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AGENDA
ANTIQUITIES ADVISORY BOARD MEETING #107
Hilton Austin
Room 400/402
500 E. 4th Street
Austin, TX 78701
February 2, 2022
8:30 a.m.
This meeting This meeting of the Antiquities Advisory Board has been properly posted with the Secretary of State’s Office according to the provisions of
the Texas Open Meetings Act, Chapter 551, Texas Government Code. The members may discuss and/or take action on any of the items listed in the
agenda.
Members of the public will be able to observe a livestream feed using the following link on February 2, 2022: https://youtu.be/9RJASDzMm Q
This livestream option will not allow for two-way communication between members of the public and the Commission.

1. Call to Order – Chairman Bruseth
A. Board Introductions
B. Establish a Quorum
C. Recognize and/or excuse absences
2. Approval of Minutes – Bruseth (advance handout)
Antiquities Advisory Board Meeting # 106 (October 29, 2021)
3. Discussion and vote on adoption of amendments to Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 26, Practice and
Procedure, of the Texas Administrative Code
A. Consider adoption of amendments to Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 26, Practice and Procedure, of the
Texas Administrative Code Subchapter C, Archeology, sections 26.14, & 26.16, related to the
submission of archeology permit applications and reports with changes as published in the
November 19, 2021 issue of the Texas Register (46 TexReg 7854-7857) – Jones (Item #8.4A)
B. Consider adoption of proposed amendments to sections 26.20 and 26.23 of the Texas
Administrative Code, Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 26, Subchapter D, Historic Buildings and Structures,
related to permit applications and reports, without changes as published in the November 26, 2021
issue of the Texas Register (46 TexReg 7937-7940) – Graham (Item #8.4B)
4. Discussion and vote on SAL nominations
A. Consider approval of State Antiquities Landmark Nominations for 9 archeological sites (41BS477,
41PS48, PS50, PS117, PS120, PS124, PS139, PS322, PS800) located in the Big Bend Ranch State Park,
Brewster and Presidio, Counties – Sitters
B. Consider approval of State Antiquities Landmark Nominations for archeological site 41VV838
located in the Dan Allen Hughes Unit, Devils River State Natural Area, Val Verde County – Sitters

C. Consider approval of State Antiquities Landmark Nominations for 10 privately-owned parcels as part
of James Bute Park \ Frost Town Historic Site (41HR982) State Antiquities Landmark– Durst
D. Consider approval of State Antiquities Landmark Nominations for 4 archeological sites (Centipede
Cave Parcel, Cunningham Parcel, Jaguar Parcel, and Mullen Parcel) located in the Sunset Ranch
Development, Hudspeth County - Sitters
5. Reports – Division Reports/Presentations on recent and current permitted projects – Jones & Graham
(*The Texas Historical Commission will convene and meet concurrently with the AAB for the presentation noted below)

6. Discussion and possible action to amend Historic Buildings and Structures Antiquities Permit #1095 for on-going conservation work on the Church and Long Barrack, Alamo Plaza, San Antonio,
Bexar County – Graham (Item #3.2)
7. Adjournment
NOTICE OF ASSISTANCE AT PUBLIC MEETINGS: Persons with disabilities who plan to attend this meeting and who may
need auxiliary aids or services such as interpreters for persons who are deaf or hearing impaired, readers, large print or Braille, are requested
to contact Esther Brickley at (512) 463-5768 at least four (4) business days prior to the meeting so that appropriate arrangements can be
made.
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ITEM # 2

ANTIQUITIES ADVISORY BOARD MEETING #106
Minutes
Double Tree Hotel
Bluebonnet Room
303 W 15th Street
Austin, TX 78701
October 29, 2021
8:30 A.M.
Note: For the full text of action items, please contact the Texas Historical Commission at P.O. Box 12276, Austin TX 78711 or call
512.463-1858

1. AAB Call to Order
Commissioner Jim Bruseth opened the Antiquities Advisory Board (AAB) meeting on October 29,
2021, at 08:30. He welcomed everyone to the meeting and asked the members of the AAB to make
their introductions.
Members Present
Jim Bruseth
Rick Lewis
Laurie Limbacher
Norman Alston
Douglas Boyd
Waldo Troell
Todd Ahlman
Dan Utley

Members Absent
Lilia Garcia
Bob Ward

Bruseth announced the absence of Lilia Garcia and Bob Ward. A quorum was established and
Bruseth entertained a motion to excuse Garcia and Ward.
Norman Alston moved on the motion.
Douglas Boyd seconded the motion.
Bruseth called for a vote, heard no opposition, and the motion carried unanimously.
2. Approval of AAB Minutes
Bruseth asked if changes or corrections were needed for the AAB #105 Minutes.
Bruseth heard no call for changes and asked for a motion to approve the AAB Minutes for meeting
#105.
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Dan Utley moved.
Rick Lewis seconded.
Bruseth asked for objections, heard none, and the motion carried unanimously.
3. Second Permit Extension
Bruseth called on Brad Jones that Archeology Division (AD) director to present an application for a
second permit extension.
Brad Jones presented the second permit extension request for permit #6075. Jones stated that the
Principal Investigator (PI) Jason Barrett was not able to attend the meeting in person, but that he
was on the phone and ready to answer questions. Jones explained that the extension request was due
to the complexity of the project and the ongoing analysis. He reported to the AAB that the curation
was essentially completed and that there was no further field work. Jones shared that Barrett
received ample funding from the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) to complete the
project.
Jones asked if the AAB had questions for Barrett.
Bruseth asked if the staff recommended the permit extension?
Jones and his staff supported the second permit extension request.
Bruseth read the motions for the permit extension.
Waldo Troell and Douglas Boyd recused themselves from the vote.
Todd Ahlman moved to approve the motion.
Lewis seconded the motion.
Bruseth called for further discussion, heard none, and the motion carried unanimously.
4. Discussion and vote on SAL nominations
Bruseth called on Jones to present Item #4A.
Jones called on Drew Sitters to present the State Antiquities Landmark (SAL)nominations for the
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department’s (TPWD) Big Bend Ranch State Park (BBRSP). He explained
that not all the site nominations would be discussed, but that Sitters would provide an overview of
the site types.
Sitters explained that TPWD’s archeological survey team had worked since 2005 to record sites
throughout BBRSP, and the 24 sites collectively spanned the Paleoindian to the Historic Periods and
are characterized by open campsites, rock shelters, ranch stands, and hunting sites. He summarized
that the site features included burned rock middens, stacked rock walls, hearths, rock art, residential
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ruins, and circular rock features. Sitters highlighted that the artifacts found included metates, manos,
and projectile points.
Sitters said that the collected artifacts are the source dating most sites, and these compared favorably
to the Folsom, El Madre, Shumla, Perdiz, and Scallion projectile point types and included European
and aboriginal ceramic sherds and historic age ammunition. He believed that the sites contributed to
a better understanding of the prehistory and history of Texas. He supported the eligibility of the
sites for SAL nomination and emphasized that the designation would provide protection against
looters and incidental disturbances. Sitters concluded by thanking TPWD staff for their
nominations.
Bruseth thanked Sitters and read the motions.
Boyd moved on the motion to approve the nominations.
Alston seconded.
Bruseth called for further discussion, heard none, and the motion carried unanimously.
Bruseth called on Bonnie Tipton-Wilson to present Item #4B.
Bonnie Tipton-Wilson presented that the Kimble County Courthouse SAL nomination, which was
listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) on August 12, 2021, under criteria A and
C. She stated that the county judge submitted the SAL nomination to the THC and showed
enthusiastic support. Tipton-Wilson noted that the courthouse was designed by renowned Texas
architect Henry T. Phelps and was built in 1930.
Tipton-Wilson said staff supported the nomination because of the building’s architectural style and
for serving as a central location for government for nearly a century. She explained that the SAL
boundary was referenced to the NRHP boundary and that the nomination form was part of the SAL
file and provided the documentation on which the designation was justified.
Bruseth thanked Tipton-Wilson and read the motions.
Laurie Limbacher moved to approve the nomination.
Alston seconded the motion.
Bruseth asked for discussion, heard none, and the motion passed unanimously.
5. Director Reports
Bruseth called on Jones to present the AD quarterly report.
Jones provided an overview of the 2020 and 2021 permit issuances. He explained that there had
been a slump in 2020, but that the permitting process recovered in 2021. Jones shared that AD
issued 120 permits in the last quarter. He showcased a chart and map that portrayed the types of
permits issued and the locations of the individual projects.
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Bruseth called on Bess Graham to present the Division of Architecture (DOA) quarterly report.
Graham presented her quarterly permit issuance report. She mentioned that most of the permits that
DOA issued focused on architectural rehabilitation. Graham compared the third quarter permits for
2021 with those of 2020. She highlighted the Turtle Creek Pump Station in Dallas, Texas and
presented before and after photographs.
Bruseth thanked Graham for her presentation and called a recess of 13 minutes. He announced that
the AAB would convene into a joint meeting with the THC’s commissioners.
Chairman John Nau welcomed the public, commissioners, and AAB members to the joint THC and
AAB meeting. He announced that the THC’s meeting could move into an executive session and
would be closed to the public. Nau asked all attendees to stand for the pledge of allegiance and
opened the joint meeting.
6. Alamo Master Plan Update
Bruseth concluded the AAB recess and announced the introduction for AAB Item #6.
Kate Rogers the executive director of the Alamo Trust Inc. (ATI), presented her update on the
Alamo re-development plan. She highlighted that an architectural firm was selected for the visitor
center and museum and that they had been working on the new museum’s narrative. Rogers called
on Patrick Gallagher of Gallagher and Associates.
Gallagher announced that the architectural, landscape, and engineering teams had been selected to
join the museum’s interpretive group. He explained the importance of a museum’s well developed
historical narrative and shared that a 30-page story was created. The narrative served as the guiding
storyline for the museum and connected the Alamo to the nation and world. He shared that the
team was working to make the Alamo experience inspirational, authentic, and engaging.
Gallagher walked the meeting through the eight proposed galleries and provided content for each.
He concluded his update and said he would look forward to the next.
Bruseth thanked Gallagher.
Laurie Limbacher asked if Gallagher would share the name of the selected architectural team.
Gallagher answered that the design team consisted of Gensler (architecture) and the landscape
architecture would be provided by OJB.
Bruseth asked for further comments or questions and heard none.
7. Historic Buildings and Structures Antiquities Permits - DOA
Bruseth moved on to AAB Item #7A.
Bruseth called on Graham to present the Alamo Cenotaph assessment under permit #1120.
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Graham explained that a total of six permits were submitted for the AAB’s consideration, including
#1120.
Graham informed the AAB that the project was to assess the current state of the Cenotaph
structure, explaining how the structure was originally built, and providing historic and contemporary
photographs. She notified the AAB that the mortar was cracking and that the permit would provide
the first condition assessment in 80 years and would require removal of the stone panels on the top
of the Cenotaph. She shared that Stan Graves was available to answer any questions that the AAB
and commission had.
Bruseth read the motion to approve or deny the issuance of permit #1120.
Limbacher moved to approve.
Alston seconded the motion.
Bruseth opened the floor for discussion.
Alston appreciated the presentation and shared that it was long established that intervention was
necessary for the restoration and stabilization. He explained that he was nervous about the project
and asked if the assessment methodology would be reviewed by staff?
Graham assured Alston that DOA would review the process and called on Graves to provide
confirmation.
Alston said that he did not expect bulldozers and buckets from Graves.
Graves shared that he too was nervous and that he wanted to ensure that there would be a proper
methodology and preservation plan. He said that his team would not move forward without THC’s
approval.
Alston thanked Graves.
Limbacher thanked Graham and Graves and said that she was glad to see the permit application.
She recalled that prior discussions focused on whether carbonation was occurring within the
concrete and that the permit scope would provide a direct inspection.
Graves answered that this was correct. He said that his construction engineer was very good with
historic concrete and with the identification of carbonation.
Limbacher thanked Graves.
Bruseth asked for further questions, heard none, and the motion carried unanimously to approve the
permit.
Bruseth asked Graham to present AAB Item #7B.
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Graham presented the request to install bollards around the Alamo Cenotaph. She explained that
these bollards, joined by minimal chain, would be constructed to deter visitors from accessing the
base of the Cenotaph, and increase visitor safety.
Bruseth read the motion to approve or deny the issuance of permit #1121.
Douglas Boyd moved to approve the motion.
Lewis seconded.
Bruseth opened the discussion to the AAB members.
Alston stated that he was not prepared to support the motion. He explained that one should
consider the original intent of the artist and that landscaping would provide a far better approach
compared to the installation of the bollards. Alston urged his colleagues not to move the motion
forward.
Limbacher appreciated the research and information. She believed that the installation of the
bollards could be reversable due to the low height and depth of the proposed construction.
Limbacher did note that the option of landscape versus pavement as a barrier could be addressed
with more available review time.
Alston thanked Limbacher and said that he could see the conundrum of the argument. He said that
he was sensitive to the visitor experience. Alston held strong that one could achieve the deterrence
of accessibility to the Cenotaph by the installment of a landscape barrier. He hoped that the AAB
would not clear this motion and rather look for better options.
Bruseth stated that he agreed with Alston. He believed that one should go back to see what the artist
had intended for the monument. Bruseth called for further comments.
Lewis was concerned with the installment of a landscape barrier and stated that moisture would be a
threat to the monument at such a proximity. He argued that the landscape barrier would need a lot
of water in the Texas climate and that the moisture would always be present. Lewis stated his belief
that the bollards were a short-term and dignified step in the right the direction.
Ahlman asked about the issues or concerns of safety surrounding the Cenotaph. He asked if
individuals climbed on the monument frequently?
Kate Rogers answered that the request was brought forth by the Alamo Rangers. She shared that
they encountered children climbing on the structures and falling off. Rogers stated her belief that
climbing on the Cenotaph was not an activity keeping with the reverence of the Alamo site. She
reiterated to the group that the bollards were a temporary solution.
Pamela Jary Rosser, the conservator of the Alamo shared that in 2020 and 2021 the Cenotaph was
tagged and vandalized. She shared her belief that the bollards would serve as a barrier against
vandalization.
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Alston asked if the other AAB members and Commissioners agreed that the bollards would protect
the Cenotaph from vandalization.
Chairman Nau answered no.
Rosser answered that the bollard and chain would provide the Alamo Rangers with a few more
seconds to stop vandalization.
Alston concluded that the installation of the bollards was not the correct historic preservation
approach.
Bruseth called for a vote and abstained from the issue.
Alston opposed the motion.
Bruseth announced that the majority approved of the motion and therefore the motion carried
forward.
Bruseth called on Graham to introduce AAB Item #7C.
Graham introduced the request for permit #1122. The permit would allow for the installment of a
temporary palisade exhibit at the Alamo Church. It was shared that the exhibit would help interpret
the Battle of 1836. She explained that since Gallagher was present, he could provide further details.
Bruseth read the motion for the approval or denial of permit #1122.
Alston moved to approve.
Boyd seconded.
Bruseth asked for questions or discussion.
Alston stated that the exhibit was an excellent idea. He referenced a recent trip to the Alamo where
he saw the contemporary cannon exhibition and believed that the exhibit provided a valuable
perspective. Alston predicted that future exhibits would provide visitors with an enriching
experience.
Limbacher asked about the usage of the word “temporary” for the exhibit. She requested
clarification on the temporary status of the exhibit.
Gallagher answered that the exhibit was considered temporary due to the fabrication material. He
explained that his group could not provide material that would last permanently at the site.
Gallagher informed the AAB that they would have to consider the re-installment of the exhibit once
the plaza construction was completed.
Limbacher stated that it was temporary in two senses.
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Gallagher shared that the construction would protrude a maximum of 8 inches below the ground
surface.
Limbacher agreed with Alston as to the worthiness of the interpretive goal of the project. She shared
that one of the challenges for the Alamo was to make the history of the site come to life and that an
exhibit could help with that challenge.
Bruseth called for the vote, heard no opposition, and the motion passed unanimously.
Bruseth call on Graham to introduce AAB Item #7D.
Graham introduced the request for permit #1123. The permit scope would upgrade portions of the
Alamo’s electrical system. She provided a brief update and photographs. Graham said that John
Mize, architect from Ford, Powell, and Carson was present to answer any questions.
Bruseth read the motion for the approval or denial of permit #1123.
Ahlman moved first for approval.
Boyd seconded.
Limbacher asked about the electrical drawings omitted from the Commissioner’s packets and if the
THC review staff provided comments on the design.
Graham answered that staff did not have conflicts with the electrical upgrade design scope covered
under the permit and that DOA could provide the missing drawings to members of the AAB if
requested.
Limbacher wanted to make clear for the record that the AAB relied on DOA to make the
evaluations.
Graham explained that she did not include the entire drawing set due to the limitations of the paper
format used in the AAB packets.
Alston felt compelled to speak in favor of the permit. He mentioned that he had personal experience
with the type of electrical equipment updates and believed that modernization was recommended.
Bruseth called for the vote, heard no opposition, and the motion passed unanimously.
Bruseth called on Graham to introduce AAB Item #7E.
Graham introduced the request for an amendment to permit #983 that would provide for the
addition of crack stabilization and repairs to the façade of the Alamo. She explained that these were
critical repairs and the consultant needed to be mobilized before the winter.
Bruseth read the motion to approve or deny the amendments to permit #983.
Alston moved to approve.
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Ahlman seconded.
Limbacher asked for clarification on the usage of stainless steel or brass pins and an explanation of
the mortar caps that would be placed on the seams. Limbacher’ s concern was that the mortar would
itself be absorbent and would induce moisture.
John Mize explained that currently water could sit on the top of the cornice, and they wanted to
place the mortar caps to allow the water to run off. Mize said that the building’s parapet allowed
water to drain down onto the face of the church. He wanted to ensure that in the future the
geometry of the parapet would be modified and that all upward facing cracks would be protected
from standing water. Mize warned that the 2020 winter storm had penetrated the cracks and that the
damage needed to be controlled.
Limbacher asked if the real fix would take place upon the repairs to the parapet.
Mize answered yes and said that it would be part of a future project.
Bruseth asked for further comments, heard none, and the motion passed unanimously.
Bruseth called on Graham to introduce AAB Item #7F.
Graham introduced the request for an amendment to permit #1095. She stated that archeologist had
previously excavated and removed part of the flooring of the Long Barracks to explore the
condition of the structure below the floor and to install moisture monitors. ATI was interested in
showing the public what archeological excavation entailed by removing the fill and making the open
excavation unit an exhibit.
Bruseth read the motion to approve or deny the permit for #1095.
Alston moved to approve.
Boyd seconded.
Boyd noted that this was an amazing archeological unit.
Lewis noted that lighting would be the most important accommodation.
Graham stated that the unit would be lit by the railing that surrounded the excavation unit.
Gallagher elaborated that this would be LED lighting.
Lewis noted that this was a trend in Europe and that one could often walk over the glass.
Gallagher stated that the glass would be raised and surrounded by an interpretive rail.
Bruseth called for a vote, heard no opposition, and the motion passed unanimously.
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8. Historic Building and Structures Antiquities Permit – Astrodome
Bruseth introduced AAB Item #8 and called on Graham to present the material.
Graham presented the request for #1125 to allow large mural to be painted onto the sides and roof
of the Astrodome, submitted by Harris County Sports and Convention Corporation, the owners of
the Astrodome. Graham asked the audience if a representative from Harris County or Street Art for
Mankind (design professionals) were present. She received no reply.
Graham explained that the Astrodome project involved seven street artists that planned to paint the
arena with murals that each spanned 75 by 150 feet in length. She noted that the murals would be
painted on solid elements of the building and were segmented into five panels. Graham informed
the AAB that the group of artists also wanted to paint the dome of the Astrodome. She shared that
the artists requested remain on display for a 10-year period.
Graham reviewed the proposed materials that would be used for the project and presented
numerous photographic views of comparable mural work. She shared that DOA had concerns with
the proposed project and asked the artists to consider not painting directly on the Astrodome and
suggested alternative materials be stretched as the basis for the paint. Graham pointed out that the
dome of the arena had been painted before.
THC Executive Director Mark Wolfe elaborated that the THC was concerned about the proposed
project turning the Astrodome into a billboard that would be an inappropriate treatment for a
historic building and SAL. Wolfe reiterated THC’s recommendations to the artists to consider a
temporary exhibit, on canvas, showcased for multiple months, but the artists wanted to stay with the
paint.
Limbacher asked if the artists proposed to paint the Astrodome with white acrylic paint after the 10year period.
Graham confirmed this but was unsure about the type of paint that was currently on the Astrodome.
Limbacher asked about the effectiveness of pressure washing windows to remove acrylic paint.
Graham stated that reviewer Lydia Woods-Boone worked with the artists to understand the scope
of the project. Graham confirmed that they planned to use power washing as a method for removal
of the paint. She explained that DOA was skeptical of this cleaning procedure.
Bruseth asked for further questions, heard none, and read the motions.
Alston moved to deny the permit.
Limbacher seconded.
Alston said that he believed that the art was not within the context of the building and the art was
not practically reversible. He believed that the item did not align with the Secretary of the Interior’s
standards for historic buildings.
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Lewis said that the vote could set standards for other SALs throughout the state and that he did not
want to see SALs turned into billboards.
Limbacher said that the proposed art would break one of the cardinal rules for the preservation of
historic buildings. She stated that the undertaking and the potential removal could cause damage.
Graham shared that the building was already painted and gave the artist the benefit of the doubt.
Limbacher stated that she would support the staff’s suggestion to use a wrap or to have a clear end
date.
Ahlman mentioned that if the motion was of concern to the group, then it would likely concern
other stakeholders.
Bruseth called for the vote, heard no opposition, and the motion for the denial of the permit was
approved.
9. Historic Buildings and Structures Antiquities Permit – Governor’s Mansion
Bruseth introduced AAB Item #9 and called on Graham to present the material.
Graham presented the request for permit #1126. She mentioned that Kevin Koch, the Architect for
the Capitol was present. She explained that the permit would allow for the wholesale cleaning of the
exterior masonry of the mansion and also include minor woodwork repairs.
Bruseth read the motions for permit #1126.
Alston moved to approve the permit.
Limbacher seconded.
Bruseth called for the vote, heard no opposition, and the motion carried.
10. Proposed Amendment Changes – AD and DOA
Bruseth moved to AAB Item #10A and called on Jones to present the material.
Jones explained that the AD permitting system had moved to an online platform. He brought
forward a series of recommended changes to the Texas Administrative Code rules for archeological
permit and report submissions to bring the code in line with current practice.
Jones shared that 26.14 dealt with the sending of hard copy permits to signatories of the permit
application. Changes to 26.16 dealt with draft and final report submission practices and procedures.
Jones announced the partnership with Stephen F. Austin University and the Index of Texas
Archeology on the digitization of redacted report copies. He reassured the AAB that the public
could always request report copies directly from the THC.

11

Bruseth stated that the public would be able to address the THC if they had concerns about the
access to report copies.
Jones concurred.
Bruseth read the motion for the proposed changes to the Texas Administrative Code for Chapters
26.14 and 26.16.
Alston moved to approve.
Ahlman seconded.
Limbacher asked if every report had been digitized? She shared that she had used the report
download service.
Jones answered that they had not digitized every report, but that they continued to follow the
practices in place. He explained that the THC started requiring redacted copies in 2008 and that his
staff would make available previous and forthcoming reports.
Bruseth asked for further comments, heard none, and called for a vote.
Bruseth called the vote, heard no opposition, and the motion passed unanimously.
Bruseth introduced AAB Item #10B and called on Graham to present the item.
Graham explained that her changes to the Texas Administrative Code dealt with digital permit
issuance. She shared that her staff utilized the digital submission process throughout the pandemic
and that DOA had heard no complaints. DOA’s changes dealt with printing resolution and permit
and report submission procedures.
Bruseth read the motion for the proposed changes to the Texas Administrative Code for Chapters
26.20 and 26.23.
Alston moved to approve.
Lewis seconded.
Bruseth called the vote, heard no opposition, and the motion passed unanimously.
11. Adjournment
Bruseth thanked the AAB for their discussions and for their recommendations to the THC.
Bruseth made the motion to adjourn.
Limbacher moved.
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ITEM # 3

Item 3A
Texas Historical Commission
Antiquities Advisory Board
February 2, 2022

Consider adoption of amendments to Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 26, Practice and
Procedure, of the Texas Administrative Code, Subchapter C, Sections §26.14 and
§26.16 related to the submission of archeology permit applications and reports with
changes as published in the November 19, 2021 issue of the Texas Register (46 TexReg
7854-7857)
Background:
The Texas Historical Commission proposes adoption of amendments to Rules §26.14 and §26.16
of Title 13 of the Texas Administrative Code, Part 2, Chapter 26, Subchapter C, Archeology. This
change updates requirements for the submission of archeological permit applications and draft and
final reports requirements for Antiquities Code projects.
The amendment to §26.14 for Issuance and Restriction of Archeological Permits removes the term
“hard copy” and replaces “mailed” with “sent”. In the past year THC has brought online an
electronic archeological permit application system that allows for submission of all required
documents as electronic files, and issues all associated correspondence to the applicant, landowners,
and sponsors (signatories) as electronic files, with hard copies sent on request. Existing language in
the §26.14 specifies that the permit will be sent via “mail” as a “hard copy”. The change will bring
the language in the rules back in line with current practice.
The amendments to §26.16 for Reports Relating to Archeological Permits address wording in the
rules that is no longer consonant with existing practice since the adoption of an online project
review portal eTRAC and the availability of other mechanisms to make reports available to the
public. The first change is the deletion of “and transmittal letter” from the report submission
requirement. The THC’s eTRAC system provides the public an online portal to submit reports
directly to THC staff for review, obviating the requirement for a transmittal letter. Changes to
language regarding the submission of draft reports has been edited to remove “printed” and
language regarding binding of a printed draft report, as these are now submitted as electronic files
through eTRAC. The next changes simplify the submission requirements for final reports to require
that the only printed copies be submitted to THC and Texas State Library and Archive
Commission. This proposed change deletes the requirement that redacted copies be sent to a list of
eleven libraries and repositories. THC has adopted both an online system for providing full reports
to contractors via the restricted Texas Archeological Sites Atlas and has an agreement with Stephen
F. Austin University to provide redacted copies of reports online to the public via the Index of
Texas Archaeology. Finally, the requirement to submit tagged PDF versions of complete and
redacted reports to the THC remains but is updated to remove requirements that these be
submitted on CDs or DVDs, as these may be more efficiently submitted via the eTRAC portal or
email.

Three comments from individuals were received following posting of the proposed rule. As a result,
the number of hard copy final reports with restricted cultural resource information submitted to
the THC has been increased from one to two.
The final publication in the Texas Register will take place after adoption by the Commission.
Suggested Motion:
Move to recommend to the Commission adoption of the amendments to the Texas Administrative
Code, Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 26, Subchapter C, sections 26.14 and 26.16 revising requirements for
the submission of Antiquities Code permit applications and draft and final reports with changes to
the text as published in the November 19, 2021, issue of the Texas Register (46 TexReg 7854-7857).

TITLE 13 CULTURAL RESOURCES
PART II TEXAS HISTORICAL COMMISSION
CHAPTER 26 PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE
SUBCHAPTER C ARCHEOLOGY
Rule §§ 26.14 and 26.16
ADOPTION PREAMBLE
The Texas Historical Commission (Commission) adopts amendments to Title 13 of the Texas
Administrative Code, Part 2, Chapter 26, Subchapter C, Sections 26.14 and 26.16 relating to updates
to requirements for the submission of Antiquities Code permit applications and draft and final reports
for archeological projects conducted under the Antiquities Code of Texas. The amendments are
adopted with changes to the text as published in the November 19, 2021 issue of the Texas Register (46
TexReg 7854-7857).
The proposed amendment to §26.14 for Issuance and Restriction of Archeological Permits removes
the term “hard copy” and replaces “mailed” with “sent”. In the past year THC has brought online
an electronic archeological permit application system that allows for submission of all required
documents as electronic files, and issues all associated correspondence to the applicant, landowners,
and sponsors (signatories) as electronic files, with hard copies sent on request. Existing language in
the §26.14 specifies that the permit will be sent via “mail” as a “hard copy”. The proposed change
will bring the language in the rules back in line with current practice.
The proposed amendments to §26.16 for Reports Relating to Archeological Permits address
wording in the rules that is no longer consonant with existing practice since the adoption of an
online project review portal eTRAC and the availability of other mechanisms to make reports
available to the public. The first proposed change is the deletion of “and transmittal letter”
from the report submission requirement. The THC’s eTRAC system provides the public an
online portal to submit reports directly to THC staff for review, obviating the requirement for
a transmittal letter. Proposed changes to language regarding the submission of draft reports
has been edited to remove “printed” and language regarding binding of a printed draft report,
as these are now submitted as electronic files through eTRAC. The next proposed changes
simplify the submission requirements for final reports to require that the only printed copies
be submitted to THC and Texas State Library and Archive Commission. This proposed
change deletes the requirement that redacted copies be sent to a list of eleven libraries and
repositories. THC has adopted both an online system for providing full reports to contractors
via the restricted Texas Archeological Sites Atlas and has an agreement with Stephen F. Austin
University to provide redacted copies of reports to the public online via the Index of Texas
Archaeology. Finally, the requirement to submit tagged PDF versions of complete and
redacted reports to the THC remains but is updated to remove requirements that these be
submitted on CDs or DVDs, as these may be more efficiently submitted via the eTRAC portal
or email.
PUBLIC COMMENT AND RESPONSE
Three comments from Dr. Fred McGhee, Dr. Steve Swanson, and Marybeth Tomka were
received regarding the amendments to Rules 26.14 and 26.16. All three supported the proposed
amendments, with only Marybeth Tomka raising concerns related to the limited number of
digital and hard copies of the final report that are now required under Section 26.16(A)(3). The
comment recommended increasing the number of hard copies and digital copies and storing

these at additional locations such as the Texas Archeological Research Laboratory (hard copies)
and tDAR (digital copies). In response to the comment, the wording was changed to increase
the number of hard copy final report submissions to the THC from one to two, to ensure that
an additional hard copy of the report is available should the original be lost or the digital file
corrupted. In addition, hard copies of the report are also curated at the designated certified
curatorial repository as a component of the curation requirements for Antiquities Code permits,
creating an additional backup. Finally, the Commission is declining to make any changes to the
number of digital copies, as THC maintains multiple digital copies of files to ensure that there
are multiple backups on and off site. Separate digital copies of redacted versions are also already
maintained by the Index of Texas Archaeology for free, whereas the proposed use of tDAR
would require expenditure of funds on the part of the Commission or the principal investigator.
These amendments are adopted under the authority of Texas Government Code § 442.005(b),
which designates the Commission as the agency responsible for the administration of the Antiquities
Code of Texas, and Texas Natural Resources Code §191.052, which states that the Commission may
promulgate rules and require contract or permit conditions to effect the purposes of that chapter.
The Commission hereby certifies that the section as adopted has been reviewed by legal counsel and
found to be a valid exercise of the agency’s authority.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES
TEXAS HISTORICAL COMMISSION
PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE
ARCHEOLOGY
Issuance and Restrictions of Archeological Permits

(a) Issuance of permit. The commission shall review the permit application submitted pursuant to
§26.13 of this title (relating to Application for Archeological Permits) and may issue the permit,
issue the permit with special conditions, request additional information for review, request a
revised scope of work or research design, or deny the permit application.
(1) Review by commission staff. Within 30 days of the receipt of a permit application, staff
shall notify the applicant in writing that the permit application is complete and accepted for
filing or that the permit application is incomplete and specify the additional information
required for review. The commission will also issue or deny the permit within 30 days.
Investigations may commence upon receipt of notification of the assignment of a permit
number, and a copy of the permit will be sent to all signatories to the permit application.
(2) Review by the Antiquities Advisory Board. The executive director may choose to submit the
permit application to the Antiquities Advisory Board for its consideration. Permits that are denied
by commission staff may be appealed by the applicant to the Antiquities Advisory Board. The
board shall review such applications at its next scheduled meeting, provided it shall have a
minimum of 15 days to prepare for such review. Recommendations of the board shall be taken to
the next scheduled meeting of the commission by the chair of the board or by one of the other
commissioners who serve on the board for action thereon.
(3) The deadlines in this section may be extended for good cause. In the event a deadline is
extended, the commission shall provide notice of the extension and the good cause to the
applicant in writing. The applicant may complain directly to the executive director if the staff
exceeds the established period for processing permits and may request a timely resolution of any
dispute arising from the delay.
(4) Failure to respond. If no response has been made by the commission within 30 days of
receipt of any permit application, the permit shall be considered to be granted.
(b) Review by controlling entities. It is the responsibility of the permit applicant to obtain all
necessary permissions and signatures prior to submitting an archeological permit application.
(c) Special requirements. When a permit is issued, it will contain all special requirements
governing that particular investigation; it must be signed by the director of the Archeology
Division of the commission, or his or her designated representative.
(d) Permit period. No permit will be issued for less than one year nor more than ten years, but a
permit may be issued for any length of time as deemed necessary by the commission in
consultation with the principal investigator.
(e) Transferal of permits. No permit issued by the commission will be assigned by the permittee in
whole or in part to any other institution, museum, corporation, organization, or individual without
acknowledgement of the original permittee and the consent of the commission. If the investigative
firm cannot obtain acknowledgement of the transfer from the original permit holder,
documentation of the firm's efforts must be submitted together with the transfer application form.
(f) State site survey forms. TexSite electronic forms for all sites recorded as a result of activities
undertaken through an Antiquities Permit will be completed and submitted to the Texas
Archeological Research Laboratory at the University of Texas in Austin, upon the completion of
field work.
(g) Permit expiration date. The expiration date shall be specified in each permit and is the date by
which all terms and conditions must be completed for that permit. It is the responsibility of the
permittee, sponsor, investigative firm, and principal investigator to meet any and all permit
submission terms and conditions prior to the expiration date listed on the permit.

(1) Expiration date notification. Principal investigators will be notified 60 days in advance of
permit expiration date.
(2) Expiration date extension. A principal investigator must complete and submit a First
Extension Application Form to the commission if he or she desires an extension of the final due
date for the completion of an Antiquities Permit that was issued to him or her. The Archeology
Division (AD) of the commission will review the submitted Permit Extension Form, determine
whether an extension is warranted and extend the permit expiration date once for no less than one
year and no more than ten years as deemed appropriate. In addition, and upon review and
recommendations by the Antiquities Advisory Board, the commission may by a majority vote of its
members, approve or disapprove an additional extension of the expiration date of an Antiquities
Permit beyond the single extension that the AD staff of the commission is authorized to issue
under subsection (c) of this section and this paragraph, provided that the following conditions are
met:
(A) the principal investigator (PI), and/or the investigative firm listed under an Antiquities
Permit must complete and submit a Second Extension Application Form to the commission, and
give an oral presentation before the Antiquities Advisory Board justifying why a second permit
expiration-date extension is warranted; and
(B) the justification for the second extension must show that the extension is needed due to
circumstances beyond the control of the PI. Examples include, but are not limited to: funding
problems, death of the PI, and artifact curation problems.
(h) Expiration responsibilities. Investigative firms must ensure that a principal investigator is
assigned to a permit at all times, regardless of whether the permit is active or has expired. Both
the principal investigator and investigative firm should ensure that a new principal investigator is
assigned to the permit if, for any reason, the original principal investigator must leave the project.
The assignment of a new principal investigator must be approved by the commission.
(i) Permit amendments. Proposed changes in the terms and conditions of the permit must be
approved by the commission.
(j) Permit cancellation. The commission may cancel an Antiquities Permit if one or more of the
following events occur:
(1) death or withdrawal of the principal investigator without a new principal investigator being
named and approved by the commission;
(2) cancellation of the project by the sponsor or permittee prior to the completion of the
archeological field investigations;
(3) violation of §26.18 of this title (relating to Compliance with Rules for Archeological
Permits); and/or

(4) destruction of the permit area or associated cultural resources due to natural causes, prior to
the substantive completion of the field investigations being performed under the permit.
(k) Permit censuring. The commission may censure a principal investigator and/or investigative
firm under the following conditions:
(1) if it is found that two or more permit application offenses have occurred in one calendar
year. Permit censuring will render a principal investigator and investigative firm ineligible for
issuance of another permit for six months after a finding by the board that two or more permit
application offenses have occurred in a one-year period; or
(2) if an investigative firm does not assign a new principal investigator to a permitted investigation
within one month of the departure from the firm by the principal investigator assigned to the
permit. Permit censuring will render the investigative firm ineligible for issuance of another permit
until a new principal investigator is assigned to the applicable permits.
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Reports Relating to Archeological Permits

(a) With the exception of alternative mitigation and rock art preservation permits, a report must be
submitted to the commission describing the results of each permitted investigation. The report
should meet the Council of Texas Archeologists (CTA) Guidelines for Cultural Resources
Management Full or Short Reports, and must be submitted to the commission meeting the
following requirements.
(1) The report must contain:
(A) a title page that includes: the name of the investigation project, the name of the principal
investigator and investigative firm, the county or counties in which the investigations were
performed, the Antiquities Permit number, and the date of publication;
(B) an abstract containing project field dates, project acreage, descriptions of the findings, a
list of the sites recorded (with trinomials) and a clarification concerning which artifacts were
curated and where they are or will be curated;
(C) specific recommendations of which sites merit official designation as landmarks; which
sites appear to be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places; and which
sites will be adversely affected by the proposed project;
(D) map(s) with accurate plottings of the project area and archeological sites.
(2) One copy of the draft permit report and associated project area shapefiles must be submitted
to the commission for review prior to the production of the final report. The draft report should
contain all of the basic content elements required for the final report. The final report must also
contain any revisions in the draft that are required in writing by the commission.
(3) Upon completion of a permitted project, and at no charge to the commission, the permittee,
sponsor, or principal investigator shall furnish the commission and the Texas State Library and
Archives Commission, State Publications Depository Program (hereinafter, TSLAC) with one
printed copyies each of the final report. The commission's copyies shall be anone unbound copy
and one bound copy containing at least one map with the plotted location of any and all sites
recorded, and two versions of the final report in a tagged PDF format one including the plotted
location of any and all sites recorded and the other with the site location data redacted. The
TSLAC copy shall be bound and should not contain the plotted location of sites.
(4) A completed Abstracts in Texas Contract Archeology Summary Form must also be
submitted with the final report. An electronic copy of the abstract and the completed abstract
form must also be forwarded to the commission and, when appropriate, a Curation Form must
also be submitted with the final report.
(5) A completed Abstracts in Texas Contract Archeology Summary Form must also be
submitted with the final report. An electronic copy of the abstract and the completed abstract
form must also be forwarded to the commission and, when appropriate, a Curation Form must
also be submitted with the final report.

(b) When Antiquities Permit investigations result in negative findings, the report and curation
standards shall meet the CTA Guidelines for Cultural Resources Management Short Reports, and
Curation Standards and Procedures, and production must follow the same standards as setforth in
subsection (a)(3) and (5) of this section.
(c) For reports related to alternative mitigation and rock art preservation permits any
requirements will be stated in the permit conditions.

Item 3B

Texas Historical Commission
Antiquities Advisory Board
February 2, 2022

Consider adoption of proposed amendments to sections 26.20 and 26.23 of the Texas
Administrative Code, Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 26, Subchapter D, Historic Buildings and
Structures, related to permit applications and reports, without changes as published in the
November 26, 2021 issue of the Texas Register (46 TexReg 7937-7940)

Background
The Texas Historical Commission proposes adoption of amendments to Title 13 of the Texas
Administrative Code, Part 2, Chapter 26, Subchapter D, Sections 26.20 and 26.23. These slight revisions
change the existing submission process and documentation to an all-digital format.
The amendment revisions require transmission of Historic Buildings and Structures permit applications
in digital format instead of paper format. This process facilitates a smoother transition between receipt,
filing, review, communications with applicants, and preparation and transmission of completed permits.
Having these rule revisions in place will allow adaptation of the permit processes for future use of an
online web platform submission portal and permit database.
No comments were received during the thirty-day comment period following first publication.
The final publication will take place after adoption by the Commission.

Suggested Motion
Move to send forward to the Commission and recommend approval to adopt the proposed amendments
to sections 26.20 and 26.23 of the Texas Administrative Code, Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 26, Subchapter D,
Historic Buildings and Structures, related to permit applications and reports, without changes as published
in the November 26, 2021 in the Texas Register (46 TexReg 7937-7940)

Texas Administrative Code
Title 13
Cultural Resources
Part 2
Texas Historical Commission
Chapter 26
Practice and Procedure
Subchapter D
Historic Buildings and Structures
Rule § 26.21
Application for Historic Buildings and Structures Permits
Rule § 26.23
Reports Relating to Historic Buildings and Structures Permits

ADOPTION PREAMBLE
The Texas Historical Commission (Commission) adopts amendments to § 26.20 and 26.23, relating to
the Application for Historic Buildings and Structures Permits and Reports Relating to Historic Buildings
and Structures Permits, Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 26 Subchapter D of the Texas Administrative Code.
The rule is adopted without changes to the proposed text published in the November 26, 2021 issue of
the Texas Register (46 TexReg 7937-7940).
Section 26.20 prescribes the process of applying for Historic Buildings and Structures permits with
additional direction in Section 26.23 for the accompanying reports and photographs relating to Historic
Buildings and Structures permits.
The proposed rule revisions change the paper-based application and report process to digital format
submitted through electronic processes.

PUBLIC COMMENT
No comments pertaining to these rule revisions were received during the thirty-day period following
publication on November 26, 2021 in the Texas Register.
These amendments are adopted under the authority of Texas Government Code § 442.005(q), which
provides the Commission with the authority to promulgate rules to reasonably affect the purposes of the
Commission, which grants the Commission the power to adopt rules to administer Chapter 26 of the
Texas Government Code. No other code, article, or regulation is affected.
The Commission hereby certifies that the section as adopted has been reviewed by legal counsel and
found to be a valid exercise of the agency’s authority.
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RULE §26.20

Application for Historic Buildings and Structures Permits

(a) Permit application procedure.
(1) Applicant qualification. Only the controlling agency, organization, or political subdivision
having administrative control over a publicly owned landmark or the owner of a privately owned
landmark (applicant/permittee) may apply for and be issued a Historic Buildings and Structures
Permit. It is the responsibility of the applicant to obtain all necessary permissions and signatures
prior to submitting a permit application for work on historic buildings, structures, and their sites.
(2) Notification. The commission must be notified of any anticipated, planned, or proposed work to
a landmark or the site associated with a landmark. Notification must also be given for work to
buildings or structures that have been nominated for designation as landmarks. Such notice should
be made early enough to allow adequate time to prepare the formal application as described in
paragraph (4) of this subsection. The notification must include a brief written description of the
project and at least one photograph of the building or structure or affected portion of that building or
structure. If a permit is required for the proposed scope of work, the commission staff will provide
the applicant with the permit application form and notify him or her of the necessary attachments or
application reports within 30 days of receipt of notification. Historic Buildings and Structures
Permits can only be required for work to a designated landmark, or a building or structure treated as
a landmark under the interim protection described in §26.8 (d) of this title (relating to Designation
Procedures for Publicly Owned Landmarks); such permits cannot be required for a property that is
eligible but not currently nominated for designation.
(A) Normal maintenance and repair. Work that does not have the potential to cause removal,
damage or alteration to the integrity, form, or appearance of the materials, features, or landform of
the historic building or structure and its site, is considered to be normal maintenance and repair, and
therefore exempt from the required notification process, per Texas Natural Resources Code,
§191.054. Cleaning surfaces with non-corrosive mild solutions and low-pressure water, repainting
window frames or doorways with similar paints, or minor repairs such as replacing putty on
windows are examples of normal maintenance and repair. Other work, however, may not constitute
normal maintenance and repair. For example, permanent masonry damage can result from use of
inappropriate cleaning methods, such as sandblasting, high pressure water cleaning, or the use of
unsuitable chemicals, or from use of damaging repointing techniques and materials. Replacing

historic windows damages the historical integrity of a building, and painting previously unpainted
surfaces constitutes alteration. Such work is not considered normal maintenance or repair.
(B) Interior spaces. Nonpublic interior spaces are spaces that are inaccessible to the public, and
alterations to those spaces are exempt from the required notification process, per Texas Natural
Resources Code, §191.054. The interior spaces to be considered public and therefore not exempt are
those spaces that are or were accessible to the public (lobbies, corridors, rotundas, meeting halls,
courtrooms, offices of public officials, public employees, and services, etc.), or those that are
important to the public because of any significant historical, architectural, cultural, or ceremonial
value.
(3) Advance review. For more complex projects, it is advisable that the commission staff be
consulted early in the planning or design process in order to avoid delays in issuing the final permit.
(4) Formal application. All applications should be submitted on the Historic Buildings and
Structures Permit application form approved by the commission at least 60 days prior to the
commencement of work or issuance of bid documents, whichever comes first. The application form
must be submitted electronically with scanned signatures to the commission. The project
professional personnel must be a project architect who has the required experience on historic
buildings and structures in the type of project work proposed, or other professional as provided for
in §26.4(3) of this title (relating to Professional Qualifications and Requirements). At the request of
commission staff, the professional personnel must submit a resume demonstrating the required
education and experience.
(5) Emergency application. If emergency preservation or hazard abatement work must be
performed quickly in a crisis situation or due to extenuating circumstances, the minimum 60 day
submission requirement may be waived with approval from the commission staff. Staff shall
determine appropriate procedures for issuance of emergency permits based on the specific
circumstances and urgency of the work.
(6) Attachments. All permit applications must be accompanied by digital plans, specifications, or
other documents prepared for the project that adequately describe the full scope of work. In addition,
digital photographs with a minimum resolution of 300 pixels per inch of the overall building or
structure and all areas of proposed work are required.
(7) Application reports. See §26.23(a) of this title (relating to Reports Relating to Historic
Buildings and Structures Permits) for a discussion of each type of report. In the case of more
complex projects, one or more of the following reports may be required with the permit application:
(A) historic structure report;
(B) historical documentation;
(C) architectural documentation; and/or

(D) archeological documentation.
(8) Project reports. Depending upon the scope of work, one or more of the following reports may
be required as a condition of a permit to be prepared during the course of a project and to be
submitted upon completion of that project prior to expiration of the permit. All Historic Buildings
and Structures Permits require a completion report. For projects that receive a grant under the Texas
Historic Courthouse Preservation Program, described in Chapter 12 of this title, the completion
report for the grant may suffice in lieu of a separate permit completion report, when specified by the
commission. Any other required reports will be specified when the permit is issued. See §26.23(b)
of this title for a discussion of each type of report:
(A) architectural documentation;
(B) archeological documentation;
(C) storage report; and/or
(D) completion report.
(9) Issuance of contract documents. Contract documents should not be issued for bidding purposes
before a permit has been issued by the commission under §26.21 of this title (relating to Issuance
and Restriction of Historic Buildings and Structures Permits). Since changes may be required for
issuance of a permit, the commission will not be responsible for delay caused by amending contract
documents after issuance, price increases caused by reissuance of contract documents, or any other
such consequences.
(b) Standards for the treatment of historic properties. The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties (1995 and subsequent revisions; codified at 36 Code of Federal
Regulations Part 68) are hereby adopted by reference by the commission and shall be considered to
be a part of this chapter. Copies of these standards are available on the National Park Service
website at www.nps.gov/tps/standards.htm.
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Reports Relating to Historic Buildings and Structures Permits

(a) Application reports. It is important in the case of complex projects to ensure the historical
accuracy and/or appropriateness of the project by gathering and assessing important information
relating to the property through investigation, research, and documentation. Based on the scope of a
project, one or more of the following application reports may be required to be submitted as a part of
the permit application. A permit may not be issued before all required application reports have been
received. All application reports must be prepared under the supervision of professionally qualified
individuals as specified in §26.4 of this title (relating to Professional Qualifications and
Requirements).
(1) Historic structure report.
(A) Purpose. This report should be utilized to evaluate the existing conditions of the building or
structure, to understand the changes to a property over time, to establish preservation objectives for
the property, to schedule the accomplishment of these preservation objectives, and to better support
the proposed work.
(B) When required. When a proposed rehabilitation, restoration, or reconstruction project involves
fabricating significant missing architectural or landscape features, recapturing the appearance of a
property at one particular period of its history, removing later additions, or significant changes to the
building for rehabilitation, a historic structure report must be completed prior to application for a
Historic Buildings and Structures Permit.
(C) Minimum report requirements. Documentation must follow the guidance of the National Park
Service's Preservation Brief 43: The Preparation and Use of Historic Structure Reports (available on
the National Park Service website at https://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-preserve/briefs/43-historicstructure-reports.htm) and should include the following:
(i) historical background and context, including:
(I) name of the original architect and date of construction;
(II) information on important historical events or persons associated with the property;
(III) copies of extant historic plans and photographs of the property; and
(IV) oral history documentation, when possible;
(ii) chronology of development and use;
(iii) physical description;
(iv) evaluation of significance;
(v) condition assessment, including:

(I) photographic documentation of the existing conditions (Digital photographs should have a
resolution of at least 300 pixels per inch); and
(II) architectural drawings of the existing conditions;
(vi) historic preservation objectives;
(vii) requirements for work; and
(viii) work recommendations and alternatives, including intended modifications to the building
or structure.
(2) Historical documentation.
(A) Purpose. Historical research and documentation assist in understanding the changes to a
historic property over time and can better support proposed project work.
(B) When required. Historical documentation may be required at the request of the commission's
staff, executive director, or the Antiquities Advisory Board to support work proposed under a
permit.
(C) Minimum report requirements. Historical documentation must include the following:
(i) name of original architect and date of construction;
(ii) history of the use of and known modifications to the structure;
(iii) brief history including information on important historical events or persons associated with
the structure;
(iv) copies of extant historic plans and photographs of the building or structure and site, or
documentation of the specific historic features, areas or materials to be affected by proposed
restoration or reconstruction work; and
(v) oral history documentation to support proposed restoration or reconstruction work, or to
document historic structures and buildings proposed for relocation or demolition.
(3) Architectural documentation.
(A) Purpose. Documentation of cultural resources that will be lost or damaged due to
rehabilitation, relocation, or demolition will ensure that a record of the cultural resource continues to
exist after the loss or damage.
(B) When required. Architectural documentation must precede any work that will damage, alter,
obscure, or remove significant architectural configurations, elements, details, or materials.
Documentation that meets the required standards must be submitted for rehabilitation and restoration

projects that will significantly alter a building, structure, or other cultural resource, and for all
relocation and demolition permits.
(C) Minimum report requirements. Architectural documentation must meet the Secretary of the
Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Architectural and Engineering Documentation (available on
the National Park Service website at https://www.nps.gov/HDP/), also referred to as Historic
American Buildings Survey (HABS), Historic American Engineering Record (HAER), and Historic
American Landscapes Survey (HALS) standards and guidelines. The commission will assign the
level of documentation required (levels I-IV) based on the project work proposed and the
significance of the cultural resource.
(4) Archeological documentation.
(A) Purpose. Many standing structures have an archeological component, and archeological
remains exist in urban areas as well as rural areas. The information available from archeological
investigations in and around a building or structure is important in conjunction with architectural
and historical documentation for the synthesis and study of all related material.
(B) When required. When development or historic preservation treatment of a historic property
makes disturbance of the earth unavoidable, the specific areas affected may need to be tested
archeologically to determine if the undertaking will disturb or destroy archeological remains,
including subsurface features of an aboveground structure. If the exploratory tests indicate the area
has archeological value and if the development plans cannot be altered, the archeological data and
artifacts directly affected by the project are to be recovered.
(b) Project reports. When the situation indicates it is advisable, one or more of the following project
reports may be required to be compiled during the course of a project and submitted along with the
completion report. All project reports must be compiled under the supervision of professionally
qualified individuals as specified in §26.4 of this title.
(1) Architectural documentation. When investigation and documentation is not possible prior to
commencement of work because of physical obstruction, or when previously obscured conditions
are subsequently discovered, architectural documentation may be required during the course of a
project (see subsection (a)(3) of this section).
(2) Archeological documentation. When investigation and documentation are not possible prior to
commencement of work because of physical obstruction, or when previously obscured evidence is
subsequently discovered, archeological documentation may be required during the course of a
project. Archeological documentation may be required for relocation or demolition permits (see
subsection (a)(4) of this section).
(3) Storage report.

(A) Purpose. Historic features or materials original to the building or structure or otherwise
significant to the building or structure's evolution are important to the understanding of Texas
culture and history.
(B) When required. When historic features or materials original or otherwise significant to the
building or structure's history are removed during the course of a project, selected samples must be
stored at the site or at a site approved by the commission, and a storage report must be filed.
(C) Minimum report requirements. Documentation must include the following:
(i) photo documentation of the structural or architectural elements to be removed in their original
position and in storage (Digital photographs should have a resolution of at least 300 pixels per inch);
(ii) written documentation of the existing condition of the elements prior to removal; and
(iii) written documentation of the storage (preservation) efforts, including the method and
location of storage and any conservation efforts made.
(4) Completion report.
(A) Purpose. When work is done to a historic building or structure, it is important to record the
changes that take place so that the building or structure's historic evolution might be completely
documented for future study.
(B) When required. All Historic Buildings and Structures Permits require completion reports.
(C) Minimum report requirements. Written documentation must include the following:
(i) title page, including:
(I) project name;
(II) city, county;
(III) permit number;
(IV) date of report;
(ii) text, including:
(I) property name and location;
(II) primary personnel (names, titles, addresses, and telephone numbers), including:
(-a-) owner;
(-b-) lessee;

(-c-) architect;
(-d-) engineer;
(-e-) contractor;
(-f-) consultant(s);
(-g-) others;
(III) scope of work (major categories with corresponding costs);
(IV) project dates (beginning and ending);
(V) project narrative, including:
(-a-) description of work and description of anticipated future work (if any);
(-b-) description of special products, materials, and/or building techniques;
(-c-) description of intended use of the property; and
(VI) index of photographs.
(D) Photographic record. Photographic documentation is a significant part of the record of the
project work. Representative views, before, during, and after project work, should be of the same
area, to clearly illustrate the work as it progresses. Photographs must be digital and should have a
resolution of at least 300 pixels per inch. Photographs must include:
(i) before construction conditions;
(ii) during construction; and
(iii) after construction is complete.
(E) Report submittal. Submit the required completion report as a pdf (portable document format)
file with photographic documentation to the commission.
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Permits Issued Report
Active Permits Issued between 10/1/2021 and 1/31/2022
Permit SAL

Type

1119 Cooke County Courthouse

Preservation

Project

Issued

Expires

Period Effect

Total roof replacement

10/1/2021

8/31/2022 1 Year

10/14/2021

4/1/2022

6 months

1 year 6 months

1129 Brackenridge Park

Demolition

Tree Removal

1130 Mason County Courthouse

Restoration

Mason County Courthouse
11/2/2021
Interior and Exterior Restoration
(Phase 2&3)

6/1/2023

Masonry cleaning and wood
repair project

4/30/2022 6 months

1126 Governor's Mansion, The

Rehabilitation

11/2/2021

1120 Alamo, The

Architectural Investigation

Cenotaph structural investigation 11/2/2021

11/1/2022 1 year

1121 Alamo, The

New Construction

Installation of Cenotaph bollards 11/2/2021
and chain

11/30/2022 1 year

Installation of a palisade
temporary exhibit

11/2/2021

11/30/2022 1 year

1122 Alamo, The

New Construction

1123 Alamo, The

Preservation

Upgrade electrical code
compliance in the Church and
Long Barrack

11/2/2021

11/30/2022 1 year

1127 Elisabet Ney Studio & Museum

Preservation

Elisabet Ney Museum Balcony
Repair

11/15/2021

6/30/2022 7 months

1097 Polk County Annex

Rehabilitation

Building structural stabilization 11/19/2021
by restoration of masonry walls
and rehabilitation of interior
floor and roof construction
assemblies

12/1/2023 2 years

Permit SAL
1132 Donley County Courthouse

1135 Brazoria County Courthouse
(Old)

1134 Denton County Courthouse

Type

Project

Issued

Repair of water damage from
leak (HVAC) Winter Storm Viola
2021

12/1/2021

12/1/2022 one year

Rehabilitation

West Rehabilitation and New
Restrooms

12/20/2021

1/1/2024

2 years

Restoration

Repair of marble confederate
soldier statue

12/21/2021

7/1/2022

6 Months

Restoration

Expires

Period Effect

Expirations Report
Active Permits that expire before 1/31/2022

Permit

800

SAL

Temple Beth-El

Permit Type

Reconstruction

Project

Siding replacement, window

Expires

7/1/2021

restoration, gutter restoration
840

Camp Mabry Historic District New Construction

958 Meyer Halff House

Rehabilitation

Signage Design

5/1/2021

Temporary construction office

7/1/2021

for the HPARCS Alamo P3 development
907

Fair Park

Preservation

Exterior Repairs to Band Shell

6/1/2018

Completion Report
Between 10/1/2021 and 1/31/2022
Permit

SAL

Permit Type

Project

Report Approved

1091 Fair Park

Restoration

Continental DAR House-replacement of
flooring, baseboards and adjacent
water-damaged material in need of
repair or in-kind replacement due to
pipe burst

11/22/2021

1117 Admiral Nimitz State Historical Park

Restoration

Nimitz Ballroom Renovation (Bring back
to 1930's era)

1/10/2022
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Item 6
Texas Historical Commission
Antiquities Advisory Board
February 2, 2022

Discussion and possible action to amend Historic Buildings and Structures
Antiquities permit application #1095 for on-going conservation work on the Alamo Church and
Long Barrack, Alamo Plaza, San Antonio, Bexar County
Background
Mission San Antonio de Valero was established at the current location in 1724 as a Spanish religious
outpost in a chain of four similar missions along the San Antonio River. The Long Barrack was
originally constructed to serve as living quarters and offices of the Spanish missionaries. Construction
began on the mission church in 1740 but was never completed. In 1803, the site became a Spanish
frontier fortress and military garrison.
At the outset of Texas’ revolution from Mexico in November 1835, the Texan Army for Independence
occupied and fortified the Alamo compound in anticipation of a siege by the Mexican Army. During
the Alamo battle on March 6, 1836, many garrison members withdrew into the church and convent
where they made a last stand against Mexican forces. Following Texas independence, the buildings
were abandoned until statehood. From 1849 to 1877, the U.S. Army occupied Alamo Plaza as a supply
hub, whereupon the church gained a new second floor and roof (with the iconic parapet) to store
supplies, while the Long Barrack housed offices, workshops, and living quarters. The church interior
was devastated by fire in 1861 but continued to serve as a storehouse until purchased by the state in
1883 as beautification of Alamo Plaza began. The Long Barrack was incorporated into later structures,
partially demolished, and reconstructed in the early twentieth century. These two buildings are the only
remaining mission structures on the site.
The Alamo buildings and grounds are protected as a Recorded Texas Historic Landmark (1962) and as
a State Antiquities Landmark (1983). The site is also listed on the National Register of Historic Places
as a National Historic Landmark (1966). In 2015, the Alamo and the four missions comprising the San
Antonio Missions National Historical Park were designated a UNESCO World Heritage Site.
Recent Relevant Historic Structure (HS) permits at the Alamo


HS1072 (issued 11/19/2020, completed):
Long Barrack masonry cleaning and roof repairs



HS983 (issued 2/1/2019, expires 3/26/2022):
Architectural investigations of the Church and Long Barrack to study the conditions of the
structures by inspecting, mapping, and scanning using various technologies. Testing includes
analysis of the mortar and stone, including interior and exterior finishes.

Scope of Work: Permit HS 1095 – issued 5/10/2021, expires 5/1/2026
This permit covers interior and exterior walls of the Church and Long Barrack to assess, document,
clean, and stabilize surfaces. It also includes removal of fasteners, assessment of salt content, and
removal/reinstallation of modern flooring to facilitate assessment and electrical repairs.
Amendment #2 – Scope of Work (previously approved):
Long Barrack Below-Grade Wall Repairs at Excavation Unit 12
This project will stabilize the north wall of the Long Barrack’s Excavation Unit 12 where a cast
iron pipe was installed in the past. Following stabilization and repairs to the wall, a glassenclosed educational exhibit will be constructed to educate visitors on the archeological work
being done. Additionally, the permit scope includes installation of moisture monitors in the
Long Barrack’s north wall and foundation walls where salt cores were harvested.
Amendment #3 – Scope of Work (under consideration):
Long Barrack Re-Excavation of Unit 9 (EU-9) to install moisture monitoring sensors
This project will re-excavate the previously investigated EU-9 to allow repairs to the belowgrade walls and to install sensors in the southwest corner below-grade masonry foundations and
above-grade walls, including free-standing masts to accommodate data loggers identical to those
installed in the Church. This work will occur in lieu of previously approved scope to be
installed at EU-12 under Permit 1095 Amendment #2 (see above).
Staff Recommendation
Staff has reviewed the submitted documentation from the Texas General Land Office (owner) and the
Alamo Trust, Inc (project professional) and found the documentation sufficient to recommend
approval.
The commission may authorize the amendments as written, apply special conditions, request additional
information for review, request a revised scope of work, or deny the amendments request.
Suggested Motion
Move to send forward to the Commission and recommend approval to authorize the Executive
Director to amend Historic Buildings and Structures Antiquities permit #1095 for on-going
conservation work on the Alamo Church and Long Barrack to include re-excavating Unit 9 to repair
below-grade masonry walls and install moisture monitors in the southwest corner below-grade masonry
foundations and above-grade walls in the Long Barrack, Alamo Plaza, Bexar County as described in the
submitted scope of work.

December 17, 2021
Permit #1095 Amendment Request
Alamo Long Barrack Below-Grade Wall Stabilization at EU-9 and Installation of Moisture Monitoring
Equipment
This project includes re-excavation of the previously investigated Excavation Unit 9 (EU-9) in the
southwest corner of the Long Barrack to allow for repairs to the below-grade walls and installation of
moisture monitoring sensors in the below-grade masonry foundations. Installation will also include
sensors at the above-grade walls in the same area, as well as masts to accommodate the data loggers.
This is identical to similar equipment installed at excavation units in the Alamo Church. Sensors will
be installed at mortar joints where salt cores were previously harvested, meaning no new holes will
need to be drilled. The purpose of the sensors is to monitor moisture movement in the above and
below-grade walls following preservation treatment. The structural and masonry repairs to the
below-grade walls at EU-9 will follow the same procedure for those already permitted for EU-12 under
Permit #1095. The work is anticipated to happen concurrently with associated work for Task 10.3
Long Barrack Above-Grade Wall Repairs (HS Permit #983, amendment 3).
Installation of the moisture monitoring equipment was previously approved by THC as part of the
most recent amendment to Permit #1095 (October quarterly meeting) as part of below-grade wall
repairs for EU-12. However, we now propose to install the moisture monitoring equipment at EU-9
only, so as not to interfere with the planned interpretive exhibit at EU-12.
Please see attached drawings and specifications for additional information.
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