve genuine respect from all who visit and appreciate such work ... [but] In the common sense interest of the project, compromise with a true and fixed definition of work as was originally done, will be necessary to ensure stability, long life and minimize maintenance. However, deviation from the principle of replica should not distract from the original appearance, nor should the visitor's pleasure be spoiled by components that are obviously not in true perspective ....
· Later in August, of the same year 1960, Judge Rand issued a report, which led to the political decision, for the "symbolic reconstruction of the Fortress of Louisbourg." Equally important, this report would burn into the Louisbourg operating mind-set that the words "accurate" and "authentic", as well as the words "reconstruction" and "restoration", were synonymous in meaning, when used in a Louisbourg context:
Given time for research, information could be gathered ... [to] produce ... a reasonable authentic pattern for the entire restoration both in exterior appearance and in interior appointment. Any deviation then from an authentic restoration would be negligible.
· In September of 1961, the general consultant to the Louisbourg Project underscored that, for him, it was disagreement, and not agreement, which produced compromise of opinion:
A successful restoration of Louisbourg can only result from the close co-operation of the Government, the architects, the engineers, the historians and archaeologists, not to mention consultants ... We all have our limitations and it is not always easy to see the forest for the trees. When serious differences of opinion arise, compromise will often be the only practical expedient ...
· By December of 1963, the Deputy Minister was maintaining that leadership (his or of others) determined accuracy:
... the partial restoration of the Fortress of Louisbourg done as accurately as, in the opinion of the minister or of the officer designated by him for this purpose, he shall determine ...
· In March of 1965, the regional director (and later the Park Superintendent of Louisbourg ) agreed that accuracy need only be partially pregnant to be considered with child:
I agree with you that, within reasonable financial expenditures, we should be, say 85% truly accurate and authentic. Anything above that we can properly go to France for the typical and not be censured. I am not prepared to spend say another $100,000.00 to do research and archaeology to make it 86% authentic ....
· In 1968, National Historic Sites Policy went to press, to provide an "I giveth" " I taketh away" "nuts and bolts" formula. In essence, its open-ended, hidden intrusion rider would place the Louisbourg protagonists of historical authenticity on the defensive from that time to the present day:
It is the policy in restoration and reconstruction of historic structures that line, level and fabric shall be as true to the original as possible, and that departure from this rule shall be justified only by over-riding necessity or for the purpose of substantially increasing the life expectancy of the structure, and only then when modern materials and techniques can be effectively concealed ....
· In 1979, National Historic Parks Policy, with the issue of its "beaver book", again went formal, to produce a benchmark for assessing and compromising "authentic" structures. So general was its description of accuracy as to leave the term without meaningful dictionary definition:
... and where necessary, by accurately restoring or reconstructing aspects essential to an understanding of the site's history ...
... historic structures or objects ...
... when sufficient historical and architectural data exist to permit an authentic reconstruction ....
· In 1993, as in 1979, pending Cultural Resource Management (CRM) Policy, which Parks Canada claims neither encourages nor prohibits reconstruction, again did not strictly define the meaning of "accuracy." Instead, it declared itself to be a "a policy framework" allowing for "a case-by-case " examination of issues, noting that the five, general principles of value, public benefit, understanding, respect, and integrity (in which the latter simply states "The Canadian Parks Service will present the past in a manner that accurately reflects ...) are to guide the decision making process.
· Proposed CRM policy also positions reconstructions as the second-class citizens of the "as built" world":
Period reconstructions and reproductions are by definition contemporary work and have no a priori historic value ...
Reconstructions and reproductions of past forms should not be confused with what is genuinely the work of the past. Reproductions and reconstructions will be suitably marked so as to distinguish them from the original ....
PLANNING THE FUTURE FOR OUR AGEING RECONSTRUCTIONS 
Although CRM relegates all reconstructions in status, it does provide for undefined evaluation mechanisms where some reconstructions may rise in importance above others, either by achieving partial citizenship (known to CRM as level II standing) if the five combined principles of CRM score high enough to deem them "of historic value"; Or, when 40 years or older, by attaining one of two protection levels, where, under Federal Heritage Buildings Policy (FHBRO), combined historical, architectural and environmental criteria score them either "classified" or "recognized", and, hence, a cultural resource.
To be blunt, neither CRM policy (like earlier policy), nor Level II standing, nor FHBRO protection will guarantee Louisbourg a future based on any semblance of historically accurate reconstructions. Indeed, if Louisbourg structures were not to attain level II or FHBRO protection, current rates of compromise would undoubtedly accelerate, though, paradoxically, these same features might receive better intellectual treatment in a regime promoting modern asset protection rather than one purporting to encourage historical accuracy.
Louisbourg's meeting of challenges has proven to be a mind game played out against a backdrop where maximizing historical accuracy never stood a chance. By this I mean, despite the blips we call windows of opportunity where Louisbourg has actually improved historical accuracy, process continues to ignore extant (some of which is quite new) historical evidence rather than to apply it in any scientific manner. With this emphasis on modern adaptations, at some point sooner rather than later, we will surely witness the end of now 30 (plus) years of metamorphic growth. With this change in form complete, the demise of an experiment of applied science, begun in 1961 as the "Louisbourg Restoration Project", will become apparent.
Interestingly, even we at Louisbourg, as our proposed management plan clearly shows, have chosen to ignore this inevitability. Why? The explanation lies in at least the following reasons: Our trades continue to manufacture lines, levels and fabrics of the highest quality; Our unique multi-discipline team approach to structural design and maintenance continues to operate, to provide expert direction; And the critical research findings of the historian, of the archaeologist, and of the restoration architect continue to be heard.
Suffice to say, their efforts are merely postponing the inevitable.
Since 1961, the reconstruction process at Louisbourg has functioned in an atmosphere where, theoretically, it might have chosen a lesser dictionary meaning of accuracy or a more extreme degree of compromise than it has. Yet, that it's factually correct to argue that Louisbourg has to date, in total, generally gotten it MORE RIGHT THAN WRONG is simply a testament to good intentions operating within a set decision making process rather than to any rigorous application of scientific principle.
However, that's not the point.
That, despite its dedication, the Louisbourg maintenance and recapitalization programmes, in intent, are getting it INCREASINGLY WRONG is the point;
That we are INCAPABLE OF MEASURING AND DECLARING HOW WRONG OR HOW RIGHT we really are, is the point; That we make decisions WITHOUT REFERENCE TO AN AGREED-UPON ACCURACY BENCHMARK, is the point; And that some day soon, this accelerating pressure TO USE INACCURATE COMPONENTS will make meaningless the scientific application of known historical evidence at Louisbourg is the point.
CONCLUSION: WHAT TO DO
As I stated earlier, Louisbourg is not the Jurassic Park of the reconstruction world. Yet, Louisbourg was to be an experiment, a model of the past to be built as accurately as possible. But the fact that the increasing pressure to compromise will surely kill off the experiment is not to say that an experiment without compromise was ever possible. Clearly, a 100 percent accurate reconstruction, from a philosophical, evidential and practical point of view, was never possible, nor was ever attempted.
On the other hand, Louisbourg, without the restraint of an agreed-upon "accuracy" benchmark, has continuously metamorphosed, with each subsequent change "less accurate " in general thrust (despite windows of opportunity) than the previous one. If we continue to treat our reconstructions as we have in the past, I think that one result is obvious: Louisbourg will become an example, perhaps even a profitable example, of a theme park where glitter rather than substance rules.
Ironically, before that happens, given present pressures to adapt, the Fortress Site might even end up full circle, to attain again that which it had once before, in the 1930's. Then, Louisbourg was an important player in a movement now known as the romantic approach to the presentation of Canadian history. In this scenario, buildings may look historical, as does the Louisbourg 1935-1936 Museum, but improvements would merely reflect the antique flavour of the fortress without any concern for any dogmatic scientific presentation of site specific evidence.
So, why not give up the "accuracy" charade now, before its too late, agree to a sustainable line, level and fabric "nuts and bolts" standard, and allow for a more innovative and honest reconstructed model.
In a world of 85 percent accuracy, or 50 percent accuracy, or whatever percent chosen, we would demand long-term funding support balanced against known life cycle options. We would define accuracy and inaccuracy by reference to line, level and fabric benchmarks. For example, in such a regime, hidden foundations of concrete rather than of earth-fast wood might prevail, thus reflecting a need to compromise for an over-riding necessity such as to substantially increase the life expectancy of the asset. Balancing off this approach, we might never accept sawn, roofing cedar shingles where split, pine ones were more appropriate. Likewise, we might try to maintain and improve, as new information came available, a set number of structures as accurately as possible, as a scientific experiment, but maintain others to a lesser, but defined, degree of measured accuracy.
Or, we could simply continue to stick our heads in the sand, hope for the best, and expect the worst, as seems to be the trend today.
Note: Slides accompanied the original discussion, but are not included here.
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ISSUE ANALYSIS AND BACKGROUND PAPER
Fortress of Louisbourg Archives/Library Collection
I) ISSUES
Issue #1: Definition
While the Fortress Archives and Library exist as two physically distinct collections, they comprise a single intellectual resource.  

Issue #2: Preservation Management 

The preservation/conservation/security of the Archives/Library Collection is a prerequisite for proper information management.

Issue #3: Information Management 

The computerization and imaging of the Collection is a priority.

Issue #4: Public Access
The promotion of public access to the Collection is desirable. 

II) BACKROUND
Definition
The Fortress Archives and Library meet the traditional definition in two ways. Yet, in one way, in their relationship where they do not meet the traditional definition, there exists a major character defining element.

In a traditionally way, the Louisbourg collections hold distinctly different types of materials. Accordingly, the Library is a repository for secondary, generally meaning published materials such as books and periodicals. In contrast, the Archives holds a vast range of primary, generally meaning unpublished documentation.

Also, their holdings have grown in the expected way. Since 1961, Fortress staff have collected or produced information, on the 18th through 20th centuries, required to meet their operational goals. Over time, as is often the case elsewhere with other archives and libraries, the Louisbourg repositories have acquired important elements of this resource. As is also the general case, acquisition has meant responsibility, which at Louisbourg has produced major custodial and managerial services designed to protect and make available this collection for the on‑going use of Fortress staff.

Yet there is one major difference. Generally, any tie between archives and library is more accidental than planned. This is oft proven by the fact that, until only recently, it is librarians (because, very often, they (or their administrative bosses) have a budget) who take custodial charge of their institution's original records. It is also true that Librarians tend to treat an archives resource like a library resource when describing or storing them. 

But at Louisbourg, this was not the situation at all. Since the 1960's, there have been nearly always separate archivist and Librarian positions (though never under separate budgets). The creation in 1977‑1978 of the position of Historical Records Supervisor simply completed what was an evolutionary process. In the appointment (which included Librarian and Photo Archives P.Y.'s), there was a clear recognition not only that there existed two distinct Louisbourg collections requiring different but equal treatment, but also that there was close linkage between the two.  And so here, in linkage resides the character defining element of the Louisbourg Archives‑Library relationship. 

Preservation Management
The two repositories hold their information in a variety of formats ‑ paper, micro‑form, photo, audio‑visual, and computer ‑ and in significant quantities. 

These formats cover a variety of types. One are administrative records of a historical nature. These are records which outline the growth and activities of the Fortress and significant events. As such, they are to be retained, and transferred to the keeping of the National Archives of Canada (NAC) according to NAC schedules.

Another are operational records, for example, dealing with .... ceremonies and celebrations ... information services ... library services ... buildings construction ... building plans and specifications ... building materials purchased ... furniture and furnishings ... and contracts.  These are types of records normally  disposed of according to NAC schedules. 

And yet another are research records, a sub‑set of operational records, required to meet the needs of historical interpretation. For example, there are 250,000 original five by eight research cards and an even larger collection of original photo shots. There are also some 30,000 published library monographs and serials, and 750,000 pages of reproduced microfilmed manuscript material dealing with the 18th century. There are, as well, thousands of standard file folders, held in hundreds of standard‑sized record boxes.  In addition, there is a collection of rare 18th century published books.

Since 1961, there has been only one sustained financial and human

resources effort to preserve the Archives/Library Collection.

Following that initiative, information preservation has continued on

an ad hoc basis.

Information Management
Until 1984, manual devices, including card catalogues, were the only point of entry for archives and library information management at Fortress Louisbourg. The inherent limitations of such devices meant that each repository had to develop multiple, independent data storage and retrieval systems. Generally too, but with some notable exceptions, this development also occurred irrespective of the other repository.

Since 1984, but particularly in the 1990's, computerization, including imaging, of materials in the two repositories has moved forward at a remarkable pace.  As a result, the differences between archival and librarian materials, from a storage, retrieval and materials viewpoint, has begun to blur.  But more importantly, computerization is grossly accelerating the character defining relationship first noticed in the 1970's.  Extensive cross‑referencing between the two collections is now the norm rather than the exception. And with these cross‑ties has come a major dependency of one collection upon the other.

Finding aids, bibliographic cross references, indexes, and the like are the accelerators driving research projects towards their conclusions.  Unpublished documents provide the historical context to institutional policies and programmes which government policy deems worthy of publicizing.  In‑House and published materials require a manuscript basis for legitimacy.   

Public Access
The Department considers the holdings of the Library as of

interest to Parks Canada personnel outside of Louisbourg, and

hence has made it available through a departmental wide system

known as ELIAS. However, it is generally Fortress staff who continue to use the Historical Records Collection. As such, the Fortress does not overtly advertise that these holdings are publicly open to the serious researcher. In particular, researchers are generally unaware of the massive range of unpublished research materials existing in the Historical Records Collection. 

III) CURRENT SITUATION
Definition
The two physical collections are intellectually one.

Preservation Management
Both the Archives and Library have reached near‑full physical storage capacity. Holdings are scattered about the confines of the Fortress in insecure facilities. Sit‑down research space is at a premium. No where are there proper storage environments or acceptable security systems. Both the professional researcher and the general public cannot but notice these deficiencies when visiting or conducting research.

There is no Archives or Library Management Plan, no Disaster

Plan, no dedicated archival goals, and no procedural instructions for staff or visitor.  

These resources are required if the Fortress is to fulfil its

operational CRM level 1, level 2 and other responsibilities. However, neither the Archives nor Library have the human or the financial resources to conserve their holdings. 

Info Management
Computerization and Imaging is an increasingly important business which requires planned upgrades. Yet there is no long‑term equipment and software upgrade or replacement plan.  Rather ad hoc decision‑making rules the day, be that a year‑end financial buy or luck that a PAD meets some unknown regional office criteria. National systems such as ELIAS are consistently out of tune, so much so that ELIAS hasn't even yet come to grips with proven imaging technology. Yet Ottawa insists that we come on board.

Public Access
The Fortress emphasizes only staff use. The public is welcome, but this fact is not advertised. 

IV) ANALYSIS
The Fortress 
Not all Fortress records are scheduled.

For scheduled records, the information life cycle generally adheres to the following set pattern:

1)  Plan/create/collect/receive

2)  Organize/retrieve/use or access/transmit

3)  Storage/protect/conversion

4)  Dormant storage

5)  Transfer to archives or destruction

The library and archives takes depositions of both scheduled and unscheduled records. For scheduled records slated for optional destruction, they provide for additional review for retention. If a destruction were to hinder or not to serve the interests of historical research, historical reconstruction/maintenance, operations, administration or the Canadian public at large, the library and/or archives would retain the record as a matter of course. 

The usefulness of its records to the Fortress and their value to its operational requirements is the key to the retention of records.

There are no precise regulations to how to preserve on going operational records.

The fact that the Fortress, a National Historic Site, has both an archives and a library, with linked records to better meet its operational requirements, is proof that its records have local and historical and usefulness value.

The Department
The Department is obliged to adequately protect the Fortress archival and library resources.

The Department must commit resources to ensure adequate information management.

Government Of Canada Policy
Policy states that information holdings includes all information held by an institution, regardless of physical mode or medium in which it is stored. The only exception is published material not prepared or produced by or for the government.

There is policy and guidelines (Management of Information Holdings Policy and Management of Information Technology Policy) which govern the collection, creation, organization and retrieval of government information holdings. In summary, they aim to ensure 1) co‑ordinated effort 2) cost‑effectiveness  3) support for government priorities and and programme delivery 4) increased productivity 5) and enhanced service to the public.

There are also statutory and evaluation controls (National Archives of Canada Act) regarding the identification, organization, storage, conservation, retention and disposal of government records. Concerning surplus and bibliographical descriptions of an institution's own published and In‑House unpublished materials, the National Library (National Library Act) has a role to play. Both the Access to Information Act and the Privacy Act also require that information be managed in a comprehensive, inventoried manner. Because these latter two policies do not apply to published or purchasable materials, Policy requires that federal libraries manage their institution's published and In‑House unpublished materials in a way which facilities their use by the public and by the institution's own decision makers. 

Canadian Federal institutions vary in the degree to which they commit resources to information management. Nevertheless, it is the view of policy that information‑based resources, required for programme and service delivery, are an essential tool and so rich in investment and asset as to require proper management. As such, an Information Technology and Systems Plan that accurately reflects an institution's specific needs, its future operational requirements, and the transition of its holdings to a "seamless technological environment" is a must. 

Equally, it is the view of policy that in a time of restraint that a business like approach be made when considering information technology investments designed to improve program and service delivery. Revenue generation, partnership agreements, and shared, computerized open‑systems form part of this business mix.   

Policy is concerned with the indexing, filing and protection of information holdings. Thus it discusses the planning, directing, organizing, control and protection of information holdings throughout their life cycle. A collection policy based on obtaining only information directly relevant to the programs and functions of an institution is emphasized. Schedules are to be consulted for the purposes of records retention and disposal.

General Records Disposal Schedules (GRDS), as developed by the Dominion Archivist, are the mechanisms by which institutions determine which administrative (housekeeping) records are to be retained (either in active or in dormant storage), or which, when no longer deemed to be of any administrative value, are to be either destroyed, or transferred to the Public Archives of Canada because of their historical value, or removed from government control to another's control.  Where justified, administrative records which do not contain personal information may be retained for one year beyond their disposal date. Any longer retention period requires the approval of the Dominion Archivist.

Dormant storage may be located in a government institution or in a NAC operated Federal Records Centre.

The GRDS recognizes that there is a clear difference between internal administrative records (records common to most institutions in the areas of administration, buildings and properties, equipment and supplies, finance and personnel) and operational records. Operational records pertain to an institution's own particular responsibilities. Schedules for operational records appear only upon development by the institution and subsequent approval by the Dominion Archivist.  

Essential records are institutional records required in the event of an emergency. They comprise records required to conduct survival operations and those required to re‑establish organizational patterns, among other things. They shall be stored at a secure Public of Archives site.  

Government Information Technology Standards Policy provides the standards for the maintenance, storage and protection of records. In addition, institutions are directed to consult with National Archives of Canada and security offices (Government Security Policy) as required. 

To identify and conserve holdings of importance for future use naturally follows. Important holdings range from those serving to "reconstruct the evolution of policy and program decisions or have historical or archival importance." In the same vein, institutions are to "identify and document projects, programs and policies sufficiently to ensure continuity in the management of government institutions and the preservation of a historical record." Thus Policy focuses on the need to organize information in such a way to make it "readily available for the study of decision making in government and other educational purposes which explain the historical role of the federal government in Canadian society." 

"Aspects relating to institutional histories, profiles and case studies" are also records deemed to be important. Where an institution wishes to develop and implement such writings, such as a case study of a departmental project over a period of time based on historical research, it may wish to consult with the Canadian Centre for Management Development for advice, and guidance.  

The National Archives of Canada scheduling process and other agreements of the NAC defines what is information of historical or archival importance.   

Dissemination of information, for purchase, to the public where there is significant demand is also Information Holdings Policy. In a broader context, the Government Communications Policy applies.    

V) OPTIONS
There are but two options:

Maintain the status quo, which is: a haphazard, scattered Archives/Library collection,; neglect; uncontrolled and improper use; minimal conservation and security precautions; record deterioration; a the norm that current technological advances may be ignored as long as possible; and public use more through accident than design.

Embrace the concept of information importance, which is: to consolidate Archives/Library holdings by physical medium; to emphasize proper care and use by adhering to professional standards of preservation and information mangement; to embrace proven technology where deemed advantageous; and to encourage public access.    

VI) RECOMMENDATIONS
Definition
Fortress informational holdings statements are to refer to the

existence of a single Archives/Library intellectual resource.

Preservation Management
The Fortress must secure, protect and make more readily available

archival, library and in‑house, museum type materials now

scattered in large quantities about the Park. Physical

storage can then be by media type, protected by the

environmental and security control that best suits each

particular format. The Fortress must apply the necessary

controls to preserve original provenance. Acceptable

standards that ensure uniformity, proper techniques and

professional credibility in the eyes of others is critical.

The construction of a storage/computerized‑retrieval building complex which will centralize, conserve/safe‑keep and make available these records is critical. Storage will be by medium with all appropriate environmental/security controls set in place. 

Information Management
The computerization and imaging of the Historical Records Collection should proceed using the most current of proven technology. The Fortress informational highway should be dramatically increased through the installation of fibre optics technology for the linking together of the archives/library, administration complex and the historic site. 

Public Access
The Fortress should encourage the public, whether visitor to the archives/library or to the historic site, to access the Historical Records Collection for its informational value.  Genealogy, historical statistics, and historical images are obvious topics that would be of interest to a visitor.  

The Fortress archives/library, the U.C.C.B. and the Fortress of Louisbourg Volunteers should form a partnership designed to exploit the informational value of the Historical Records Collection. In particular, the virtual reality agreement between the Fortress and the U.C.C.B. should be used as a model.  

Local community programmes, such as an adult learning centre, should have access to Fortress information of value to the success of such programmes.

The Fortress must place itself immediately upon the Informational Highway as an information provider. Public access includes both free and purchased access. Purchased access is quite common and most acceptable on the information highway, in both cost‑recovery and profit‑making terms.

Policy and Guidelines
The Fortress has considered the possibility that the archives/library are cultural resources as defined by cultural resource management policy and has determined that they are not. It is therefore recommended that for archives/library collection purposes, the Management of Information Holdings Policy and the Management of Information Technology Policy should provide the prime guidance concerning the collection, creation, organization and retrieval of the Site's information holdings. Given that the Fortress' archives/library should be managed under these two policies, therefore the determination of historic value through the identification of cultural resource management levels would not apply.   
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COMPROMISING THE "AUTHENTIC" SITE: 
THE THIN EDGE OF THE WEDGE
(A) "AUTHENTICITY"
What could easily become known as the Primedia Debacle is merely one of a number of disturbing examples contributing to a growing trend to compromise the historic site in the name of achieving one end or another. These ends, I think, be they increased visitor numbers or comfort or even revenue are admirable but without an overriding, identifiable philosophical bench mark as a basis for our actions, the means by which we achieve our goals may vary almost at will.
The reference bench mark with respect to physical development and intellectual interpretation of the site has always been "authenticity." In physical matters, "authenticity" has meant a healthy respect for what research has established to have been the 18th century "line, level and fabric" of objects, be they buildings, reproductions or antiques. If "line, level and fabric" was also to have a spring of 1745 date in the reconstruction process.
Intellectual interpretations were also to be "authentic" or as "authentic as possible." Fact (truth), or at the least what research thought that to be, was the bench mark to which claims of "authenticity" in our interpretation programme were to refer. As a general rule, the facts were to reflect the summer of 1744. Special animated portrayals of events which occurred at Louisbourg in years other than 1744, also now seem appropriate, whenever desired and feasible .
To sum up the discussion to this point, the overriding, identifiable philosophical bench mark upon which physical and intellectual interpretations of historic Louisbourg are based is "authenticity." Secondly, "authenticity" is defined by reference to known or reasoned facts (truth) at a given period in the history of 18th century Louisbourg.
The thin edge of the wedge that threatens to distort the "authenticity" of historic Louisbourg is actually double edged and has affected both the physical and intellectual interpretation of the site. In the first instance, insufficient maintenance funding levels have seriously compromised the "as built " line, level and fabric" of our buildings. In the second instance (with one glaring example in our physical interpretation programme) it is fiction which threatens to undermine the "authentic" presentation of historic Louisbourg.
The maintenance programme was originally envisioned as a process to preserve the "as built" lines, levels and fabrics" to their presumed spring of 1745 appearance. Predictably, the passage of time has proven this goal to be folly as our reconstructed buildings themselves began to age naturally. Nevertheless, the assumption remained that despite the deteriorating appearance of our buildings, at the least, the integrity of "as built" "line, level and fabric" would be protected during the maintenance process.
At the moment, the maintenance process revolves around the excuse, real or imagined, that in certain instances "as built" features will not be brought back to their original "as built" lines, levels and fabrics during a major maintenance operation. Rather, repairs will be effected as required, though the result will always be in keeping with traditional 18th century methods.
Clearly, the above process compromises the Louisbourg definition of "authenticity" when that bench-mark is tied to a particular date but not when it is linked to the development of Louisbourg in general. The question to resolve in light of National Historic Site Policy that "in restoration and reconstruction of historic structures that line, level and fabric shall be as true to the original as possible" and "that departure from this rule shall be justified by over-riding necessity or for the purpose of substantially increasing the life expectancy of the structure, and only then when modern materials and techniques can be effectively concealed" is:
· Do we maintain the 1745 date and hence the "as-built" "line, level and fabric" "authenticity"?
· Or do we maintain the 1745 date for justifying which buildings or features were reconstructed but choose traditional 18th century repair.
The other edge to the wedge introduces the concept of fiction to the historic town. Some fiction is unavoidable - such as smoke and heat detectors - some is avoidable but placed for creature comfort - washroom signs some is policy, to further historical interpretation modern exhibit settings and others are inappropriate or outright mistakes rivetted hinges or error-ridden interpretations. The problem here is defining the line that separates the proper use of fiction at the expense of non-fiction.
In the physical site, modern inappropriate and incorrect intrusions (fiction) were to be hidden whenever possible, to reduce their impact upon the senses to the absolute minimum. Exceptions were tolerated only when it was absolutely impossible or was policy to do otherwise. In other words, the presentation of "authenticity" with as few intrusions as feasible was the primary goal of our designers and builders of the 60s and 70s.
To date, intellectual interpretation, i.e. the verbal and written information we transmit concerning the summer of 1744, a special event, the J. S. McLennan era or the reconstruction itself has been exclusively non-fictional. "Learn your facts" has been the goal of the extensive training programme to which we subject our operational staff each spring.
The vehicles by which we transmit what we believe are the true facts of historic Louisbourg vary considerably. On the one hand, there is the physical site itself for anyone to examine at close hand for its "authentic" touches and minimal modern intrusions; on the other there are our numerous animators, guides, exhibits, publications and films, each charged with the responsibility of transmitting as accurate a picture of historic and reconstructed Louisbourg as possible.
Perhaps our bravest and yet most controversial attempt to date at presenting the known facts was the short-lived experiment where our animators attempted role playing, i.e. the assumption of identities of historic figures who actually lived at Louisbourg. Unfortunately, the experiment did not meet expectations for two reasons:
· Known facts were without exception insufficient for fleshing out full "authentic" character developments;
· These animators were not trained actors, and generally their presentations were either not believable or were carried to ridiculous lengths when working the few facts that were known.
The above experiment was also the occasion for raising once again the question of whether animation itself was an appropriate vehicle for transmitting historic information. This controversy has very deep roots, and its germination has much in common with Katharine McLennan's strong view that reconstructed buildings were equally inappropriate. In either case, we must grant that the fabric is not truly "authentic", though line and level in its broadest sense as a measure of true fact may be entirely accurate. Nevertheless, policy has determined that Louisbourg shall have both and that both shall be as close to the original as possible.
To sum up the discussion to this point:
· The overriding identifiable philosophical bench mark upon which physical and intellectual interpretations of historic Louisbourg are based is "authenticity;"
· "Authenticity" is defined as reference to known or reasoned facts (or truth) at a given period in the history of 18th century Louisbourg;
· Historical facts translate into lines, levels and fabrics in the physical world of reconstructions, reproductions, antiques and modern intrusions (which includes people);
· National Historic Site Policy is that "in restoration and reconstruction of historic structures that line, level and fabric shall be as true to the original as possible";
· Non-fiction is the only basis for the "authentic" physical and intellectual information that we transmit.;
· A variety of non-"authentic" vehicles (from the point of view of non-original fabric) is presently used as a matter of policy at the Fortress for the translation of "authenticity" into an understandable form;
· A growing list of maintenance and operational activities and decisions are not based on the above bench mark of "authenticity" with the result that the integrity of the historic site is being visibly compromised.;
· National Historic Sites Policy does allow for compromise, i.e. a departure from the line, level and fabric rule in restoration and reconstruction work, but only when the use of modern materials and techniques can be effectively concealed and justified by an over- riding necessity such as increased life expectancy. Otherwise visible and concealed line, level and fabric must be as true to the original as possible;
· The corollary of the above is that our animation programme shall also be as true to the original as possible (which is taught and reinforced through a rigorous training programme).
(B) A BASIS FOR COMPROMISE
Demands on Historical Resources to provide advice which involves changes in both the physical and intellectual interpretative programmes are increasing daily. Historical Resources has few problems with change when staff can refer back directly to the previously discussed bench marks and definitions of "authenticity," but unfortunately, such demands increasingly involve questions of acceptable compromise and/or departures from known "authenticity."
Historical Resources finds it difficult to provide meaningful advice in such circumstances because formal guidelines covering both the physical and intellectual interpretive programmes have not been issued in one place to establish:
· A precise definition of "authenticity" with reference to acceptable compromises and departures from "authentic" norms;
· The sanctity of the dates "The Summer of 1744" and "The Spring of 1745" in any "authenticity" equation;
· An acceptable definition for defining an over-riding necessity for compromise and/or departures from known "authenticity."
(C) THE THIN EDGE OF THE WEDGE: 
COMPROMISING THE "AUTHENTIC" SITE
The introduction of Primedia's version of historical fiction to the interpretation of Louisbourg's history might very well represent the thin edge of a wedge which could conceivably result in a major change in how Parks Canada itself will interpret the Fortress in the future, particularly if increased visitation numbers can be attributed to the film. To date, the Fortress interpretive programme has strictly adhered to guidelines of historical accuracy whenever possible. To now allow an outside agency into our reproduced historical settings to depict a variety of people, places and events in a fictionalized manner is upsetting enough, but to legitimize these activities with advice designed to ensure historical accuracy to less than a degree than demanded of our own interpretive programme surely leaves the Park open to accusations of hypocrisy.
Historical fiction is without argument generally more popular than non-fiction because it can heighten interest in otherwise dull situations through dramatic license. The questions then become:
· Does the Park not see the difference between a book author, independently producing a work of historical fiction for his or her personal or altruistic ends and ourselves actively collaborating in a work of historical fiction in which we allow our historical settings, people and events to be knowingly fictionalized in some manner and degree?
· Does the Park not think that the didactic goals of the Fortress of Louisbourg would be better served by us promoting history (true facts) in more imaginative ways than by allowing a mixing of fact and fiction in a film which the public will view and interpret without benefit of our guidance?
· Does the Park not think that more appropriate methods than historical fiction are available for promoting the history of Louisbourg with A same time end result of increasing visitation or revenue?
· Does the Park not realize that the results are precisely the same whether we collaborate with a movie company or whether we ourselves with our own resources produce a film which knowingly fictionalizes our historical settings, people and events?
· Is the Park not willing to incorporate into formal guidelines the principles that produced historic Louisbourg in the first place and thus minimize the possibility of such inappropriate, collaborative depictions in the future or is the Park now prepared to issue new guidelines that will result in a different interpretative thrust?
· And finally, notwithstanding the above, does the Park not see that Primedia represents a major example of a thin edge of a wedge whose actions, if allowed to happen again, would further erode the "authenticity" of historic Louisbourg as we now know it?
(D) CONCLUSION
Fiction is like a cancer to non-fiction. Once accepted, it is insidious in that if not vigilantly monitored it will spread like wild fire, from mouth to mouth by people who are either uninformed or uncaring. Clearly, if the Park is suffering low visitation numbers or insufficient revenue, let us accept the fact that we must promote non-fiction in more imaginative ways with a greater commitment of existing resources. For the sake of all the dedicated people who came before us, let us not throw out the baby with the bath water.
As for Primedia, the script that I reviewed on 26 August 1985 was most enlightening. Rather than a work of Historical Fiction (as I have said, not an appropriate way to interpret or publicize historic Louisbourg in the first place), I found a work of fictional history. Historical fiction may appear in their claims, to justify their use of historic Louisbourg, but the writers were clearly more concerned with comedy than with historical fact. Consequently, they have produced a script studded with historical errors, fabrications and anachronisms.
To rescue this script and return it to any semblance of historical fiction will require a far closer scrutiny of the material than the two or three hours that I spent reading the script for the first time this Monday morning. The fact that we have agreed to the filming and are unable to reconsider our decisions will therefore require the following steps:
· A credit line at the beginning and at the end of the movie which will remain on the screen long enough to be read somewhat as follows: Filmed partly on location at the Fortress of Louisbourg National Historic Park. Some of the people, places and events of historic Louisbourg have been fictionalized for dramatic and technical reasons;
· The issue of a set of precise guidelines defining the line between appropriate fiction and historical accuracy in a work of 18th century Historical fiction depicting the people, places and events of Louisbourg;
· A detailed examination of the script by the combined staff of Historical Resources and other sections to ensure that the material meets the above guidelines prior to filming;
· Director/Producer consultation with a person from Historical Resources during filming to ensure it meets the above guidelines;
· A review of the edited film prior to issue to determine whether it meets the above guidelines or requires a further credit line disclaimer.


CHAPTER TWO
SOME RECONSTRUCTION GUIDELINES
By Eric Krause, November 23, 1988
There have been questions; like - we want to reconstruct, but how do we ensure accuracy?
(I) PRE-RECONSTRUCTION STAGE
At this stage, here are some guidelines which could prove beneficial:
(1) Ensure that you have the basics in place.
· Define an ACCURACY STATEMENT: i.e. the degree of historical accuracy that you wish to achieve, or the amount of historical compromise with which you can live;
· Determine the period in history to which you wish to rebuild;
· Produce detailed reconstruction drawings that reflect the accuracy definition of goal (a) above;
· Determine the level of funding which will meet goal (a) and (b) above.
(2) In defining your ACCURACY STATEMENT, keep the following in mind:
· THE LINE LEVEL AND FABRIC PHILOSOPHY: Physical objects, buildings included, can be described in terms of their line, level and fabric at a particular moment(s) in time. By line, one means assembly, or how things are put together into a recognizable form or shape: or that process which tells us why a humble home is not a stately mansion is not a tree, or a double hung window is not a casement window; By level, one means 3 dimensional measurement or the physical size, in all conceivable directions, of the parts that comprise the recognizable assembly; And by fabric, one is speaking about materials and their intrinsic atomic composition.
  
· THE WHOLE PICTURE: Keep in mind that a reconstructed structure is more than the structure itself. For example, period landscaping, gardens, walks, driveways, fencing and animators, each of which have their own lines, levels and fabrics, are powerful tools that can be used to further enhance the accuracy statement.
  
· COMPROMISE OF LINE, LEVEL AND FABRIC: In each case, by itself or in combination, line, level or fabric may be compromised, either by design or by accident. Be realistic. The amount of available money is what will ultimately determine the degree of historical authenticity contained in the accuracy statement and the accuracy statement is what will determine the amount of money which should be sought.
  
· SOME REASONS FOR COMPROMISE
· MODERN INTRUSION REASONS
· Health/Safety (National Building Code): Traffic Flow, Washrooms, Visible Smoke Detectors, Hydrants, Joist Spacing (Load Considerations), Sprinkler System
· Hidden in Walls, Etc. or Visible Utility and Mechanical Service Facilities: Light, Power, Water, Sewage, Heating, Plumbing, Fire Protection, Cooking, Water, Air Conditioners
· Environmental: Drainage, Waterproofing, Ventilation, Insulation, Weatherproofing, Vermin Control;
· Convenience: Added Basement, Electrical Lights, Concrete Core Walls with Historical Facings, Modern Furnishings
· Exhibits
· Temporary Repairs
· Supply Problems/Non Availability of Historic Materials: Wrought Iron Hardware, Large Timbers, Period Wallpaper
· Technical/Skill Limitations: Lack of Lath and Plaster Plasterers, Use of Circular Saws Rather than Reciprocating Saw, Sawn Wood Instead of Split
· (Hidden Technological Advantages (Stability, Long Life and Maintenance Cost Effectiveness): Wood Preservatives, Concrete Core Walls with Period Facings
· Use: Modern Furnishings, Lighting
· ERROR REASONS
· In-the-Field Construction Substitute Changes
· BY ACCIDENT REASONS
· Spilling of Fluorescent Light Through a Window when the Period Environment called for Candlelight
· THE IMPORTANCE OF DETAIL: Finally, reconstruction drawings are a visual reflection of accuracy statement details: of lines, levels and fabrics. The more detailed the drawings, the more the chance that the final product, the reconstruction, will be historically accurate. Generalities at the reconstruction stage are an invitation to controversy, error and misunderstandings. To avoid this problem, the services of a reconstruction architect or specialist is highly recommended.
(3) Ensure that everyone, from decision maker to construction personnel to grass roots supporter have a clear understanding of the meaning of the accuracy statement.
· Nothing is more frustrating than to find out that a Project does not have a common goal, or that people are interpreting the accuracy statement differently. Inevitably, frustration will result, to produce either anger or apathy, or worse yet, substantative errors.
(4) Ensure that the decision making process clearly records all resolutions, in writing and/or by signed plan, and gives a basis for each decision that satisfies the accuracy statement.
· This is the process which translates the accuracy statement into a tangible construction strategy that everyone can support. It is also the reference record that will guide the future maintenance programme.
(5) Ensure that a reconstruction architect, or specialist, and a lawyer have vetted the technical and legal specifications of the construction contract, to avoid future surprises.
For example, a specialist might insist that a general reference on historic lime-based mortar include a precise recipe that modern ingredients should be added to extend its life expectancy.
· This specialist would also warn that reconstruction projects are susceptible to cost over-runs. For example, special materials often arrive late.
· Do not proceed with a written contract that does not reflect your particular needs. In other words, a general type construction contract may not be adequate. This is the reason why a reconstruction architect or specialist is often the one who writes up such specifications, or insists that it be a complete package that includes construction plans.
· A payment schedule must also appear in the contract. List the points in the work when payments are to be made.
(6) Decide who is to do the reconstruction work.
· Most private and public companies do not have the expertise to properly do the work. They will say they do, but since their skills will be limited to the use of modern tools and techniques, the results will appear to be modern. The trick will be to find a construction manager who can use these same resources to an advantage. In other words, seek out a construction manager who understands your goals and is willing to use his most skilled craftsmen on the project.
· Obtain bids but be mindful that most contractors are unfamiliar with reconstruction projects. As a result, they will tend to bid high from fear of the unknown. Ironically, those firms who do have the required experience will also tender high, for one of two reasons: because costs are in fact higher; or because they see a chance to rip off the project. Such unscrupulous people usually regard reconstruction projects as being endowed with a bottomless pit of funding. The trick: Ask for references! Ask around! Investigate past work records! and hope for the best! Also, what were the problems and successes, who was at fault and who succeeded, were construction schedules met or delayed, were the workers neat or messy in their work habits, was there or was there not a good rapport between contractor, worker and client, and who were the supervisors?
(7) Ensure before the reconstruction stage begins that sufficient funding is Identified so that the maintenance programme will be able to respect the accuracy statement.
· This process will require that a life cycle model be first devised. Simply put, this model is an examination of the maintenance requirements of a structure over a long period of time. From this model, an estimate of the costs for routine repairs (such as painting) and major repairs (such as a complete roof covering replacement) can be determined.
· Keep in mind that the life cycle model for a reconstructed structure will certainly exceed that of a modern structure. For example, if the building is not occupied year round, structural deterioration may actually accelerate as the moisture content of the walls increases in excess of that of an occupied building. Also, hired staff tend to ignore daily maintenance problems, such as water entry through windows, more so than would a live-in owner. over time, this lack of attention could prove costly. In addition, special skills and highly paid contractors or specialists may be required for the repair of period materials.
(II) RECONSTRUCTION STAGE
(1) Designate ONE person as general consultant, to monitor the construction process on a regular basis with an immediate stop work authority over the construction manager.
· Better yet, obtain the services of a construction manager familiar with reconstruction techniques. Remember, stopped work orders are costly: wages will continue to be paid even as scheduled work passes by its target date.
· This person must be independent of the construction process and fully familiar with the written and signed record. one of his major responsibilities will be to authorize or reject, as well as to record, the inevitable construction changes that will be required in the field. This decision must not be left with construction managers, engineers, or workers.
(2) Maintain both a dated photograph and written (diary type) record.
· In particular, daily slides are useful as a reference and propaganda tool. The original slide must be glass mounted and used for reproduction purposes only. Duplicate copies, never the original, are to be used for slide shows.
· In other cases, retain all the negatives.
(III) POST RECONSTRUCTION STAGE
(1) Deposit written decisions, construction plans, and photographic records in a safe location, for future reference and maintenance purposes.
· Since over time it may prove necessary to amend earlier decisions, it is important that these new initiatives continue to meet the accuracy definition and that they are recorded. However, if, upon reflection, it is decided to no longer meet certain accuracy statements, this decision must also be recorded.
· The maintenance programme must also meet the accuracy statement in all its details. If, for example, paint was based on a certain formula, the maintenance programme must have knowledge of and access to this formula.
· Create an inventory and finding aid for this collection. Consult an archivist for guidance.
(2) Be vigilant.
· Maintenance costs will surely escalate over time. If funding proves insufficient, there will arise the temptation to compromise the accuracy definition.
· The commitment to accuracy statements will lessen over time. Expediency is the greatest threat to the maintenance of historical authenticity.
(3) Issue summary building manuals, for reference purposes.
(a) History manual.
· The historical story.
(b) Maintenance manual.
· This manual is critical. It must provide the location of drawings and construction decisions. It must also outline, in detail, the maintenance programme for the structure, according to its architectural parts. This manual is essential for two reasons: to ensure a rational approach to the maintenance programme and to protect the accuracy statement.
· For example, the roofing material may require that sneakers be worn for repair purposes, the chimneys that they be cleaned more often than usual because wood is being burned, the windows that broken panes be replaced with special glass stored in the basement, the nails that cut be used instead of wire, or the painted siding that period brushes be used in order to achieve a certain visual appearance.


CHAPTER THREE
NEGATIVE REASONING
By Eric Krause , April 25, 1989
A recent Period Presentation meeting once again raised a contentious subject which numerous people on numerous occasions have raised before. The subject of which I speak is negative reasoning and its use within the Louisbourg authenticity equation. While, more than once, this question has appeared settled, like a stubborn wart, it continues to disrupt and distort our decision making process.
Two conflicting parts comprise the whole of the Louisbourg "authenticity" equation: the philosophical need, from an historical perspective, to be totally accurate whenever possible, and the operational need, from an ad hoc perspective, to compromise history whenever necessary. Positive reasoning is the historical corroborative glue which, paradoxically, at the same time keeps the parts both together and from flying apart, so as to work in harmony. Negative logic, on the other hand, is the speculative solvent that eats away at historical binders.
At Louisbourg, we measure the degree of historical "authenticity" (accuracy) of three dimensional objects, be they buildings, pieces of furniture, or items of clothing, by comparing their modern (or antique) "lines, levels and fabrics" to what we believe (interpret) to be their 18th century counterparts within time (often 1744) and space (for example, Louisbourg, Block 17, Lot A, etc.). Our knowledge of 18th century standards may be imperfect, even flawed, and we may have to interpret or correct at a later date, but, always, we strive to be as historically accurate as possible.
To examine the "Line, Level and Fabric" composition of a three dimensional object is to determine its degree of "authenticity": By line, one means assembly, or how things are put together into a recognizable form or shape - or that process which tells us why a humble home is not a stately mansion is not a tree, or a double hung window is not a casement window; By level, one means 3 dimensional measurements or the physical size, in all conceivable directions, of the parts that comprise the recognizable assembly; And by fabric, one is speaking about materials and their intrinsic atomic composition.
Few Louisbourg objects are 100% Louisbourg "authentic". Even Louisbourg site specific antiques and original building fabric may not be 100% "authentic", given the degree which the ravages of time and people have had upon, for example, their lines or levels. Notwithstanding this disquieting fact, disappointing more would be if we were to use this knowledge as an excuse not to seek perfection.
While we must strive for perfection, this goal must not blind us to the real world of compromise. many factors, including those of cost, safety, and longevity, have become an integral part of the "authenticity" equation. How we justify and convince our colleagues of the necessity of such interventions (intrusions upon history) will determine the degree to which we compromise the lines, levels and fabrics of historic objects.
· LOGIC: The science of reasoning , proof thinking, or inference; ... chain of reasoning correct or incorrect, correct or incorrect use of argument.
Since 1961, numerous people have applied negative logic (reasoning) to justify their doing historically less rather than historically more, or even, conversely (which may surprise outsiders), historically more rather than historically less. Unfortunately, because the negative investigative process itself is flawed (being an incorrect chain of reasoning), its conclusions are equally flawed, and, hence, neither process nor conclusion should be allowed to colour our decision making process. The fact that a chain of thought containing negative reasoning may, in fact, occasionally produce the same conclusion as a correct chain of reasoning should not be taken to legitimize its use under any circumstance.
The working out of negative logic has led to some startling historical conclusions at Louisbourg. The process is as follows: Propose a positive statement of fact, then introduce a negative statement of fact, and then compare the two statements to reach a logical conclusion that suits a particular purpose. Some few examples:
(1) POSITIVE FACT:
· Louisbourg imported paint into the colony or;
· Louisbourg builders often used exterior sheathings and in-fills in combination or;
· Coffee houses were popular in France or;
· Pierre Lorant operated a tavern in 1743 in the Block 2 Lartigue structure, while J. Maujot dit St. Germain operated one in the same location in 1734. However, the buildings are not the same, the first - a modest structure - having been torn down and replaced by a more substantial stone structure. The Maujot tavern was known as the Hotel de la Marine, the name of the Lorant tavern is unknown.
(2) NEGATION:
· Home-owners never stated directly whether they did or did not paint their homes or;
· The visitor cannot see the in-fill or;
· The evidence, either direct or indirect, does not refute the existence of Coffee houses at Louisbourg or;
· There is no evidence to prove that the name of the Lorant tavern was not also Hotel De La Marine, since the building is in the same location as the maujot tavern. when maujot moved to a new location, there is no evidence to prove what he named his new tavern .
(3) Conclusion:
· Either paint choice may be perfectly correct, so we will choose the one that suits our modern requirements best or;
· So why place an in-fill at all? or;
· So we can have Coffee houses if we want or;
· We can name it the Hotel De La Marine if we wish.
As you can see, this type of thought process can produce a variety of conclusions, but at its worst, the unsubstantiated or non-verifiable conclusion is the one which is perhaps the most damaging to our efforts to be as demonstrably accurate as possible. In this scenario - which, believe me, did occur quite often in the past - a person of final decision making power, with a preconceived effect in mind, will introduce a desired conclusion and then challenge the historical expert to prove categorically and verifiably that his unsubstantiated but negatively derived facts which led to the conclusion are historically incorrect. In other words, "my claim is right unless you can prove it wrong."
In conclusion, we should eradicate negative reasoning entirely from the Louisbourg authenticity equation, when justifying particular actions or historical compromise. In its most benign form it encourages bad habits like lazy thinking, but, at its worst, it spawns unsubstantiated, non-verifiable conclusions. In short, we should use verifiable facts whenever possible by following the dictum of Ronald Way, the General Consultant to Louisbourg in the 60's, who once stated, "when in doubt, don't proceed."
In other instances, where we feel we must compromise known historical evidence, let us justify these compromises without resorting to the use of negative reasoning. Let us, instead, use more measurable criteria. Let us first identify all the options and then compare their respective strengths and weaknesses. Factors like cost efficiency, longevity, health/safety concerns, practicality, environmental impact, convenience, availability of historical materials, technical/skill limitations, hidden technological advantages and use are but some of the criteria which can be measured and weighted by degree of importance.
To tolerate a negative inspired interpretative process, under any circumstance, no matter how seemingly admirable, is to invite nothing but trouble. Like a cancer, this type of logic, if allowed to persist, will most certainly spread to infect all aspects of our decision making process. Particularly vulnerable to spreading this infection will be the new players on the block, the newer staff who, unfamiliar with the Louisbourg authenticity approach in the past, will assume negative reasoning to be a legitimate tool for reaching decisions.
In time, the destructive potential of negative reasoning will become all too apparent. Why be concerned with the hard work of verifying facts and past decisions, why investigate various options, or why fix ones mental powers upon historical detail when the primary concern of decision makers seems to be the meeting of preconceived goals which cannot be demonstrably proven incorrect. Over time, as this decision making process progressively eats away at lines, levels and fabrics, it will erode the resolve of historically minded people to be, in fact, historically minded.


CHAPTER FOUR
FORTRESS OF LOUISBOURG: ITS MANDATE
By Eric Krause, April 10, 1990
(I) HISTORICAL PRINCIPLES
· To be a representative cultural symbol (applied history) of a past era, that, in every possible respect, is "authentic" (accurate) to known or supposed historical fact, including to historical line, level, and fabric;
· To optimize historical accuracy by correcting or drawing attention to errors of fact as they become known;
· To minimize the examples which compromise historical accuracy;
· To make decisions that meet approved written guidelines that include clear meanings of terms like representative cultural symbol, applied history, historical error, "authenticity", accuracy, compromise, line, level, and fabric, etc.;
(II) GAIN KNOWLEDGE
· To continually search for the truth, thereby striving for perfection;
(III) EDUCATION
· To inform, visually and intellectually, thereby educating the general public, specific interest groups, and trainees through the communication of knowledge in both official languages;
(IV) VALIDATION
· To set, as well as be perceived as setting, standards of excellence, thereby validating the parks mandate;
(V) CONTINUITY
· To train and to retrain, thereby ensuring continuity of purpose;
(VI) ECONOMICS
· To provide economic benefits that promote the mandate, thereby avoiding possible commercial exploitation;
(VII) HERITAGE PROTECTION
· To provide year-round heritage protection, thereby meeting Canadian Parks Service - Department of Environment policy;
(VIII) RECREATION
· To provide rest and relaxation within a heritage context, thereby encouraging understanding.


CHAPTER FIVE
RECONSTRUCTION AUTHENTICITY STATEMENT
By Eric Krause, May 7, 1990
RECONSTRUCTIONS
A reconstruction programme of development and maintenance requires both an authenticity statement and a defined process to ensure success.
Reconstruction Authenticity Statement:
· In reconstruction, line, level and fabric, as determined through historical research, shall be as true as possible to the present state of factual knowledge of the original. As for the replication of any other required lines, levels, or fabrics, they shall be as appropriate as possible to the interpretive knowledge of the original. Hence, reconstruction work shall be considered historically accurate, or authentic when the evidence is either factual or derived, whether applied together or alone.
In applied history, the goal is to continually monitor and improve upon, so as to maximize, the correctness of reconstructed architectural landscapes. Hence, inappropriate design departures are always unacceptable. Yet, a design team, that includes historical research staff, may occasionally justify compromise, on a case by case basis only, after comparing an authentic historical design option to a range of lesser correct options. In this instance, compromised reconstruction work shall be declared historically appropriate.
The reasons for historical compromise are severely limited. They are:
· because of a directed, legislative code;
· because of a proven need to substantially increase the economic life-cycle expectancy of the replicated architectural landscape;
· because of the unavailability of historically correct materials;
· because of the impracticality of original use;
· or because of modern use add-on adaptations.
In applied history, the goal is to effectively conceal modern intrusions so as to maximize the historical integrity of built lines, levels, and fabrics. However, the limiting reasons for historical compromise may require the occasional intrusion to be necessarily visible. In this case, design shall be patently modern, and installation carried out in such a way as to allow future removal with minimal damage to the reconstructed fabric.
Statement Definitions and Implications
· Reconstruction: A modern, reproduced historical architectural landscape whose lines, levels, and fabrics either, if known, are an exact duplicate of the original, or, if unknown and hence interpreted, fall within a range limited to recognizable standards of the historical period in question;
· Line: Form and aesthetics, whether visible or invisible to the eye;
· Level: Three dimensional measurements;
· Fabric: Atomic composition;
· Historical Research: A continuous programme consisting of professional archaeologists and historians working in the field of applied history, whose goal it is to incorporate their knowledge into reconstructed architectural landscapes;
· Present State of Knowledge: As new historical knowledge becomes available, existing lines, levels, and fabrics may be improved whenever conditions become feasible to do so;
· Compromise Options: one corollary which rises from our goal, which states that our job is to maximize the historical accuracy of Louisbourg's reconstructed architectural landscapes, is that our job is equally to minimize the number of historical anachronisms by justifying their use according to a limited list. From that then arises the additional corollary that our job is also to chose the intrusion which, when measured against the historically correct option, produces the least change while yet meeting our need to compromise.


CHAPTER SIX
SITE PRESENTATION WITHIN
AND WITHOUT THE PERIOD PRESENTATION AREA
By Eric Krause , August 21, 1990
(I) GUIDANCE, DIRECTION, AND POLICY
Over the years, The Fortress of Louisbourg as well as both Parks Canada (or Canadian Parks Service) and the Departments of Indian Affairs and of the Environment in generalhave issued numerous plans, initiatives, statements, beaver books, management planning documents, etc.. The idea was that we, the servants of the Canadian public, and answerable to the Queen or her representative, were to accept these views in the spirit of guidance, direction, or policy.
Unfortunately, many of us have chosen to pick and choose from this melange as we have seen fit rather than to regard as complementary. Reproduced below then are but a few of these directions.
The question to keep in mind is:
· WHEN MAKING DECISIONS REGARDING LOUISBOURG'S INTERPRETATIVE PROGRAMMES, BOTH WITHIN AND WITHOUT THE PERIOD ZONE, ARE THESE THOUGHTS BEING KEPT IN MIND, AND IF NOT, WHY NOT?
(A) CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT POLICY
· In the interest of long term public benefit, new uses that threaten cultural resources of national historic significance will not be considered, and existing uses which threaten them will be discontinued or modified to remove the threat ...
· CPS will avoid actions that reduce the potential for future understanding and appreciation of a cultural resource and the legacy that it represents ...
· The Canadian Parks Service will respect the distinguishing features that constitute the historic character of a cultural resource ...
· Uses of cultural resources will be respectful of, and compatible with, their historic character. This applies equally to the use of landscapes and structures, the display or use of artefacts and to public activities affecting cultural resources ...
· Appropriate visitor activities and public uses of cultural resources at national parks, national historic sites and historic canals will respect the resources and be consistent with the purpose, themes and objectives of the park, site or canal ...
(B) RECONSTRUCTION "AUTHENTICITY" STATEMENT AND PROCESS
· A reconstruction programme of development and maintenance requires both an authenticity statement and a defined process to ensure success ...
· Historical research shall determine the lines, levels and fabrics of period architectural landscapes. In reconstruction work, lines, levels and fabrics shall, first of all, be as true as possible to the present state of factual knowledge of those of the original. As for the replication of remaining lines, levels, or fabrics, they too shall be as true as possible to the present interpretive knowledge of those of the original. Consequently, reconstruction work that is historically accurate, or authentic, must be in exact conformity with this historical, informational standard ...
· In applied history, the goal is to continually monitor, identify omissions or new facts, and improve upon, so as to maximize, the correctness of reconstructed architectural landscapes. Equally, the goal is to minimize the examples of known errors and modern intrusions. In short, inappropriate design departures are always unacceptable ...
· A design team, that includes historical research staff, may occasionally justify compromise. However, it will do this on a case by case basis only, and only after unfavourably comparing an authentic historical design option to a range of lesser correct options. In this instance, given that the reconstruction is no longer in exact conformity with the existent historical standard, compromised reconstruction work shall be declared historically appropriate work ...
· The reasons for historical compromise, being a necessary evil, are severely limited. They are: because of a directed, legislative code; because of a proven need to substantially increase the economic life-cycle expectancy of the replicated architectural landscape; because of the unavailability of historically correct materials; because of the impracticality of original use; or because of modern use add-on adaptations ....
· In applied history, the goal is to effectively conceal modern intrusions so as to maximize the historical integrity or honesty of other lines, levels, and fabrics. However, the limiting reasons for historical compromise may require the occasional intrusion to be necessarily visible. In this case, design shall be patently modern, and installation carried out in such a way as to allow future removal with resources and be consistent with the purpose, themes and objectives of the park, site or canaL...
(C) CANADIAN PARKS SERVICE STRATEGIC PLAN
· This strategy is designed to help ensure protection and presentation of the most significant examples of our important natural and cultural areas as an investment in the healthy environment of the planet and as a legacy to future Canadians.
(II) THE TAIL WAGGING THE DOG
In the decision making process of THE PROJECT (1961-1982) and of THE PARK (1982 to present), whether involving the immediate "period" setting or the area just outside, sometimes it is the dog that has waged the tail, and sometimes the tail the dog. Significantly, since neither the dog nor the tail can talk, it is our "authenticity" statement which defines for us dog and tail. the tail (approved funding levels, questions of safety, cost effectiveness, etc.) disquietingly wagging the head (historical accuracy) of the dog (re-constructed, re-presented Louisbourg). True, even a dog will have its days, and Louisbourg certainly has had its share, but even when in control of its own tail, it has often been scolded for wagging its tail too vigorously, by masters (both management and support staff) often too at the ready.
The problem, of course, - then as now - is that the masters of Louisbourg's destiny have been inconsistent in their reigning in of the dog's leash. In their training process, some have applied a strict definition of historical accuracy (line, level, and fabric), while others have taken a more lenient approach with interpreting the historical evidence of 18th century Louisbourg. Then there have been those who have not only drawn in the leash, but have required the dog to submissively heal, to policy overtly practiced in the beach but "justified" as a necessary evil, required to get the job done.
Louisbourg's masters have exerted an uneven control of their dog's resurrection and subsequent life-growth for a variety of well-known reasons, not the least of which has been that they were river obliged to adhere to a stringent, controlling "authenticity" statement. As well, for example, budget, personality, discipline, dedication, safety, cost effectiveness, and maintenance concerns have played strong roles in this process.
Today, one's professional gut-feeling, as well as the Department's cultural resource policy for the CPS, ought to be telling us in historical resources that the tail of the dog is in strong control of Louisbourg's destiny. At the moment, "authenticity" (no matter how one might want to define the term) has been set upon a meandering, lulling path where each step forward is one step closer to the last curve hiding its inevitable death.
The question, in my mind, then, is whether historical resources is even aware that this roadway even exists.
(A) OUTSIDE THE RECONSTRUCTED ZONE
In the years since 1961, numerous events illustrate, quite clearly, that the masters of Louisbourg have adhered to a policy that has attempted to minimize the examples of modern intrusions outside the "period setting." That these men and women have been successful, or not, however, has come to depend upon one's point of view rather than upon any stated standard against which to compare the results. For instance, the water tower of the 60's (like the on-site proposed parade ground parking or the King's Garden picnic questions of the 90's) have, like a lighting rod, drawn either severe criticism as a failure of this policy, or, paradoxically, enthusiastically justified as an example of its success.
As you know, a proposed feasibility study for enlarging the parking area behind the museum included an examination of the history of the town block upon which it might come to stand. Interestingly, in the 1970's, a similar proposal envisioned a proposed for across the street east of Block 16. Interestingly, in both cases, cars were regarded as un acceptable erection of a tall fence across from block 16, (to the historians, the fence represented one face of a "Fort Apache"), the hide the cars behind a structure (then the fence, now the museum). In both cases, the greater evil was deemed to be the car; the lesser, the masking agent, the only difference being that one mask was to read as a "very tall" 18th century "fence", while the other as a "fait accomplis" of the 1930's (interestingly, in the early years of the reconstruction, the museum building was regarded as a "modern" eyesore, and, if its "building" usefulness (storage, etc) had not become so needed, it, as late as the early 1970's, would have been either demolished or moved off the site (marked stone by stone) and reconstructed at the then new VRC.
Likewise, years ago, I provided a study of a number of contiguous town blocks (interestingly up the same street upon which the museum building now stands), but clearly outside the "period presentation" area. These areas management had "preconceived" as worthy of inn re-construction, even though, at the time, it was unsure of the "historical justification" for their construction. Notwithstanding, management thought it important to base the project (with a "little" push from the then Senior Historian, on the fact that the re-constructed inns once operated as inns in 18th century Louisbourg on those various locations. In other words, the mask in this case was to be an "authentic" facade, if not, an "authentic" interior as well (we never really got to the question of T.V's, etc., before the project idea was discarded.) In addition, as part of the original team concerned with opening up a walking tour from the "period site" to Rochefort Point, the team proposed (and saw the placement of) interpretive plaques low enough to the ground as to disturb the site line beyond the "reconstructed" zone with as few modern intrusions as possible (interestingly, on the basis that the visitor could not ind the plaques, a subsequent decision raised their heights, but, I believe, the intent at the time remained that they be kept as low as possible - indeed, now with all the well-worn directional paths which now exist, the later decision now seems redundant).
Bill O'Shea has also addressed the question of parking. For example, in the matter of levelling off an area at Black Rock for parking, one concern lay with initiating an EARP to have the location reviewed by the warden service and archaeology. He also has noted the genuine need to provide services to disable visitors who require access, and its anticipated growth over the next 10 to 15 years as the population ages. The bottom line is that this could initiate a complete rethinking of access (use of one of the old Visitor Centre parking lots for disabled parking and stop for the shuttle bus; or the use of the Parade Square).
With respect to the Parade Square option, while Bill notes it would not conflict with our preservation mandate, he does suggest, that tor, at least some, the proposed site "may not have immediate eye-appeal." He then goes on to state that there are, no doubt, "other possibilities" no doubt, but "that in focusing on the Museum House parking area we are not only thinking about obliterating more of the cultural resource, but that it may be a quick fix that is not satisfactory over the long run. In actuality we should be looking to reducing the parking behind the museum."
Many other questions take on the same hue as that of the question of parking, and what is good for the goose could be taken as also good for the gander as well. For example, if management were to decide that cars could be parked on the Parade Square, would not the Meal Presentation team have a justifiable argument in requesting a similar dispensation. For example, the use of the King's Garden, with modern tables, and perhaps a canopy over it, or light structure within (no foundation) for those wet, cold, windy, summer days of Louisbourg.
Interestingly, what the Meal Presentation Team has suggested is nothing that radical (or has it - depends upon one I guess). At any rate, they would like to have picnic tables set up within the confines of the garden. Some have even suggested the justification that the 1953 masonry fence (like the 1935-1936) would even mask this activity from the visitor within the "period" setting (if this is indeed a justification, how does the parade square parking proposal, or even the walking tour plaques justify their existences).
Some have even suggested that a "hidden" picnic area - or an apparent one, but in the guise of one of the 1930's, and so in keeping with the historical age of the Museum (but outlined by a 1953 fence) is preferable to a proposed smaller establishment next to the Grandchamp (as part of a Destouches-Yard complex).
Such thinking, whether one is for or against the King's Garden proposal, is, unfortunately, part of the playing out of the same game - the tail wagging the dog - whether we are talking inside or outside (but yet considered to be a cultural resource) the reconstructed zone. See next for clarification.
(B) WITHIN THE RECONSTRUCTION ZONE
Recent events, such as the question of "phony" steps at the King's Bastion, or the "tripping Hazard" at the DesRoches house, and the continued use of "more" period-looking glasses - but to name a few examples - continue to convince me that the tail (the Visitor, safety questions, etc.) is wagging the dog (historical accuracy, historians, etc). My question, I guess, is at what saw-off point does the dog have a defensible right to follow his or her nose.
Gut-feeling, and even our cultural resource policy, tells me that we have been following the dictates of the tail for far too long now, in a meandering trail leading to who knows what destination. At the recent meeting of Period Presentation, the consensus (at least of those who spoke up) appeared to be that while "obvious" modern intrusions were to be avoided, fakery was o.k.
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