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NOTICE OF ASSISTANCE AT PUBLIC MEETINGS: Persons with disabilities who plan to attend this meeting and who may need auxiliary 
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AGENDA 
ARCHITECTURE COMMITTEE 

The National Museum of the Pacific War 
Admiral Nimitz Historic Ballroom 

340 E. Main Street 
Fredericksburg, TX 78624 

October 26, 2023 
2:30 p.m. 

(or upon adjournment of the 2:00 p.m. Community Heritage Development Committee, 
whichever occurs later)  

This meeting of the THC Architecture Committee 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. 

1. Call to Order − Committee Chair Limbacher
A. Committee member introductions
B. Establish quorum
C. Recognize and/or excuse absences

2. Consider approval of the July 20, 2023 Architecture Committee meeting minutes − Limbacher

3. Division of Architecture update and Committee discussion, including updates on staffing, federal
and state architectural reviews, courthouse preservation, disaster assistance, trust fund grants,
and historic preservation tax credit projects (Item 9.1) − Brummett

4. Rule Amendments (Item 7.7) – Brummett
A. Consider adoption of amendments to Texas Administrative Code, Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 12,

sections 12.5, 12.7, and 12.9 related to the Texas Historic Courthouse Preservation Program without
changes to the text as published in the August 11, 2023 issue of the Texas Register (48 TexReg 4368)

B. Consider adoption of amendments to Texas Administrative Code, Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 13,
sections 13.1–13.3 related to the Texas Historic Preservation Tax Credit Program without changes to
the text as published in the August 11, 2023 issue of the Texas Register (48 TexReg 4372)

5. Consider filing authorization of intent to review and consider for re-adoption, revision, or repeal
of Chapter 17 of Texas Administrative Code, Title 13, Part 2, related to State Architectural
Programs for publication and public comment in the Texas Register (Item 9.2) – Brummett

6. Consider approval of the recapture of funds from and/or supplemental funding to previously
awarded Texas Historic Courthouse Preservation Program projects (Item 9.3) − Brummett

7. Adjournment − Limbacher



 
 

MINUTES 
ARCHITECTURE COMMITTEE 

Saint George Hall 
113 E. El Paso St. 
Marfa, TX 79843 

July 20, 2023 
9:00 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 512-463-6100 

Committee members in attendance: Chair Laurie Limbacher and commissioners Monica Burdette, 
Garrett Donnelly, David Gravelle, and Tom Perini 

Committee members absent: Commissioners Earl Broussard and Lilia Garcia 

1. Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 9:00 a.m. by Committee Chair Laurie Limbacher. She announced the 
meeting had been posted to the Texas Register, was being held in conformance with the Texas Open 
Meetings Act, Texas Government Code, Chapter 551 and that the notice was properly posted with the 
Secretary of State’s Office as required. 

 
A. Committee member introductions 

Chair Limbacher welcomed everyone and called on each commissioner to individually state 
their name and the city in which they reside. 

B. Establish quorum 
Chair Limbacher reported a quorum was present and declared the meeting open. 

C. Recognize and/or excuse absences  
Commissioner Gravelle moved to approve the absences of Commissioner Broussard and 
Commissioner Garcia. Commissioner Donnelly seconded the motion, and it passed unanimously. 

 
2. Consider approval of the April 27, 2023 Architecture Committee meeting minutes 

Chair Limbacher called for a motion to approve the meeting minutes. Commissioner Donnelly moved 
approval, and it was seconded by Commissioner Perini. The motion passed unanimously. 

 
3. Division of Architecture update and Committee discussion 

Architecture Division Director Elizabeth Brummett provided an update on the division. She began with the 
Tax Credit Program staff’s May visit to Topeka, Kansas for the Midwestern State Historic Preservation 
Office Summit. David Trayte, the National Park Service tax credit reviewer for Texas, also visited in May. 
With Ms. Brummett and the Tax Credit team, he met with several consultants and toured ongoing and 
completed projects in San Antonio, Martindale, Houston, and Galveston. A project certified this quarter is 
the former Brenham Federal Building, which has served as the Brenham Heritage Museum since the early 
1990s. Ms. Brummett then transitioned to the Texas Preservation Trust Fund (TPTF). Project proposal 
applications were due July 12. Staff invited 21 applicants to return for this second stage of the application 
process. Seventeen applications were received, including 14 for architecture and three for heritage education. 
Staff will return with the recommendations of the TPTF Advisory Board at the October quarterly meeting. 
Ms. Brummett gave an update on the Federal and State Review Program. She discussed various sites visits 
of the division staff, which included the Nutt Hotel in Granbury, a Recorded Texas Historic Landmark that 
suffered severe fire damage in March, and the Uvalde Fish Hatchery in Uvalde County, related to Section 



106 consultation. She gave an update on the rehabilitation of the Waco Suspension Bridge. Ms. Brummett 
gave an update on the Hurricanes Harvey, Irma, and Maria Emergency Supplemental Historic Preservation 
Fund grant. She informed the committee that with the March 31, 2024, end-of-grant deadline quickly 
approaching, one-third of the grant projects have been completed and closed out. Ms. Brummett then 
summarized the ongoing restoration of the Mason County Courthouse as an update on the Texas Historic 
Courthouse Preservation Program.  

  
4. Discussion and possible action on Courthouse Advisory Committee recommendations (Item 8.2) 

Susan Tietz, Program Coordinator of the Texas Historic Courthouse Preservation (THCPP), provided the 
committee with a summary of the activities of the Courthouse Advisory Committee, including the 
background of its members and three meetings held over the course of the spring. Ms. Tietz then explained 
each of the nine recommendations put forward by the committee (please see the attached 2023 Courthouse 
Advisory Committee Recommendations). Ms. Tietz opened the floor for questions. Commissioner 
Donnelly asked if the Courthouse Advisory Committee discussed whether requiring training would deter 
counties from applying. Ms. Tietz said that was not part of the discussion but mentioned that a webinar will 
be offered to facilitate participation. Chair Limbacher and Commissioner Donnelly engaged in a discussion 
of the applicant counties’ comprehension of construction contacts. Commission Gravelle and Ms. Tietz 
discussed the role of the courthouse reviewers in the quality of design and construction in previous projects. 
Ms. Tietz explained that the reviewers ensure work follows the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties. She explained that the county is given the freedom to choose its contractor. 
Commission Donnelly asks what the THCPP offers to counties once they have completed a full restoration 
project. Ms. Tietz explained that while there is no maintenance funding, the THCPP Stewardship Program 
provides training workshops and the courthouse maintenance handbook. Susan Tietz and Chair Limbacher 
led a discussion on what actions might help counties maintain their courthouse after a full restoration 
project. Commissioner Gravelle asked if any of the committee’s recommendations will introduce liability to 
the agency. Chair Limbacher stated that the committee recommended division staff seek the advice of the 
Attorney General’s Office. Chair Limbacher gave her appreciation for the division’s effort, and 
Commissioner Donnelly stated that the recommendations are a welcome change. Commissioner Donnelly 
moved that the committee send forward to the commission and recommend approval of policy changes to 
implement the Courthouse Advisory Committee’s recommendations. The motion was seconded by 
Commissioner Gravelle, and it passed unanimously.  
 

5. Consider filing authorization of rules review and proposed amendments to Texas Administrative 
Code, Title 13, Part 2 (Item 8.3)   

  
A. Intent to review and consider for re-adoption, revision, or repeal of Chapter 12, related to the 

Texas Historic Courthouse Preservation Program, for publication and public comment in 
the Texas Register  
Susan Tietz stated that the rules for the Texas Historic Courthouse Preservation Program  
need to be re-adopted every four years. Elizabeth Brummett stated the rules review will be published 
in the Texas Register before consideration of proposed amendments. Commissioner Donnelly moved 
that the committee send forward to the Commission and recommend approval of the Texas 
Historical Commission’s intent to review and consider for re-adoption, revision, or repeal of 
Chapter 12, related to the Texas Historic Courthouse Preservation Program, for publication in the 
Texas Register. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Burdette, and it passed unanimously. 

 



B. Proposed amendments to sections 12.5, 12.7, and 12.9 of Chapter 12 related to the Texas 
Historic Courthouse Preservation Program for first publication and public comment in the 
Texas Register  
Susan Tietz discussed that the rules changes are to implement the recommendations of the 
Courthouse Advisory Committee and changes to Texas Government Code made by the 88th 
Legislature. Ms. Tietz then discussed each section’s revisions and the reasoning behind each 
revision. There will be a 30-day comment period following the publication; the rules will be 
considered for final approval and second publication at the October quarterly meeting. 
Commissioner Donnelly moved that the committee send forward to the Commission and 
recommend approval of filing authorization of proposed amendments to Texas Administrative 
Code, Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 12, Sections 12.5, 12.7, and 12.9, related to the Texas Historic 
Courthouse Preservation Program for first publication in the Texas Register. The motion was 
seconded by Commissioner Burdette, and it passed unanimously. 

  
6. Discussion and possible action regarding supplemental funding to previously awarded Texas 

Historic Courthouse Preservation Program projects in consideration of increased program cap 
(Item 8.4)  
Susan Tietz explained to the committee that the 88th Legislature recently raised the cumulative cap on 
courthouse grants from $6 million to $10 million through Senate Bill 1332 to address increased construction 
costs. She stated this will take effect on September 1, 2023. Ms. Tietz explained that staff is seeking the 
committee’s direction regarding whether to allow current grant recipients to submit requests for 
supplemental funding for consideration by the Executive Committee before the October quarterly meeting. 
  
Ms. Tietz explained that because the grant cap had remained the same for many years, counties were 
contributing larger matches, making full restoration unattainable for some. Considering the increased cap 
and substantial cost overruns experienced by current grant recipients, Ms. Tietz requested committee 
feedback on whether to invite Round XI and XII grant recipients to request supplement funding. She 
presented different funding scenarios for consideration. Chair Limbacher and Susan Tietz began to discuss 
which Round XI projects are under construction. Ms. Tietz replied that all projects are under construction 
except for Polk County, which had just signed a contract. Chair Limbach and Ms. Tietz then began to 
discuss the status of Round XII recipients; Wise County had signed a contract, Upshur was waiting to 
receive bids, and Kimble and Hall had received bids but were unable to accept them due to the bids 
exceeding their budgets. Chair Limbacher and Ms. Tietz clarified the local match required in each of the 
scenarios and explained that the percentage match is a criterion used in scoring grant applications. Elizabeth 
Brummett then clarified each motion option, with Funding Plan A considering Rounds XI and XII both, 
Funding Plan B considering only Round XII, and within those, Scenarios 1, 2, or 3 maintaining the 
percentage of the cash match, maintaining the dollar figure of the cash match, or allowing the maximum 
amount for which counties would be eligible under the raised program cap. Chair Limbacher asked if the 
counties will still have to request funding from the THC, to which Ms. Brummett and Ms. Tietz replied yes. 
Elizabeth Brummett restated that, should the motion pass, the Executive Committee will have the authority 
to award additional grant funding. Chair Limbacher indicated she was partial to maintaining the local match 
percentage in the interest of fairness. Commissioner Donnelly expressed preference for Funding Plan B 
since Round XI grant recipients are already committed and their projects well underway.  
 
Commissioner Donnelly moved to send forward to the Commission and recommend inviting Round XII 
grant recipients to request supplemental funding. Chair Limbacher amended the motion to further 
recommend that the Commission discuss and consider scenarios B1 and B2, and delegate authority to make 
grant awards to the Executive Committee. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Gravelle, and it 
passed unanimously. 

 



7. Consider filling authorization of proposed amendment to section 13.1, 13.2, and 13.3 of Texas 
Administrative Code, Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 13 related to the Texas Historic Preservation Tax 
Credit Program for first publication and public comment in the Texas Register (Item 8.5)  
Elizabeth Brummett explained the Legislature had changed where the Texas Historic Preservation Tax 
Credit Program resides within the Tax Code. She explained previously it was under the franchise tax 
chapter, Chapter 171, and if the franchise tax was ever repealed, it would threaten the existence of the 
program. Ms. Brummett explained that now the Historic Tax Credit Program will reside in Chapter 172 
after the law goes into effect on September 1, 2023. The rules changes update references to Chapter 171 to 
the corresponding sections of Chapter 172. Commissioner Donnelly moved that the committee send 
forward to the Commission and recommend approval of filling authorization of proposed amendments to 
Texas Administrative Code, Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 13, Sections 13.1, 13.2, and 13.3, related to the Texas 
Historic Preservation Tax Credit Program for first publication in the Texas Register. It was seconded by 
Commissioner Burdette, and it passed unanimously. 
 

8. Adjournment  
Committee Chair Limbacher called the meeting to adjournment at 11:53 a.m. 
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2023 Courthouse Advisory Committee Recommendations for the  
Texas Historic Courthouse Preservation Program  
June 12, 2023 

The Texas Historical Commission (THC or Commission) convened a Courthouse Advisory Committee 
(Committee) that met in April and May 2023 to examine specific aspects of the Texas Historic Courthouse 
Preservation Program (THCPP). Approaching its 25-year anniversary, the program has attracted more than 
140 participants and awarded more than $360 million to counties to fund the full restorations of 78 
courthouses and provide smaller grants to assist with emergency and planning projects. During Round XII 
grant application evaluations in 2022, the Commission’s Architecture Committee members expressed concern 
that seven of the eleven emergency applications were for work on fully restored courthouses and in nearly all 
cases, the scopes of work described in their grant applications were to address design flaws or poor-quality 
construction during their full restoration projects. Based upon these concerns, the Commission appointed the 
Committee on February 1, 2023. The goal of the Committee’s effort was to advise the Commission on 
improving construction quality to limit the number of courthouses returning for funding following their full 
restorations, examine the priorities of the THCPP by identifying buildings eligible for grant funding, and 
refine its grant project selection process. County judges and commissioners, facilities managers, a 
representative from the Texas Association of Counties, THC commissioners, preservation architects, and 
contractors comprised the Committee. The Committee met virtually on April 4 and April 12, 2023 to discuss 
the topics and make initial recommendations on how to address concerns, and on May 24, 2023 to finalize 
the Committee’s recommendations. Committee members reviewed and approved final revisions to draft 
recommendations by email. 
 
In preparation for the Committee meetings, staff developed an in-depth survey, and all seventeen members 
responded. The survey comprehensively covered the Committee’s topics and solicited feedback on how to 
improve construction quality and reduce the number of returning applicants, how to assess and fund 
returning applicants, how to improve courthouse stewardship post-restoration, funding eligibility and scoring 
criteria considerations. Results from the survey were shared with the Committee at the beginning of the first 
two meetings and used to clarify the most important topics for discussion by the Committee. Staff prepared a 
background presentation for each meeting to educate the committee members on aspects of the program 
related to the pertinent topics. 
 
At the initial Committee meeting, staff presented background on the THCPP Statute and Rules, 
recommendations from the last time the Courthouse Advisory Committee was convened in 2018, the types of 
funding offered through the program, how grant applications are evaluated and scored, and generally how 
grant-funded planning and construction projects are managed. The topics discussed at the April 4 Committee 
meeting were Construction Quality and Evaluating and Funding Returning Applicants. At the April 12 meeting, the 
Committee discussed potential changes to the Scoring Criteria and when Auxiliary Buildings are eligible for 
THCPP funding. At each of the first two meetings, Committee members were assigned to one of three 
breakout rooms. Each issue was deliberated by the three groups with a staff member reporting out feedback 
and insights from each group to the full Committee, identifying consensus and divergence for each topic.  
 
This report provides the Committee’s recommendations, insights, and guidance to the Commission and 
outlines the actions necessary to implement the recommendations. This report represents the Committee’s 
efforts and includes specific recommendations for the THCPP grant project selection and award process. For 
each topic or area of interest, recommendations are listed in conjunction with any related impacts and 
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necessary actions. The Commission may choose to act on these recommendations and direct changes to 
THCPP program policy, implement changes to administrative rules in the Texas Administrative Code or, less 
likely, seek statutory amendments to the Texas Government Code.  Alternatively, the Commission may 
choose not to act on one or more of the committee’s recommendations. 

Returning Applicants 
Applicants with grant-funded fully restored courthouses may return to request additional funding for a variety 
of reasons: to complete a scope of work that was eliminated from their original full restoration project, due to 
an unanticipated emergency, or to repair or remedy defective work not properly undertaken during the 
original full restoration. At times, an agreement is formed between the county and the THC to allow a 
relatively large scope of work or a specific element of the originally proposed project as described in the grant 
application to be removed from the full restoration prior to the Funding Agreement. This may occur if the 
county’s consultants determine the work to be currently unnecessary, such as a roof replacement when the 
roof remains in serviceable condition. Scope removed from a project due to value engineering after the 
Funding Agreement is signed should not affect the completeness of a project. Fully restored courthouses 
experience emergencies at a lesser rate than non-restored courthouses but may experience a sudden 
emergency due to a weather event, for example. Most of the fully restored courthouses that return for 
emergency grants are to address issues that develop following their full restoration. In some cases, urgent 
issues may develop due to deferred maintenance, but more often, the issues directly relate to poor 
construction quality either due to a deviation from the project design by the contractor or an error or 
omission in the architect’s design. The Committee explored construction quality and how to assess and fund 
applications from returning applicants.  

Construction Quality 
Only five years into the program, the THC noticed fully restored courthouses falling into disrepair and 
created the Texas Historic Courthouse Stewardship Program to educate counties and their facility managers 
on the importance of maintenance and provide annual training on maintenance strategies and tools. Despite 
those efforts, fully restored courthouses continue to fall into severe disrepair, sometimes only a few years 
following completion of their project. In Round VIII (2014), a quarter of applicants had returned to request 
additional funding to repair issues that developed following their previous full restoration projects. And in 
Round XII (2022), seven of the eleven emergency grant applications were those returning for funding to 
remediate, reconstruct, or repair building issues due to poor construction quality, related to either design flaws 
or deviation from the construction documents by the contractor. In addition to construction quality issues, 
counties have also returned to request funding for unforeseen emergencies.  
 
The survey results indicated that the most important factors in determining the quality of construction at the 
end of a full restoration project are an experienced contractor and quality construction documents prepared 
by the architect. During deliberations in the breakout rooms, Committee members nearly unanimously agreed 
that in addition to those two factors, counties need more education about the construction process. 
Educational topics should include the full restoration planning and construction process, how to hire 
professionals and contractors, what to consider including in their contracts, the types of delivery methods, 
and what important steps to take to insure ongoing preservation of their courthouse. Counties also need more 
support regularly monitoring construction since the architectural consultant is typically only visiting the site 
twice a month, and the expertise of most county employees is insufficient to oversee a large construction 
project. Committee members agreed that an owner’s representative who looks out for the best interest of the 
county and the courthouse would substantially improve the quality of construction and the efficiency of the 
process.  
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Committee Recommendation #1 
Educate Counties about Planning, Construction, and Post-Construction Considerations 
a) Provide and require pre-application training for participating counties to be eligible for a THCPP grant. 

Include information about 1) the grant application and evaluation process, 2) the importance of 
budgeting and planning for cyclical maintenance immediately upon completion of the project, 3) the 
historic designation and nomination process, and 4) other pre-application considerations. 

b) Provide training to counties on hiring an architectural professional and what to consider in their 
contract for architectural plans & specifications and construction administration. 

c) Provide training on different project delivery methods, how to hire a contractor, and what to consider 
in their contract for construction. 

d) Provide post-construction training that directs counties to maintain communication with their architect 
and contractor, undertake a one-year warranty inspection with the full team, and ensure all issues are 
appropriately addressed.  

 
Possible Action by THC:  
i) Prepare pre-application and post-restoration training modules for counties. 
ii) Require county representatives attend pre-application training as a prerequisite for applying for a 

THCPP grant. Require county representatives attend post-restoration training as a condition of the 
grant funding agreement. 

iii) Supplement staff-prepared training by hiring a professional consultant to prepare digital training 
modules and written materials related to: 
1) hiring a professional architectural consultant, owner’s representative, and contractor, including 

establishing and evaluating qualifications; 
2) what to consider when entering into contracts for planning, construction, and project management, 

including types of project delivery methods for construction; 
3) what to expect during the construction process; and 
4) the roles and responsibilities of the project participants before, during, and after construction. 

iv) Develop a list of typical considerations or standard conditions for contract documents, tailored to the 
needs of historic courthouses and the expectations of the THCPP. 

 

Committee Recommendation #2 
Require an Owner’s Representative to Monitor the Construction Project 
a) Require counties undergoing a grant-funded full restoration to hire an owner’s representative to 

monitor construction for at least a minimum number of hours per week. The THC will provide 
minimum and preferred qualifications based upon professional guidance, and allowable fees. Counties 
may use a county employee who meets the minimum qualifications and can devote sufficient time to 
act on behalf of the county undertaking its responsibility to engage in project management, 
coordination, facilitation, oversight, and monitoring during the design, procurement, and construction 
phases of a project.   

 
Possible Action by THC:  
i) Develop a list of minimum and preferred qualifications, minimum time commitment, and clear roles 

and responsibilities for an owner’s representative. 
ii) Change the THCPP Grant Manual to require that counties hire or employ an owner’s representative to 

review the full restoration architectural plans and specifications before the project goes to bid and 
monitor their grant-funded full restoration construction project. Encourage counties to bring on an 
owner’s representative during project design. 
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iii) Change the THCPP Grant Application materials to include a line item for an owner’s representative in 
the grant application budget and funding request, and make this an eligible expense for reimbursement 
or in-kind contribution credit toward a grant recipient’s match. Encourage counties to employ a 
qualified staff member, to continue in the capacity of courthouse steward following completion of the 
grant-funded project. 

iv) Evaluate the allowable architectural and engineering fees to ensure they align with industry standards. 
Consider the fiscal impact of implementing committee recommendations #5.b and 5.c in determining 
the overall amount of allowable fees. 

Evaluating and Funding Grant Applications from Returning Applicants  
The 2018 Courthouse Advisory Committee recommended that the focus of the THCPP continue to be to 
fund as many full restoration projects as possible, over emergency, planning, and other alternative projects. It 
also recommended considering funding for returning applicants with previously restored courthouses with 
emergency scopes of work and redefined emergency as “caused by a catastrophic event, a recently discovered 
condition that threatens the building with imminent and severe damage or critical repairs needed to correct 
accelerating damage from long-term deferred maintenance”. Since 2018, the program has seen applicants 
returning to fund work that might not rise to the level of emergency but if not addressed will eventually lead 
to issues that endanger preservation of the courthouse. While awarding grants to fund work that was already 
funded and completed during a full restoration drains money from program participants still awaiting full 
restoration grants, the 2023 Courthouse Advisory Committee recognized that not funding urgent repairs on 
fully restored courthouses threatens courthouse preservation and the state and local investments in the 
original project. The Committee nearly unanimously agreed that counties with fully restored courthouses 
should be eligible for additional grant funding to address issues on their courthouse, whether due to an 
unforeseen emergency, to remedy construction quality issues from their original full restoration project, or for 
other potentially legitimate reasons. Survey results and discussions in the breakout rooms indicate that the 
Committee expects counties experiencing issues following a full restoration project to pursue some form of 
remedy with the parties involved; however, determining fault can be complicated, and full litigation would not 
necessarily result in the best outcome for the county or the courthouse.  
 
Currently, THCPP offers applicants three types of competitive grants for planning, full restoration, and 
emergency projects. For awarding these three competitive grants, the THCPP uses a standard application for 
full restoration grants that also includes a request for a planning grant to develop architectural plans and 
specifications for a future full restoration construction project and one for emergency applicants that need to 
address urgent issues that endanger the courthouse itself or its users. The THCPP also offers out-of-cycle 
emergency grants and supplemental grants that are both awarded by the Commission during a quarterly 
meeting outside of the biannual grant cycles. To request an emergency grant out-of-cycle or a supplemental 
grant, a county must submit a letter to the Commission’s Executive Director, describing the need for funding, 
the urgency of the request and providing a cost estimate for the work. Supplemental awards typically address 
unforeseen conditions that arise or substantial cost overruns on ongoing construction projects, but may also 
address some scopes of work that were unintentionally omitted on a completed full restoration project.  
 
The Committee expressed concern over comparing returning applicants to applicants that had not yet 
received a full restoration grant. Instead, returning applicants with fully restored courthouses should receive 
funds through a competitive process, with fourteen of the twenty-one scoring criteria used to evaluate the 
application, removing Full Restoration, Overmatch, County Records, County Support, Local Support, Local 
Resources, and Plans and Specifications, since these categories demonstrate support for or apply to full 
restoration proposals. The fourteen categories important to consider for returning applicants are listed below. 
Mock scoresheets were developed using the new Returning Applicants Criteria and applied to the Round XII 
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returning applicants, which illustrate the most urgent projects would rise to the top using the new system. 
Endangerment and County Revenue varied most among returning applicants and therefore typically would 
determine which projects are funded more than all other categories. The committee recommends that all 
returning applicants, including those seeking emergency funding, be evaluated using this selective set of 
scoring criteria.  
 
Several Committee members noted the importance of regular, cyclical maintenance and pointed out that the 
poorest counties may not have the resources to fund cyclical maintenance, which costs on average 1 to 4% of 
the overall value of the building, annually. In all three breakout rooms, members offered substantial support 
for the THCPP providing seed funding for maintenance endowments to support the poorest counties in 
preserving historic courthouses and protecting the state’s investment.  
 

Committee Recommendation #3 
Require Counties to Pursue Administrative Remedies with Contractor and/or Architect Before 
Requesting THCPP Grant Funding  
a) Require counties returning for funding first to pursue repairs under warranty or administrative remedies 

with their contractor and/or architect if the scope of work is to correct poor-quality construction 
during the original full restoration project. 

 
Possible Action by THC:  
i) Establish by THCPP Policy a requirement that counties present evidence that demonstrates their 

pursuit of administrative remedies before requesting funding to address scopes of work related to issues 
during the full restoration project, either due to contractors or subcontractors not following the 
architectural plans & specifications as designed or due to errors and omissions by the architect.  

ii) Seek legal advice on the liability of various parties in developing the policy requirements.  
iii) Consider adding provisions in 13 Tex. Admin. Code § 12.7 to require repayment of grant for repairs to 

poor-quality construction if funds are later recovered through litigation. 

 

Committee Recommendation #4 
Evaluate all Returning Applicants on a Separate Application and Scoring System 
a) Establish a new scoring system for awarding competitive grants to returning applicants with a fully 

restored courthouse. 
b) Recommend the Commission consider a balance of awards among the grant types, prioritized in the 

order of full restoration, emergency, returning applicants, and planning grants. 
 
Possible Action by THC:  
i) Establish by Policy a selective set of fourteen scoring criteria excerpted from the 21 standard scoring 

criteria to evaluate candidates proposing limited scopes of work on previously restored courthouses.  

1. Historical Designations  
2. Age (with changes) 
3. Architectural Significance 
4. Historical Significance 
5. Endangerment  

6. Integrity 
7. Current Use (with changes) 
8. Future Use (with changes) 
9. Fix Changes 
10. Master Plan 

11. Non-THCPP Deed 
12. THCPP Deed 
13. Compliance 
14. County Revenue 
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ii) Change the THCPP Grant Application materials to add a description of the program’s funding 
priorities, with an emphasis on full restoration grants as the highest priority. Ensure the application 
materials clearly describe the types of projects that are eligible or ineligible for grant funding, with a 
focus on parameters for returning applicants as a new grant category. 

iii) Consider emergency and returning applicants for funding in each future grant round, and identify those 
projects with the clearest endangerment issues through the scoring process for prioritization for 
funding. 

 

Committee Recommendation #5 
Support Courthouse Maintenance Following Full Restoration 
a) Continue to promote and provide stewardship training to counties, with an emphasis on encouraging 

regular and ongoing participation. 
b) Require architectural consultant to provide a thorough Cyclical Maintenance Plan for counties as part 

of the grant Completion Report. 
c) Require one-year warranty inspection of the courthouse with THCPP Reviewer, architectural 

consultant, contractor, and county representative.  
d) Restore THCPP Stewardship staff position.  

Possible Action by THC:  
i) Change the Construction Grant Manual to require a more detailed cyclical maintenance plan that 

includes maintenance schedules and tasks for all aspects of the building as part of the Completion 
Report. Provide the Historic Courthouse Maintenance Handbook in multiple formats to facilitate its use as a 
foundational document in preparing cyclical maintenance plans. 

ii) Change the Construction Grant Manual to require, rather than recommend, a one-year warranty 
inspection by including a warranty inspection report as part of the close out documents required before 
the final 10% of the grant balance is released as final reimbursement to the county.  

iii) In a future legislative session, request an employee (one Full-Time Equivalent (FTE)) for the 
Courthouse Preservation Program team to restore the staff position, eliminated in 2011, whose sole 
function was to support courthouse stewardship by visiting fully restored courthouses to conduct 
conditions assessments and provide reports of issues to address, provide technical assistance to 
counties and craft annual stewardship training for county judges, commissioners and facility managers.  

THCPP Grant Application Scoring  
Until the addition of the County Revenue scoring criterion following recommendations by the 2018 
Courthouse Advisory Committee, the same 21 scoring criteria have been used for non-emergency applicants 
since the inception of the THCPP.  

Current Use “Vacancy” Score  
The THCPP grant application scoring criteria (13 Tex. Admin. Code §12.9(c)) call for an evaluation of the 
building’s use as a functioning courthouse, both before and after the project’s completion. Current statutory 
language permits grant funding to be used for properties that no longer function as a county courthouse but 
requires that functioning courthouses receive funding priority (Texas Government Code, Chapter 442, 
Section 442.0081(d)(1)(B)(i)). This is accomplished through the scoring criteria and weights assigned to each. 
Two criteria pertain to building use, providing an opportunity to allocate 0, 10, or 20 points for a courthouse 
that is used for court or administrative functions at the time of application (Current Use) and 0, 6, or 10 
points for proposals that include court and administrative functions in the completed projects (Future Use). It 
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should be noted that grants are often selected based upon a difference in just one or two points, so 20 points 
is a significant point range.  
 
The Committee determined that the Current Use scoring criteria penalizes applicants with courthouses 
vacated due to conditions out of their control that affect either the safety of building users or the accessibility 
of the building. Furthermore, the Committee determined that applicants may continue using an unsafe or 
inaccessible building to earn critical points in the Current Use category. Flipping the number of points 
allocated for Current Use and Future Use would place more emphasis on whether the project results in a 
functioning courthouse rather than on whether the building is being used as a courthouse at the time of 
application. This means that the points allocated in the category of Current Use should be 0, 6, and 10, and 
points allocated in the category of Future Use should be 0, 10 or 20. Additionally, counties vacating their 
courthouse due to unavoidable risks to building users such as issues affecting life, safety or welfare of the 
building users or the county itself should be awarded an intermediary score of 6 points rather than 0 points in 
the category of Current Use. Program staff created a mockup scoresheet and applied it to Round XII 
applicants. In the mock scenario, staff considered the Comanche County Courthouse as if it were vacated, 
since that county has been occupying its courthouse to maintain a competitive score, despite the building 
being considered inaccessible with a notice from the Department of Justice to cease use. The newly proposed 
scoring for these two categories meant that courthouses that are vacant or potentially vacant, due to life safety 
or accessibility issues, were impacted minimally by their current vacancy in terms of their overall score and 
competitiveness for funding. Making the proposed changes to the scoring system in the categories of Current 
Use and Future Use seeks to distinguish between counties that vacate their building by choice or to prepare 
for as-yet unfunded construction from those counties that vacate their courthouse due to issues that require 
them to leave the building.  
 

Committee Recommendation #6 
Reconsider the Current Use “Vacancy” Score as it Applies to Courthouses Vacated Due to 
Hazardous Conditions or Inaccessibility 
a) Assign higher points in the category of Future Use and reduce the number of points allocated for 

Current Use to emphasize the building’s use as a courthouse following completion of the project rather 
than its use at the time of application.  

b) Limit the penalty for counties that vacate their courthouse due to hazardous conditions or 
inaccessibility by awarding an intermediary score rather than 0.  

 
Possible Action by THC:  
i) By policy, assign 0, 10, or 20 points to the category of Future Use and 0, 6, or 10 points to the category 

of Current Use.  
ii) Establish by policy a protocol for counties to demonstrate the necessity of vacating their courthouse. 

Allocate 6 points to counties that can demonstrate a requirement to vacate their courthouse due to 
hazardous conditions or inaccessibility. 

Age Score 
The Texas Government Code, Chapter 442, Section 442.0081(d)(1)(B)(ii) requires that the THCPP prioritizes 
funding for courthouses built before 1875. When the THC established the original scoring criteria, it 
expanded the Statute’s intention by creating three additional age ranges, assigning significantly more points to 
older courthouses than newer ones. The THCPP currently considers the following criteria when awarding 
points in the Age of a Courthouse category:   
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• 20 Points: Pre-1875 
• 15 Points: 1875 to 1899 

• 10 Points: 1900 to 1925 
• 5 Points: After 1925 

 
The Committee nearly unanimously agreed that the age of a courthouse is not as important as its architectural 
significance and its level of endangerment, and that emphasis on a courthouse’s age as a deciding factor 
should align more closely with the intent of the Statute. If the overall points assigned to the age categories are 
reduced significantly and the age ranges simplified to pre-1875, 1876 to 1899, and post-1900, this reduces the 
significance of the age of a courthouse and allows other more important categories to determine funding, 
while continuing to comply with the intent of the Statute.  
 

Committee Recommendation #7 
Reduce the Emphasis on the Age of a Courthouse in the Scoring Systems 
a) Minimize the impact of a courthouse’s age when considering applicants for funding, and allow other 

more significant categories to become more prominent in determining funding.  
 
Possible Action by THC:  
i) By policy, change the age ranges in the standard, emergency, and returning applicant scoring systems 

and assign points as follows: 

• Pre-1875: 6 points • 1876–1899: 4 points • 1900 or later: 2 points 

ii) By policy, consider the presence of later modifications and the identified restoration period in assigning 
the age score. 

New Scoring Category to Reward an Applicant’s Dedication 
The number of applicants each round demonstrates the level of interest in and need for the program. 
Currently there is no incentive for applicants with unsuccessful applications to reapply in the next round, 
particularly if their application scored significantly below the successful applications. Applicants often lose 
interest after a few rounds of rejected grant applications. Once counties stop applying, they may not 
participate again for many years, or they may never participate again. Awarding a single point each time an 
applicant applies could encourage commitment from applicants and higher application rates each cycle.  
 
Survey results indicated considerable support for adding a Longevity criterion to the THCPP standard scoring 
criteria and awarding points retroactively; therefore, the proposed addition to the scoring criteria was not 
discussed in the meetings.  
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Committee Recommendation #8 
Provide an Incentive for Applicants to Encourage Them to Continue Applying, Despite an 
Unsuccessful Application 
a) Add a new category to the standard scoring system, and assign points based on the number of cycles 

that applicant submitted a grant application for a full restoration.  
b) Award points retroactively.  
 
Possible Action by THC:  
i) Revise 13 Tex. Admin. Code § 12.9 (c) to add a scoring category in consideration for counties 

continuing to apply for funding.  
ii) Establish by Policy the number of points awarded in the scoring criterion as follows: 

• Initial application:  
0 points 

• 5–6 prior applications:  
3 points 

• 1–2 prior applications:  
1 point 

• 7–9 prior applications: 
4 points 

• 3–4 prior applications:  
2 points 

• 10+ prior applications: 
5 points 

Auxiliary Buildings and Funding Eligibility 
The law that created the grant program states that “the commission may grant or loan money to a county or 
municipality that owns a historic courthouse, for the purpose of preserving or restoring the courthouse” and 
“a county or municipality that owns a historic courthouse may apply to the commission for a grant or loan for 
a historic courthouse project”.  The current definition of courthouse, historic courthouse, and historic 
courthouse project do not provide a clear definition of what building(s) on the courthouse square are eligible 
for THCPP funding.  
 
The THCPP has funded historically attached annexes and additions as part of an overall restoration of the 
primary courthouse. The Committee considered and provided clarification on when it is appropriate to fund 
an auxiliary building and recommends a clearer definition in the Texas Administrative Code. The Committee 
indicated that historic buildings constructed for the purpose of expanding the courthouse functions that were 
historically attached to the primary courthouse should be eligible for THCPP grant funding as part of an 
overall restoration of the courthouse complex. While the question received a range of answers, many 
Committee members were opposed to considering freestanding buildings on the square until all courthouses 
seeking funding are fully restored. 
 

Committee Recommendation #9 
Clarify funding eligibility for auxiliary historic buildings on the courthouse square. 
a) Provide clearer definitions of Courthouse and Historic Courthouse so that THCPP funding is awarded 

to eligible buildings as outlined in the Statute. 

Possible Action by THC:  
i) Revise 13 Tex. Admin. Code § 12.5 to provide a clearer definition of Courthouse and Historic 

Courthouse to align with the intention of the Statute that grants fund the preservation of buildings that 
serve or have served as the county courthouse: 
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 Courthouse: 
 Current Definition: (4) Courthouse. Means the principal building(s) which houses county 

government offices and courts and its (their) surrounding site(s) (typically the 
courthouse square). 

 Proposed Definition: (4) Courthouse. Means the principal building which serves as the 
primary seat of government of the county in which it is located, and its surrounding site 
(typically the courthouse square). The courthouse includes additions or annexes 
physically attached to the building that were constructed for the purpose of expanding 
the functions of the courthouse, but it does not include other freestanding buildings on 
the site. 

 Historic Courthouse: 
 Current Definition: (5) Historic courthouse. Means a county courthouse or building that 

previously served as a county courthouse that is at least 50 years old prior to the date of 
application, with the initial date of service defined as the date of the first official 
commissioners court meeting in the building. 

 Proposed Definition: (5) Historic courthouse. Means a building that currently or previously 
served as a county courthouse, as defined in paragraph (4), and which entered service as 
a courthouse at least 50 years prior to the due date of the grant application, using the 
first commissioners court meeting as its first date of service. A historic courthouse may 
include additions or annexes physically attached to the courthouse for at least 50 years 
prior to the due date of the grant application. 

ii) For clarity, add definitions for Full Restoration and Restoration Period to 13 Tex. Admin. Code § 12.5: 
 Full restoration: Means a construction grant to undertake a project to restore a courthouse to its 

appearance at an agreed upon restoration period, which includes removing additions and 
alterations from later periods and reconstructing features missing from the restoration period. 
This treatment applies to the site, exterior of the courthouse, and interior public spaces such as 
the corridors, stairways, and courtrooms. Secondary spaces may be preserved or rehabilitated 
rather than restored. Additions or attached annexes must be removed if they post-date the 
selected restoration period. Retention or removal of site features from outside of the 
restoration period may be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. 

 Restoration period: Means the date selected for the purpose of defining the full restoration of a 
courthouse, representing the most significant time in the courthouse’s history. Selection of the 
restoration period must be justified based on documentary and physical evidence and surviving 
integrity of historic materials from that period, and it must be described in the master plan for 
the restoration project. The restoration period represents a time when the building in its entirety 
exhibited a cohesive architectural style exemplifying the work of an architect or a period when 
the building experienced a significant historical event. 
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2023 Courthouse Advisory Committee Members  
The members of this Advisory Committee have expertise in areas related to county government, the 
courthouse grant and maintenance programs, Texas courthouses, historic preservation and/or grant 
administration.  

Elected County Officials 
These county judges and commissioners have direct relevant experience with one or more of the topics under discussion by the 
Committee. 
1. Mike Braddock, County Judge, Lynn County, Tahoka  
2. Stephanie Davis, County Judge, Comanche County, Comanche  
3. Joy Fuchs, former Commissioner, Washington County, Brenham  
4. Leward LaFleur, County Judge, Marion County, Jefferson  
5. L.D. Williamson, former County Judge, Red River County, Clarksville  
 
Texas Association of Counties Representative 
The Texas Association of Counties understands the risks associated with counties’ facilities and that quality construction and a 
fully restored courthouse substantially lower a county’s risk. Former County Judge Kim Halfmann has experience representing the 
needs of counties as the liaison for the Texas Association of Counties as well as experience supervising a large construction project 
after actively managing the restoration and rehabilitation of the Glasscock County Courthouse while their County Judge.  
6. Kim Halfmann, County Relations Officer, Texas Association of Counties  
 
Facility Managers  
These facility managers have longstanding experience maintaining a fully restored courthouse and some have experience with post-
restoration issues with their buildings.  
7. Mike Head, former Facilities Manager, Potter County, Amarillo  
8. Ricky Kerr, Facilities Manager, Cooke County, Gainesville  
9. Rene Montalvo, Facilities Manager, Karnes County, Karnes City  
 
THC Commissioners/Former Commissioners  
Laurie Limbacher and Donna Carter both have experience evaluating, scoring, and funding THCPP grant applications and 
observing fully restored courthouses returning for supplemental and emergency funding.  
10. Laurie Limbacher, Architect and Current Chair, Architecture Committee, Texas Historical Commission, 

Austin  
11. Earl Broussard, Landscape Architect, Architecture Committee, Texas Historical Commission, Austin  
12. Donna Carter, Architect and Former Chair, Architecture Committee, Texas Historical Commission, 

Austin  
 
Architects 
These architects have experience working in the field of historic preservation and two have direct experience with the full 
restoration of courthouses through the THCPP.  
13. Hugo Gardea, Preservation Architect, General Services Administration, Fort Worth  
14. Stan Graves, Preservation Architect, Architexas, Austin and Former Director of the Division of 

Architecture and the Texas Historic Courthouse Preservation Program 
15. Karl Komatsu, Preservation Architect, Komatsu Architecture, Fort Worth  
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Contractors 
Both contractors have substantial experience as general and sub-contractors on THCPP grant-funded full restorations of historic 
courthouses.  
16. Alan Odom, Contractor, Premier Commercial Group, and Subcontractor, Premier Metalwerks, Haltom 

City 
17. Curt Stoddard, Contractor, JC Stoddard Construction, San Antonio  
 
THC Staff 
Mark Wolfe, State Historic Preservation Officer – Executive Director, Texas Historical Commission 
Elizabeth Brummett, Deputy SHPO – Director, Division of Architecture 
Susan Tietz, AIA – Architect and Coordinator, Courthouse Preservation Program 
James Malanaphy, AIA – Architect and Reviewer, Courthouse Preservation Program  
Eva Osborne, AIA – Architect and Reviewer, Courthouse Preservation Program  
Donye Reese – Specialist, Courthouse Preservation Program  
Tania Salgado – Reviewer, Courthouse Preservation Program 
Dan Valenzuela – Architect and Reviewer, Courthouse Preservation Program  
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 Quarterly Report 
Division of Architecture 

July–September 2023 
____________________________________________________________________________
 
FEDERAL AND STATE REVIEW 
During this quarter, Division of Architecture (DOA) staff 
completed 167 reviews under Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, issued 11 permits for 
State Antiquities Landmark properties, reviewed 13 
Recorded Texas Historic Landmark properties, and 
provided oversight and guidance to 13 active Texas 
Preservation Trust Fund architecture grant projects. 
 
State Antiquities Landmarks 
East Texas Reviewer Jonathan Moseley and Division of 
Architecture Director Elizabeth Brummett traveled to 
Gulf Copper Dry Dock and Rig Repair in Galveston to 
tour the Battleship Texas, dry docked for repairs. 
According to the Foundation’s website, “the inside of the 
blisters, and the ship’s hull will be coated to protect against 
possible corrosion. All welds continue to be tested for 
leaks. They are done via vacuum box, dye penetrant, or 
magnaflux depending on the area. Gulf Copper’s yard 
workers have concluded repairing the deck on the ship’s 
Signal Bridge and have begun working on the deck above, 
the Navigation Bridge. A part of the deck repairs includes 
sand blasting the underside and painting on a coat of 
primer. Work continues in the Aft Fire Control Tower, as 
the old grating that was installed in 1988 has been 
completely removed and replaced with a steel deck. Small 
repairs to the bulkhead are currently ongoing as the plan is 
to have it look as it did in 1945.” 
 
Recorded Texas Historic Landmarks 
North Texas Reviewer Katharine Sheldon and South 
Texas Reviewer Sheena Cox both reviewed roof 
replacement projects on Recorded Texas Historic 
Landmarks. Sheldon reviewed a project for the Recorded 
Texas Historic Landmark and National Register District 
listed Joffre-Gilbert House, in Dallas County, near Irving. 
The exterior scope of work proposed replacement of the 
entire roofing system. The current roof cladding is an 
asphalt shingle material, but with wood shingles 
underneath. Research has yielded no further information 
as to the date when the cladding was changed. Sheldon has 
insisted on documentation of the wood shingles during the 
roof replacement. Meanwhile, Cox reviewed an in-kind 
roof replacement at the Frederick B. Gaenslen-designed 
Sacred Heart Catholic Church in Brownsville, Cameron  

 
County. The exterior scope of work proposed replacing 
the entire system in-kind, due to deterioration of the 
system.     
 
National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 
South Texas Reviewer Sheena Cox traveled to Big Bend 
National Park in Brewster County and met with National 
Park Service representative, Don Corrick. The National 
Park Service and Big Bend National Park completed 106 
consultation and a Memorandum of Agreement over the 
summer regarding the demolition and redevelopment of 
the historic Chisos Mountains Lodge, due to structural 
deterioration and disrepair. Corrick also provided Cox with 
a tour of the park and information on current and 
upcoming projects.   
 
Texas Preservation Trust Fund 
Projects from the Fiscal Year 2022 Texas Preservation 
Trust Fund grant cycle are wrapping up. The City of 
Seguin, which received an architecture planning grant of 
$30,000, completed its scope of work to create a Master 
Plan document to serve as a guide for prioritizing 
rehabilitation activities at the 1850s Sebastopol House. 
This unique Greek Revival “limecrete” structure holds 
National Register of Historic Places, Recorded Texas 
Historic Landmark, and State Antiquities Landmark 
designations. Architexas prepared the final planning 
document. 
 
PRESERVATION TAX CREDITS 
In August, the Historic Tax Credit team began the switch 
from a paper-only application process to a required digital 
submission process. This online application process was 
pushed forward by the National Park Service’s Technical 
Preservation Services, at the behest of the National 
Archives and Records Administration (NARA). NARA is 
ceasing most collections of government records on paper 
and switching to digital records only. Due to the transition, 
the following numbers may be close, but not exact. 
  
During this quarter, the Texas Historic Preservation 
Tax Credit (THPTC) program received 33 Part A, 18 Part 
B, 22 Part B amendment, and eight Part C applications.  
  
Since the date of the last quarterly narrative, Certificates 
of Eligibility were issued for eight completed projects in 
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Bellville, Castroville, Dallas, Galveston, Houston, and San 
Antonio (see highlights for newly certified projects.) 
Qualified expenses for these projects total over $16 
million. A total of 409 projects have now been certified 
since the beginning of the program in 2015, with $3.3 
billion in qualified expenses.  
  
The Federal Rehabilitation Tax Credit program 
received 13 Part 1, 14 Part 2, 18 Part 2 amendment, and 
three Part 3 applications. One project was certified by the 
NPS this quarter. 
  
Major work during the last quarter focused on the 
previously mentioned online submission process. The 
team had started this process working with the NPS, 
shortly after the pandemic began. Due to differences 
between security and financial concerns among 50 states 
and the federal government, things were stalled until a turn 
at the last-minute requiring that all states begin accepting 
applications on August 15. This was announced to the 
SHPO-network in June. The Historic Tax Credit team, 
including Andreea Flores, Valerie Magolan, and Austin 
Lukes, began working quickly with Elizabeth Brummett 
and Information Technology staff, Donald Firsching and 
Rob Huggins. This team worked quickly to produce a 
submittal process that would enable applications to be 
uploaded from all types of applicants. The system will need 
regular updating and maintenance to provide the utmost 
service, but the team lead (who was on extended medical 
leave) is incredibly proud of all her teams’ work. 
 
COURTHOUSE PRESERVATION PROGRAM  
THCPP-Funded Construction Projects  
The Architecture Committee and Commission gave the 
Executive Committee authority to consider and award 
supplemental funding to maintain the state and local 
project cost proportions of cost overruns on Round XII 
construction projects at the Hall County Courthouse in 
Memphis, the Kimble County Courthouse in Junction, 
the Upshur County Courthouse in Gilmer and the Wise 
County Courthouse in Decatur. Kimble County intends 
to take its chances and return its Round XII grant and 
reapply for a full restoration construction grant in Round 
XIII to utilize the new grant program cap of $10 million to 
lower its cash match toward its project. 
 
Construction continues at the Callahan County 
Courthouse in Baird, with system installation and interior 
finish restoration winding down near the end of the 
summer and a rededication anticipated in fall 2024. 
Following a major foundation repair, the interior finishes 
repair is nearly complete in the Lee County Courthouse 
in Giddings. Mechanical, electrical, and plumbing system 
installation and the construction of a new accessibility 
ramp are underway, following foundation waterproofing 

and regrading the site. The installation of systems is 
underway at the Mason County Courthouse in Mason, 
following its fire in February 2021. The estimated project 
completion has moved to early 2024, and the rededication 
will likely occur in the spring. Exterior scaffolding system 
is complete and selective masonry repair has begun at the 
Polk County Courthouse in Livingston. Interior finish 
restoration continues in the Taylor County Courthouse 
in Abilene, with a rededication expected in late summer 
2024.  
 
Non-Grant Courthouse Projects  
Large bronze statuary was proposed on the front and 
northeast quadrants of the Hood County Courthouse in 
Granbury, but the State Antiquities Landmark (SAL) 
permit application was denied due to the prominence of 
the statues within this comparatively small square. The 
county had already installed concrete pads to support both 
statues, which will be removed at the county’s expense. A 
retroactive SAL permit was issued to Hood County for a 
Veterans Memorial installed earlier in the summer on the 
southwest corner after determining the materials and scale 
of the memorial are compatible with the courthouse and 
its square.  
 
STAFF UPDATES 
The Federal and State Review Team welcomed Patrick 
Bassett as the new Central and West Texas, as well as 
Military Sites, project reviewer on August 1. Bassett was 
previously an interpreter at San Felipe de Austin State 
Historic Site in Austin County. He has a master’s degree in 
public history from Texas State University. This program 
finally has a fully staffed team, who are excited to serve the 
people of Texas.  
 
Donye Reese has moved into one of two new positions 
within the division, as the Texas Preservation Trust Fund, 
Easements, and Tax Credits program specialist. Reese has 
been with the agency since 2017, first as DOA’s office 
manager and subsequently as the courthouse program 
specialist. Her depth of experience with the division’s 
programs and grant oversight, and her excellent customer-
service skills, are assets in this new position. 
 
Mallory Miller came on board as the courthouse program 
specialist on October 1. She has a bachelor’s degree in 
anthropology and museum studies from the University of 
Texas at Austin. She has worked at environmental 
consulting firms, performing report editing, website design 
and maintenance, coordination of proposals, and various 
administrative functions that translate well to her new role. 
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DuBuis Hall 1928 
San Antonio • Bexar County • Texas 

History 
DuBuis Hall is the oldest residence hall on the campus of the University of 
the Incarnate Word. The building was named after French Bishop Claude 
M. Dubuis who had instructed the Sisters of Charity of the Incarnate Word
to found the school in 1881. Then known as the Incarnate Word School, it
was first chartered as an academy for women. College classes were added
to the curriculum in 1909, and the university’s offerings expanded further
over time. Today, the University of the Incarnate Word is a full-service, co-
educational private university, and is the largest Catholic university in
Texas.

Rehabilitation Project 
After nearly a century of use by university students with only limited 
upgrades, the dormitory required a more sweeping series of improvements 
and modernizations that were supported by tax credits. The entire HVAC 
system was replaced, which also enabled the project team to remove the 
inappropriate dropped acoustical tile ceilings that had been installed in the 
corridors in the 20th century to hide mechanical runs. The building received 
extensive improvements to provide fire separation, emergency egress, and 
ADA access that meet current codes. Dorm rooms and restrooms were 
reconfigured to better match the campus’s needs, the main social hall 
received a student kitchen, and sitting rooms off the main corridor 
received glass partition walls that allow students to use them as quiet study 
spaces. 

DESIGNATION: Listed individually in 
National Register of Historic Places 

HISTORIC USE: Dormitory 

CURRENT USE: Dormitory 

TOTAL COST: $8,444,059 

QUALIFIED EXPENSES: $8,424,126 

CERTIFIED: 7/14/2023 

CONTACT: University of the Incarnate 
Word; McChesney Bianco Architects; 
Joeris General Contractors; Crescent 
Grove Capital 

Certified for state tax credits only. 

For more info 
www.thc.texas.gov/taxcreditprogram 

http://www.thc.texas.gov/taxcreditprogram
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Sterling-Berry House 1916 
Houston • Harris County • Texas 
 
History 
The Sterling-Berry House (Sterling-Berry Mansion) was designed by the 
Russell Brown Company, with the dramatic front porch added in 1919 and 
designed by prominent local architect Alfred C. Finn. The front porch has a 
dramatic wide span and features fanciful decorative cast stone elements with 
an Art Nouveau flair. Finn is noted for other significant works such as the 
Gulf Building and the San Jacinto Monument. The original occupant of the 
house, Ross Shaw Sterling, was the president of the Humble Oil Company 
from 1917 to 1922. His grand home was part of a larger development of 
stately homes that was undertaken by Sterling himself. Sterling eventually 
entered politics and served as Texas Governor from 1931 to 1932.  
 
Rehabilitation Project 
Although in good condition at the start of the project, the house needed a 
number of major repairs and improvements that represented a notable 
investment. First, the dramatic porch that had been added to the house in 
1919 was on a separate foundation; it had experienced differential 
settlement over time and was pulling away from the main house. Structural 
work to the porch foundation was able to stabilize and level the porch. 
Additionally, the original clay tile roof needed to be replaced due to water 
infiltration. The entire roof was removed, a new underlayment installed, and 
a mix of salvaged and new clay tiles reinstalled to create an identical roof 
that matched the historic design. Lastly, all of the beautiful historic wood 
windows and doors throughout the mansion were fully restored and 
refinished. 

 DESIGNATION: Listed individually in 
the National Register of Historic Places 
 
HISTORIC USE: Residence/office 
 
CURRENT USE: Office 
 
CERTIFIED: August 28, 2023 
 
CONTACT: S.T. Construction; Tile 
Roofs of Texas; Ryan, Inc. 
 
 
Also certified for federal tax credits. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 For more info   
www.thc.texas.gov/taxcreditprogram 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

http://www.thc.texas.gov/taxcreditprogram
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Bellville Turnverein Pavilion 1897 
Bellville • Austin County • Texas 
 
History 
The Bellville Turnverein is one of Texas’ most distinctive historic dance halls. 
Designed by German immigrant Joachim Hintz, the twelve-sided building is 
believed to have been based on designs for round barns. The Turnverein 
building was originally used for athletic activities and social assemblies of the 
local gymnastics association. (The word “Turnverein” literally means 
“gymnastic league.”) These associations were common in the nineteenth 
century, and were part of a broader national federation (the American 
Turnerbund) that promoted calisthenics, exercise in schools, and other social 
causes such as abolitionism. Over time, this graceful building became a space 
for a variety of local assemblies and dance events and was operated as part of 
the City of Bellville’s fairgrounds for many decades. 
 
Rehabilitation Project 
Although the Turnverein was never abandoned, it was underutilized and 
vacant much of the time. The building’s design posed challenges that were 
solved in inventive ways in this full rehabilitation. Structural reinforcements 
were designed to stabilize the roof from underneath while blending into the 
dramatic exposed rafter system that defines the building interior, which was 
further highlighted with new hidden interior LED lighting. The lack of air 
conditioning posed a serious impediment for interior comfort. The project 
team designed an innovative system that is carefully concealed underneath 
the floors and perimeter benches; it even uses the wall cavities for airflow. It 
runs continuously at a low volume to keep the building from experiencing 
damage from dramatic temperature fluctuations. The building also received 
new wood storm windows, new restrooms, and enhanced ADA access.  

 DESIGNATION: Listed as a Recorded 
Texas Historic Landmark 
 
HISTORIC USE: Social hall 
 
CURRENT USE: Social hall 
 
TOTAL COST: $1,200,000 
 
QUALIFIED EXPENSES: $1,280,000 
 
CERTIFIED: July 14, 2023 
 
CONTACT: Bellville Turnverein 
Pavilion Restoration Project; Stern & 
Bucek Architects; Sparks Engineering, 
Inc.; Page Engineering; Gaeke 
Construction; SOURCE Historical 
Services; Ryan Inc.; Texas Dance Hall 
Preservation, Inc. 
 
Certified for state tax credits only. 
 

 
 
 

 For more info   
www.thc.texas.gov/taxcreditprogram 
 
 
 

 
 

 

http://www.thc.texas.gov/taxcreditprogram
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Grant Building 1932 
Abilene • Taylor County • Texas 
 

History 
The Grant Building was constructed by local entrepreneur Joseph H. 
Radford to accommodate the Grant Company department store in 
downtown Abilene. The large ground floor showroom featured a mezzanine 
at the rear half of the building for more merchandise, with offices above for 
management, as well as other businesses and club meeting rooms. It operated 
from 1932-1961, when the business outgrew the space and relocated to 
further out from the city center. After the Grant Company left, the building 
saw numerous tenants, with some altering the historic finishes and partitions, 
though original terrazzo and wood paneling was retained. 
 

Rehabilitation Project 
In order to make the building usable for modern office space, the mezzanine 
was expanded forward to create a larger, two-story sections at the rear of the 
building that currently serves as open office. Due to some historic material 
being lost, such as storefronts and side windows, some of their existing 
condition was allowed to be retained, though the storefronts were altered to 
create the proportions of the original. Interior upper story spaces kept all 
remaining partitions and incorporated them into the new office floorplan, 
and stairs were retained in their locations, which then became lobby landing 
and social spaces. In order to meet modern office needs, a kitchen and break 
room were also added. 
 

 DESIGNATION: Listed as contributing 
to the Abilene Commercial Historic 
District in the National Register of 
Historic Places 
 

HISTORIC USE: Department store, 
offices 
 

CURRENT USE: Offices 
 

CERTIFIED: July 20, 2023 
 

CONTACT: Condley Financial 
Services, Inc.; Post Oak Preservation 
Solutions 
 

Also applying for federal tax credits. 
 
 

 
 
 

 For more info   
www.thc.texas.gov/taxcreditprogram 

 
 

 

 

 

http://www.thc.texas.gov/taxcreditprogram
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Substantial 
Completion

Project
Completion Rededication Status Notes

Cameron
9
Emergency 
Construction

Tania Salgado $450,000.00
$0

      12/04/2016     7/26/2018     3/29/2019 4/29/2019 N/A Complete

Fannin
9
Full Restoration

James 
Malanaphy

$5,600,000.00
$601,301.00

     N/A 01/01/2018     4/1/2018     4/28/2022 8/1/2023 3/11/2022 Architect is working with 
the contractor to 
address punch list items. 
Awaiting Completion 
Report.

Karnes
9
Full Restoration

Tania Salgado $4,093,559.00
$0

      10/14/2015     11/1/2015     1/29/2018 3/2/2018 4/7/2018 Complete

Kleberg
9
Emergency 
Construction

Tania Salgado $450,000.00
$0

      11/1/2018     1/29/2018     4/8/2019 5/8/2019 N/A Complete

Lynn
9
Full Restoration

Eva Osborne $5,149,905.00
$0

      12/01/2016     5/1/2017     10/1/2019 2/1/2019 7/20/2020 Complete 

San Saba
9
Full Restoration

Eva Osborne $4,911,105.00
$0

      08/25/2017     12/8/2017     5/1/2020 11/1/2019 3/4/2020 Complete

Willacy
9
Emergency 
Construction

Tania Salgado $402,970.00
$42,920.00

      03/01/2017     11/1/2021     TBD 5/1/2023 N/A Architect is working with 
the contractor to 
closeout the project. 
Awaiting Completion 
Report.

Round 9 Construction Status Report 9/21/2023

Pre-Construction Construction Post-Construction

Architect Contractor
Ford, Powell & 
Carson, Inc. 

SpawGlass

ArchiTexas 
Dallas

Phoenix 1

ArchiTexas 
Austin

JC Stoddard

Limbacher & 
Godfrey

SpawGlass

Fisher-Heck 
Architects

MJ Boyle

Komatsu 
Architecture

JC Stoddard

Komatsu 
Architecture

Stoddard 
Construction 
Management Inc.

 Count: 
7 
Total Funds Awarded: 
$21,057,539.00 

 Funds Remaining: 
$967,048.00



County & Round Reviewer

Grant Award 
& 

Balance
Funding 

Agreement Easement
Architect
Contract

Construct 
Docs

NTP
Bid

SAL 
Permit

Bid Period 
Start

Bid Tally 
Sheet

Const 
Contract Sub List

NTP
Construction

Construct 
Start

Work In 
Progress

Close Out 
Docs Insurance

 Completion 
Report

Substantial 
Completion

Project
Completion Rededication Status Notes

Camp
10e
Emergency 
Construction

James 
Malanaphy

$417,576.00
$0

      12/12/2019     1/5/2020     12/15/2020 1/15/2021 N/A Complete

Falls
10
Full Restoration

Susan Tietz $5,832,430.00
$0

      06/01/2019     12/9/2019     10/12/2021 10/1/2021 10/16/2021 Complete

Goliad
10e
Emergency 
Construction

Tania Salgado $205,995.00
$0

      10/10/2018     1/9/2019     11/22/2019 11/22/2019 N/A Complete

Kimble
10e
Emergency 
Construction

Tania Salgado $318,176.00
$0

      11/30/2018     7/1/2019     4/2/2020 5/15/2020 N/A Complete

Lee
10e
Emergency Planning

James 
Malanaphy

$44,170.00
$0

      N/A     N/A     N/A 5/1/2021 N/A Complete

Limestone
10e
Emergency 
Construction

James 
Malanaphy

$438,854.00
$0.00

      07/15/2021     9/1/2021     1/31/2022 1/31/2022 N/A Complete 

Lipscomb
10
Full Restoration

Eva Osborne $5,050,906.00
$0

      09/14/2018     1/9/2020     4/30/2021 5/30/2021 7/3/2021 Complete

Marion
10
Full Restoration

James 
Malanaphy

$4,682,610.00
$0

      09/01/2018     10/1/2018     1/15/2021 2/15/2021 5/22/2021 Complete

Menard
10
Full Restoration

Eva Osborne $1,382,388.16
$0

      03/29/2019     8/1/2019     11/23/2020 11/23/2020 N/A Complete

Milam
10e
Emergency 
Construction

Susan Tietz $60,012.00
$0

      04/01/2019     8/15/2019     12/1/2019 12/1/2019 N/A Complete 

Komatsu 
Architecture

MRI Builders

ArchiTexas 
Austin

MRI Builders

Arthur 
Weinman 
Architects

Premier 
Metalwerks

Komatsu 
Architecture

MRI Builders

Stan Klein 
Architect, LLC

Stoddard 
Construction 
Management 

Wiss Janney 
Elstner 
Associates Inc

Phoenix 1

Hutson 
Gallagher

Joe R. Jones 
Construction

Sparks 
Engineering

N/A

Architect Contractor
Komatsu 
Architecture

Joe R. Jones 
Construction

Komatsu 
Architecture

Stoddard 
Construction 
Management 

Round 10 Construction Status Report 9/21/2023

Pre-Construction Construction Post-Construction

Count
 13

Total Funds Awarded
$23,665,090.16

 Funds Remaining: 
$1,489,077.00



9/21/2023

Grant Award Remaining Schematic Design 95%
 $       50,000.00  $               -     

 $       22,500.00  $               -     

 $       50,000.00  $               -     

 $       44,900.00  $               -     

 $       50,000.00  $               -     

 $       50,000.00  $               -     

 $       50,000.00  $               -     

 $       44,000.00  $               -     

 $       50,000.00  $               -     

 $       50,000.00  $               -     

 $       50,000.00  $               -     

 $       46,655.00  $               -     

 $       50,000.00  $               -     

 $       50,000.00  $               -     

 $       44,625.00  $               -     

 $       49,500.00  $   49,500.00   

 $       43,000.00  $               -     

 $       49,900.00  $               -     

 $       44,900.00  $               -     

 $       50,000.00  $               -     

 $       40,000.00  $               -     

 $       20,000.00  $               -     

 $       44,000.00  $               -     

 $       50,000.00  $               -     

 $       50,000.00  $               -     

Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete

Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Awaiting Final Draft
Complete
Complete

Complete

Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete

Complete
Complete

 Komatsu Architecture

Gordon Marchant

Gordon MarchantWise 10MP James Malanaphy  

Willacy 10MP Tania Salgado    Limbacher & Godfrey Laurie Limbacher
Upshur  Komatsu Architecture10MP James Malanaphy  

Stan Graves
Robertson 10MP Betsy Frederick-Rothwell    ArchiTexas Dallas Jay Firsching
Taylor 10MP Eva Osborne    ArchiTexas Austin

Tracy Hutson
McLennan 10MP James Malanaphy    ArchiTexas Dallas David Chase
Randall 10MP Eva Osborne    Hutson Gallagher

Stan Graves
Limestone 10MP James Malanaphy    Komatsu Architecture Charlie  Kearns 
Mason 10MP Eva Osborne    ArchiTexas Austin

Charlie  Kearns 
Kimble 10MP Tania Salgado    Hutson Gallagher Chris Hutson
Kleberg 10MP Tania Salgado    Komatsu Architecture 

Dohn LaBiche
Hutchinson 10MP Eva Osborne    Barham & Associates Michael Barham
Jefferson 10MP Susan Tietz    LaBiche Architectural 

Arthur Weinman
Grayson 10MP James Malanaphy    ArchiTexas Dallas David Chase
Hall 10MP Eva Osborne    Arthur Weinman 

Stan Graves
Duval 10MP Tania Salgado    ArchiTexas Austin Stan Graves
Frio 10MP Tania Salgado    ArchiTexas Austin

David Chase
Coleman 10MP Eva Osborne    ArchiTexas Austin Larry Irsik
Collin 10MP James Malanaphy    ArchiTexas Dallas

Charles F. Harper
Chambers 10MP Greta Wilhelm    ArchiTexas Dallas Jay Firsching
Clay 10MP Eva Osborne    Harper Perkins 

Larry Irsik

Blanco 10MP Betsy Frederick-Rothwell    Hutson Gallagher Chris Hutson

Burnet 10MP Susan Tietz    ArchiTexas Austin

Notes

Michael  Tubiolo
Bandera 10MP Tania Salgado    ArchiTexas Austin Stan Graves
Bell 10MP James Malanaphy    EIKON Consulting 

Complete
Complete

Round 10 Master Plan Update Grants Status Report
County Round Reviewer Agreement Contract 65% Architect Contact



9/21/2023

County & Round Reviewer
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Balance
Funding 

Agreement Easement
Architect
Contract

Construction 
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NTP
Bid

SAL 
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Contract

Sub 
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NTP
Construction

Construction 
Start

Work In 
Progress

Close Out 
Docs Insurance

Completion 
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Substantial 
Completion

Estimated 
Construction
Completion Rededication Architect Contractor Status Notes

Callahan
11
Full Restoration

Eva Osborne $4,684,891.00
$1,678,769.00

      6/1/2021    7/1/2021     TBD 4/1/2024 Estimated November 
2024

Komatsu 
Architecture

Stoddard 
Construction 
Management 

Progress is being made 
re-routing the 
electrical/sprinkler 
pipes above the ceiling 
at the first floor. Cost 
increases of over 
$800,000 are 
anticipated due to 
unexpected conditions. 

Duval
11
Emergency Construction

Tania Salgado $1,400,000.00
$377,408.01

     N/A 6/1/2021    1/18/2022     TBD 9/1/2023 N/A ArchiTexas Austin Premier Metalwerks Nearly all work is 
complete and ready to 
be punched. Awaiting 
Completion Report and 
Closeout Documents 
Before Paying Final 
Reimbursement 
Request.

Lee
11
Emergency Construction

Dan Valenzuela $1,970,149.00
$690,014.81

      7/15/2021    3/3/2022     TBD 11/1/2023 N/A Sparks Engineering JC Stoddard Perimeter drainage 
system has been 
installed and backfill of 
the foundation has 
been completed. The 
ramp to the basement 
is nearing completion. 
Preparations for the 
masonry repair are 
being made (lifts, 
scaffolding, mock ups). 
New concrete has been 
poured on the third 
floor to replace a 
deteriorating floor 
system. 

Mason
11
Full Restoration

Eva Osborne $10,140,119.00
$2,544,184.34

      2/1/2022    1/15/2022     TBD 12/1/2023 TBD ArchiTexas Dallas Stoddard General 
Contractors

Wood window and 
floor installation in 
process Elevator 
equipment delivered. 
New concrete at the 
accessibility ramp, stair 
and porch all rejected 
by architect, and 
discussing solutions. 
Exterior colors debated 
by the county and 
citizens, so conservator  
 presented his color 
analysis methods and 
persuaded those 
concerned.

Newton
11
Special Appropriation

James 
Malanaphy

$1,100,000.00
$1,100,000.00

      7/1/2023    8/1/2023     TBD 2/1/2024 N/A LaBiche 
Architectural 
Group, Inc.

Pre-construction 
meeting soon to be 
scheduled.

Polk
11
Full Restoration

Dan Valenzuela $4,744,746.00
$4,621,262.00

      12/1/2022    7/1/2023     TBD 9/1/2024 TBD Komatsu 
Architecture

JC Stoddard Exterior scaffolding up 
and selective masonry 
repair has begun. 
Interior demolition 
nears completion. 
Pooling water below 
the basement slab was 
discovered during 
demolition. Contractor 
working with the City 
to determine source.

Taylor
11
Full Restoration

Eva Osborne $5,980,000.00
$4,634,808.05

      1/5/2021    4/22/2021     TBD 8/31/2024 TBD ArchiTexas Austin Joe R. Jones 
Construction

Major work items 
include the installation 
of a concrete beam to 
support District 
Courtroom balcony. 
Waterproofing around 
perimeter complete 
with french drain. 
Verified no water in 
basement. Roofing and 
window installation in 
process. 

Tyler
11 
Special Appropriation

James 
Malanaphy

$1,000,000.00
$1,000,000.00

      9/22/2022    1/15/2023     TBD 11/1/2023 N/A LaBiche 
Architectural 
Group, Inc.

Construction 
Managers of 
Southeast Texas, 
LLC

Window repairs and 
painting, and a 
majority of the exterior 
plaster repairs and 
painting are complete. 
Clock tower is framed 
and sheathed, and bell 
amplification nearly 
complete. A recent 
flood caused major 
damage to the lower 
level of the 1930'3 
addition to the 
courthouse. The county 
hired an architect to 
undertake repairs 
necessary to reoccupy 
this area of the 
courthouse. 

Pre-Construction Construction Post-Construction

Round 11 Construction Status Report

 Count: 
10 
Total Funds Awarded: 
$23,378,984.00 

 Funds Remaining: 
$23,216,558.00



9/21/2023

Grant Award Remaining Easement Schematic Design 65% 95% Architect Contact
$378,489.00 $378,489.00      Hutson Gallagher Chris Hutson
$713,130.00 $0      Architexas Susan Frocheur
$803,359.00 $584,633.50      Limbacher & Godfrey Laurie Limbacher
$787,753.00 $0      Komatsu Architecture Karl Komatsu

Round 11 Planning 

County Round Reviewer
Funding 

Agreement Contract
Kimble 11 Tania Salgado  

Washington 11 Betsy Frederick-Rothwell  

Willacy 11 Tania Salgado  

Wise 11 James Malanaphy  

Total Funds Awarded: $2,682,731.00



9/21/2023

County & Round Reviewer
Grant Award & 

Balance
Funding 

Agreement Easement
Construction in 

Progress Bid Documents NTP To Bid Bid Period Start
Construction 

Contract SAL Permit Issued
NTP to 

Construction Construction Start
Work in 
Progress

Estimated 
Completion

Substantial 
Completion

Rededication
Date

Insurance 
Certificate

Completion 
Report Architect Contractor Status Notes

Hall
12
Full Restoration

Eva Osborne $5,953,345.00
$5,953,345.00

     4/15/2023    TBD  TBD TBD TBD   Arthur Weinman 
Architects 
(Weinman)

Orientation/Pre-
Construction Meeting 
and Notice to Proceed 
to Construction 
approaching. 

Kimble
12
Full Restoration

Tania Salgado $5,294,242.00
$5,294,242.00

     2/8/2023    TBD  TBD TBD TBD   Hutson Gallagher 
(Hutson)

JC Stoddard County will return 
Round XII grant and 
supplemental funding, 
and reapply in Round 
XIII so they can benefit 
fully from the increased 
cap. 

Upshur
12
Full Restoration

James 
Malanaphy

$5,218,363.00
$5,218,363.00

     4/1/2023    9/1/2023  1/1/2025 TBD TBD   Komatsu 
Architecture 
(Komatsu)

On September 13, 2023 
THC staff attended a 
preproposal (prebid) 
meeting to orient 
potential subcontractors 
to the project, and 
begin the bidding 
process to select 
subcontractors to work 
with JC Stoddard to 
undertake the 
restoration.

Wise
12
Full Restoration

James 
Malanaphy

$5,162,247.00
$5,113,284.00

     1/15/2023    8/1/2023  12/1/2024 TBD TBD   Komatsu 
Architecture 
(Komatsu)

Premier 
Commercial 
Group (Odom)

Removal of non-
contributing finishes, 
wall and ceiling 
assemblies is well 
underway and should 
be complete within 30 
days. Excavation around 
the exterior of the 
building is the next 
scheduled activity. The 
architect, owner and 
THC Staff are currently 
receiving and reviewing 
submittals received 
from the contractor.

Total Funds 
Awarded:  $   21,628,197.00 

Funds 
Remaining:  $     21,579,234.00 

Pre-Construction

Round 12 Counstruction Status Report
Post-ConstructionConstruction



9/21/2023

Grant Award Remaining Easement Schematic Design 65% 95% Architect Contact

$925,061.00 $438,840.06      Komatsu Architecture Karl Komatsu

$438,840.06
  

Awarded: $925,061.00 Funds Remaining:

Comanche 12 Eva Osborne  

Round 12 Planning 

County Round Reviewer Agreement Contract



  

Item 7.7A 
Texas Historical Commission 

October Quarterly Meeting 
October 26–27, 2023 

 
 

Consider adoption of amendments to Texas Administrative Code, Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 12, 
sections 12.5, 12.7, and 12.9 related to the Texas Historic Courthouse Preservation Program without 

changes to the text as published in the August 11, 2023 issue of the Texas Register  
(48 TexReg 4368) 

 
 
Background: 
The amendments to Sections 12.5, 12.7, and 12.9 proposed for adoption provide changes to the Texas 
Historic Courthouse Preservation Program rules that respond to recommendations provided by a recently 
adjourned Courthouse Advisory Committee and changes to the Texas Government Code made during the 
88th Legislature (Regular Session). An additional revision clarifies program match requirements to better 
coordinate the rules with the intent of the statute.  
 
Section 12.5 is revised to provide a clearer definition of “courthouse” and “historic courthouse,” remove 
redundant definitions, and consolidate program eligibility requirements in §12.7(a). New definitions of “full 
restoration” and “restoration period” clarify the parameters for associated grants. 

Section 12.7(d) is revised in consideration of Texas Government Code §442.0081(d)(2), which indicates that 
the commission will give preference to applicants providing at least 15% of the project cost but does not 
disallow a smaller match. The updated language allows the commission, at its sole discretion, to waive or 
modify the match requirements in this section. 

Section 12.7(e)(3) is revised to reflect a change in the program cap from $6 million to $10 million, based on 
recent legislation went into effect on September 1, 2023 (Tex. S.B. 1332, 88 Leg., R.S. (2023), codified at 
Texas Government Code §442.0083(e)). Section 12.7(j) is revised to change a program requirement to a 
recommendation regarding future grant applications. Section 12.7(k) is added to require repayment of grants 
for repairs to poor-quality construction if funds are later recovered. 
 
Section 12.9 is revised to correct grammatical and citation errors, and §12.9(c)(23) is added to create a 
scoring category in consideration for counties continuing to apply for funding. 
 
The proposed amendments were published in the Texas Register on August 11, 2023. No comments were 
received during the thirty-day comment period.  
 
The final publication will take place after adoption by the Commission.  
 
 
 
 
 

(Over) 



  

 
Recommended motion (Committee):  
Move that the committee send forward to the Commission and recommend adoption of amendments to 
Texas Administrative Code, Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 12, Sections 12.5, 12.7, and 12.9, related to the Texas 
Historic Courthouse Preservation Program without changes to the text as published in the August 11, 2023 
issue of the Texas Register (48 TexReg 4368). 
 
Recommended motion (Commission): 
Move to adopt amendments to Texas Administrative Code, Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 12, Sections 12.5, 12.7, 
and 12.9, related to the Texas Historic Courthouse Preservation Program without changes to the text as 
published in the August 11, 2023 issue of the Texas Register (48 TexReg 4368). 
 



 
 

 

 
 
 

Texas Administrative Code 
Title 13  Cultural Resources 
Part II  Texas Historical Commission 
Chapter 12  Texas Historic Courthouse Preservation Program 

 

PREAMBLE 

The Texas Historical Commission (Commission) adopts amendments to the Texas Administrative Code, 
Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 12, Sections 12.5, 12.7, and 12.9 related to the Texas Historic Courthouse 
Preservation Program. The rule is adopted without changes to the text as published in the August 11, 2023 
issue of the Texas Register (48 TexReg 4368). 

Section 12.5 is revised to provide a clearer definition of “courthouse” and “historic courthouse” to align 
with the intention of the enabling statute that grants fund the preservation of buildings that serve or have 
served as the county courthouse. The definition of “historic courthouse structure” is eliminated to avoid 
redundancy with other definitions, and program eligibility requirements are consolidated in §12.7(a). 
Definitions of “full restoration” and “restoration period” are added to clarify the parameters for associated 
grants. 

Section 12.7(d) is revised in consideration of Texas Government Code §442.0081(d)(2), which indicates that 
the commission will give preference to applicants providing at least 15% of the project cost but does not 
disallow a smaller match. The updated language allows the commission, at its sole discretion, to waive or 
modify the match requirements in this section. Section 12.7(e)(3) is revised to reflect a change in the 
program cap from $6 million to $10 million, based on recent legislation that went into effect on September 
1, 2023 (Tex. S.B. 1332, 88 Leg., R.S. (2023), codified at Texas Government Code §442.0083(e)). Section 
12.7(j) is revised to change a program requirement to a recommendation regarding future grant applications. 
Section 12.7(k) is added to address construction quality issues with completed projects and requires 
repayment of grants for repairs to poor-quality construction if funds are later recovered through litigation or 
other remedies. 

Section 12.9 is revised to correct grammatical and citation errors, and §12.9(c)(23) is added to create a 
scoring category in consideration for counties continuing to apply for funding. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
No comments pertaining to these rule revisions were received during the thirty-day period following 
publication on August 11, 2023, in the Texas Register (48 TexReg 4368). 
 
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, and Texas Government Code § 442.0081(h), which authorizes the Commission to adopt rules 
necessary to implement the Texas Historic Courthouse Preservation Program.  

The Commission hereby certifies that the proposed amendments have been reviewed by legal counsel and 
found to be a valid exercise of the agency’s authority. 



 
 

 

 
 

TITLE 13 CULTURAL RESOURCES  

PART 2 TEXAS HISTORICAL COMMISSION 

CHAPTER 12 TEXAS HISTORIC COURTHOUSE PRESERVATION PROGRAM 

§12.5 Definitions 

When used in this chapter, the following words or terms have the following meanings unless the context 

indicates otherwise:  

(1) Texas Historic Courthouse Preservation Program. Means the grant or loan program created by Texas 

Government Code §§442.0081 - 442.0083.  

(2) The Courthouse Fund Account. Means a separate account in the general revenue fund. The account 

consists of transfers made to account, payment on loans made under the historic courthouse preservation 

program, grants and donations received for the purposes of the historic courthouse preservation 

program, and income earned on investments of money in the account.  

(3) Texas Courthouse Preservation Program Advisory Committee. Means a committee that serves the 

commission in matters concerning the courthouse program.  

(4) Courthouse. Means the principal building which serves as the primary seat of county government of 

the county in which it is located, and its surrounding site (typically the courthouse square). The 

courthouse includes additions or annexes physically attached to the building that were constructed for 

the purpose of expanding the functions of the courthouse, but it does not include other freestanding 

buildings on the site. 

(5) Historic courthouse. Means a building that currently or previously served as a county courthouse, as 

defined in paragraph (4), and which entered service as a courthouse at least 50 years prior to the due date 

of the grant application, using the first commissioners court meeting as its first date of service. A 

historic courthouse may include additions or annexes physically attached to the courthouse for at least 

50 years prior to the due date of the grant application. 

(6) Historic courthouse project. Means an undertaking to preserve or restore a historic courthouse.  

(7) Master preservation plan or master plan. Means a comprehensive planning document that includes 

the historical background of a courthouse, as well as a detailed analysis of its architectural integrity, 

current condition, and future needs for preservation. The commission shall promulgate specific 

guidelines for developing the document.  

(8) Conservation Easement. Means a voluntary legal agreement whereby the property owner grants the 

Commission an interest in the property for the purpose of preservation of historic, architectural, scenic 

and open space values, also may be called a preservation easement.  

(9) Construction Documents (also known as contract documents). Means the written and graphic 

instructions used for construction of a project which are prepared by an architect and their engineering 



 
 

 

 
 

consultants. May also be called architectural plans and specifications.  

(10) Restoration. Means the act or process of accurately depicting the form, features, and character of a 

property as it appeared at a particular period of time by means of the removal of features from other 

periods in its history and reconstruction of missing features from the restored period. (As defined by the 

Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (1995 edition, or as 

revised)).  

(11) Reconstruction. Means the act or process of depicting, by means of new construction, the form, 

features, and detailing of a non-surviving site, landscape, building, structure, or object for the purpose of 

replicating its appearance at a specific period of time and in its historic location. (As defined by the 

Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (1995 edition, or as 

revised)).  

(12) Preservation. Means the act or process of applying measures necessary to sustain the existing form, 

integrity, and materials of a historic property. (As defined by the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 

the Treatment of Historic Properties (1995 edition, or as revised)).  

(13) Rehabilitation. Means the act or process of making possible a compatible use for a property through 

repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or features which convey its historical, 

cultural, or architectural values. (As defined by the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the 

Treatment of Historic Properties (1995 edition, or as revised)).  

(14) Full restoration. Means a construction grant to undertake a project to restore a courthouse to its 

appearance at an agreed upon restoration period, which includes removing additions and alterations from 

later periods and reconstructing features missing from the restoration period. This treatment applies to 

the site, exterior of the courthouse, and interior public spaces such as the corridors, stairways, and 

courtrooms. Secondary spaces may be preserved or rehabilitated rather than restored. Additions or 

attached annexes must be removed if they post-date the selected restoration period. Retention or removal 

of site features from outside of the restoration period may be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. 

(15) Restoration period. Means the date selected for the purpose of defining the full restoration of a 

courthouse, representing the most significant time in the courthouse’s history. Selection of the 

restoration period must be justified based on documentary and physical evidence and surviving integrity 

of historic materials from that period, and it must be described in the master plan for the restoration 

project. The restoration period represents a time when the building in its entirety exhibited a cohesive 

architectural style exemplifying the work of an architect or a period when the building experienced a 

significant historical event. 

(16) Match requirement. Means the percentage of the total project cost that must be provided by a 

county or municipality.  

(17) Current cash match. Means monies to be paid by a county or municipality as part of the 

preservation project described in a current request for grant or loan funding.  

(18) Current in-kind match. Materials and labor to be donated as part of the preservation project 



 
 

 

 
 

described in a current request for grant or loan funding.  

(19) Planning match. Means county or municipal monies spent on an approved master preservation plan 

or approved construction plans and specifications.  

§12.7 Grant or Loan Program 

(a) Property Eligibility. In order to be eligible for grants or loans under the courthouse program, a 

historic courthouse owned by either a county or municipality must be: 

(1) listed in the National Register of Historic Places;  

(2) designated a Recorded Texas Historic Landmark;  

(3) designated a State Antiquities Landmark;  

(4) determined by the commission to qualify as an eligible property under the designations noted above;  

(5) certified by the commission as worthy of preservation; or,  

(6) designated by an ordinance of a municipality with a population of more than 1.5 million as historic.  

(b) Master plan requirement. In order to be eligible for funding, a county or municipality must have 

completed a current master preservation plan approved by the commission. The commission may require 

an outdated master plan be updated prior to the date of application or a before a grant or loan is 

approved.  

(c) Types of Assistance. The commission may provide financial assistance in the form of grants or loans. 

Grant or loan recipients shall be required to follow the terms and conditions of the Texas Historic 

Courthouse Preservation Program and other terms and conditions imposed by the commission at the 

time of the grant award or loan.  

(d) Match for grant or loan assistance. Applicants eligible to receive grant or loan assistance should 

provide a minimum of 15% of the total project cost or other match requirements as determined by the 

commission. Credit toward the match may be given for a county's or municipality's prior capital and in-

kind contributions and prior master planning costs, with not less than one half of the match derived from 

current cash match and/or planning match. In exceptional circumstances, the commission may, at its sole 

discretion, waive the match requirements and/or approve a larger credit toward prior expenditures. 

(e) Allowable use of grant or loan monies.  

(1) A county or municipality that receives money under the courthouse program must use the money 

only for preservation, reconstruction, rehabilitation, restoration or other expenses that the commission 

determines eligible.  



 
 

 

 
 

(2) All work must comply with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic 

Properties (1995 edition, or as revised).  

(3) Individual grants or loans may not exceed $10 (ten) million and the cumulative total may not exceed 

$10 (ten) million to any one county or municipality.  

(4) The commission may grant a different amount than requested in a courthouse grant application.  

(f) Administration. The courthouse program shall be administered by the commission.  

(g) Advisory Committee.  

(1) The commission may appoint Advisory Committees or other working groups to advise the 

commission on matters related to the Texas Historic Courthouse Preservation Program including 

courthouse maintenance.  

(2) The commission should consider the following when selecting members of an advisory committee or 

working group:  

(A) geographic diversity;  

(B) population;  

(C) area of expertise; and/or  

(D) representation of the public interest.  

(h) Procedures. The commission shall adopt procedures, and revise them as necessary, to implement the 

Texas Historic Courthouse Preservation Program.  

(i) Compliance with current program grant manual and all other rules, statutes, policies, procedures and 

directives is mandatory for all historic courthouse projects unless written exception is provided by the 

commission due to unforeseen circumstances beyond the control of grantee or grantor.  

(j) Grants for Construction Plans and Specifications:  

(1) The commission may make grants for the purpose of completing construction plans and 

specifications for courthouse construction projects.  

(2) A county or municipality receiving a grant for completing plans and specifications is encouraged to 

apply for a construction grant from this program at the next grant program funding opportunity 

following commission acceptance of the complete plans and specifications. In the subsequent grant 

application, the county or municipality should provide at least an equal level of commitment to program 

components as provided in their previous funding applications.  



 
 

 

 
 

(k) Grants for Construction Defects: 

(1) The commission may make grants for the purpose of remedying defects in construction quality from 

a previous grant-funded project. Before applying for such a grant, a county or municipality must first 

pursue repairs under warranty or administrative remedies with their contractor, architect, or other party 

at fault for the defect. 

(2) If a county or municipality that receives a grant to remedy a construction defect later recovers funds 

related to the scope of the grant through litigation or a settlement agreement, the net amount recovered, 

minus court costs and attorney’s fees, shall be ineligible for grant reimbursement. The commission may 

recapture the grant, or if the net amount recovered is insufficient to accomplish the full scope of work 

for the grant, the commission may revise the grant budget to consider such funds as the cash match and 

recapture the excess amount of the grant award. Further, the county or municipality must repay any such 

funds that were previously reimbursed, proportionate to the state share of the overall project costs. 

§12.9 Application Requirements and Considerations 

(a) A county or municipality that owns a historic courthouse may apply to the commission for a grant or 

loan for a historic courthouse project. The application must include:  

(1) the address of the courthouse;  

(2) a statement of the historic designations that the courthouse has or is likely to receive;  

(3) a statement of the amount of money that the county or municipality commits to contribute to the 

project;  

(4) a statement of previous county or municipal monies spent on planning which the county or 

municipality may be allowed as credit toward their match;  

(5) a statement of whether the courthouse is currently functioning as a courthouse or other public 

facility;  

(6) copies of any plans, including the required master preservation plan or construction plans and 

specifications, that the county or municipality may have for the project unless the commission already 

has these plans on file;  

(7) copies of existing deed covenants, restrictions or easements held by the commission or other 

preservation organizations;  

(8) statements of support from local officials and community leaders; 

(9) the current cost estimate of the proposed project; and  

(10) any other information that the commission may require.  



 
 

 

 
 

(b) The Texas Historic Courthouse Preservation Program will be a competitive process, with 

applications evaluated and grants awarded based on the factors provided in this section, including the 

amount of program money for grants.  

(1) Funding requests may be reduced by the commission to reflect ineligible project costs or smaller 

scopes or phases of work such as planning for the construction work.  

(2) The commission may adjust the amount of a previously awarded grant up and/or down based on the 

changing conditions of the property and the program.  

(c) In considering whether to grant an application, the commission will assign weights to and consider 

each of the following factors:  

(1) the status of the building as a functioning courthouse;  

(2) the age of the courthouse;  

(3) the degree of endangerment;  

(4) whether the courthouse is subject to a current conservation easement or covenant held by the 

commission;  

(5) whether the proposal is in conformance with the approved master plan and addresses the current 

condition and needs of the property in proper sequence;  

(6) whether the county or municipality agrees to place/extend a preservation easement/covenant and/or 

deed restriction as part of the grant process;  

(7) the importance of the building within the context of an architectural style;  

(8) whether the proposal addresses and remedies former inappropriate changes;  

(9) the historic significance of the courthouse, as defined by 36 CFR §60.4, and National Park Service 

Bulletin 15, "How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation;"  

(10) the degree of surviving integrity of original design and materials;  

(11) if a county or municipality submits completed and commission-approved construction plans and 

specifications for proposed work at the time of the application, provided the plans and specifications 

comply with the previously approved master plan;  

(12) the use of the building as a courthouse after the project;  

(13) the county's or municipality's provision of a match greater than 15% of the grant request;  



 
 

 

 
 

(14) the degree to which the proposal achieves a fully restored county courthouse;  

(15) the status of the courthouse in terms of state and local historical designations that are in place;  

(16) the county or municipal government's provision of preservation incentives and support of the 

county historical commission and other county-wide preservation efforts;  

(17) the location of the county in a region with few awarded courthouse grant applications;  

(18) the existence of a plan for physically protecting county records during the restoration and 

afterwards, as well as an assessment of current and future space needs and public accessibility for such 

records, if county-owned;  

(19) the existence of a strong history of compliance with the state courthouse law (Texas Government 

Code, §442.008 and the Antiquities Code of Texas, Texas Natural Resources Code Chapter 191);  

(20) the effort to protect and enhance surrounding historic resources;  

(21) the evidence of community support and county or municipality commitment to protection;   

(22) the applicant's local funding capacity as measured by the total taxable value of properties in the 

jurisdiction; and 

(23) the number of prior cycles in which a county has applied for and not received a full restoration 

grant.  

(d) Other Considerations.  

(1) The factors noted in subsection (c) of this section, and any additional ones determined necessary by 

the commission, will be published prior to each individual grant round as part of the formal procedures 

for the round.  

(2) The commission may distribute a portion of the funds available for each grant period to be used for 

specific purposes on an expedited basis and/or granted through different criteria than other funds. Such 

specific purposes may include, but are not limited to, the following:  

(A) Emergency repairs necessary to address or prevent catastrophic damage to the courthouse; or  

(B) Compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act or other state or federally mandated repairs or 

modifications; or  

(C) Previously awarded projects that require additional funding to accomplish the intended goals of the 

project; or  

(D) Updates to approved courthouse preservation master plans.  



 
 

 

 
 

(3) Any such distribution to a specific purpose or change in criteria must be decided by a vote of the 

commission and advertised to the potential grantees prior to the date for the submission of applications.  

(e) As a condition for a county or municipality to receive money under the courthouse fund, the 

commission may require creation of a conservation easement on the property, and may require creation 

of other appropriate covenants in favor of the state. The highest preference will be given to counties 

agreeing to the above referenced easements or covenants at the time of application.  

(f) The commission shall provide oversight of historic courthouse projects.  

(1) The commission may make periodic inspections of the projects during construction and/or upon and 

following completion to ensure compliance with program rules and procedures.  

(2) The commission may require periodic reports to ensure compliance with program rules and 

procedures and as a prerequisite to disbursement of grant or loan funds.  

(3) The commission may adopt additional procedures to ensure program compliance.  

 



  

 

 
Item 7.7B 

Texas Historical Commission 
October Quarterly Meeting 

October 26–27, 2023 

 

 
Consider adoption of amendments to Texas Administrative Code, Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 13, 

sections 13.1–13.3 related to the Texas Historic Preservation Tax Credit Program without changes 
to the text as published in the August 11, 2023 issue of the Texas Register (48 TexReg 4372) 

 
 
Background: 
The amendments to Sections 13.1–13.3 proposed for adoption edit citations to the Texas Tax Code where 
the tax credit program is established. Legislation for the Texas Historic Preservation Tax Credit Program 
has resided in Subchapter S of Chapter 171 of the code, which defines the state’s franchise tax. Legislation 
that went into effect on September 1, 2023 moved Subchapter S from Chapter 171 into its own chapter, 
Chapter 172 (Tex. S.B. 1013, 88 Leg., R.S. (2023)). All language in the rules remains the same, except for 
seven references directly to Chapter 171 of the Texas Tax Code. These references to the Texas Tax Code 
located in Sections 13.1, 13.2, and 13.3 now reference Chapter 172. 
 
The proposed amendments were published in the Texas Register on August 11, 2023. No comments were 
received during the thirty-day comment period.  
 
The final publication will take place after adoption by the Commission.  
 
 
Recommended motion (Committee):  
Move that the committee send forward to the Commission and recommend adoption of amendments to 
Texas Administrative Code, Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 13, Sections 13.1–13.3, related to the Texas Historic 
Preservation Tax Credit Program without changes to the text as published in the August 11, 2023 issue of 
the Texas Register (48 TexReg 4372). 
 
Recommended motion (Commission): 
Move to adopt amendments to Texas Administrative Code, Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 13, Sections 13.1–13.3, 
related to the Texas Historic Preservation Tax Credit Program without changes to the text as published in 
the August 11, 2023 issue of the Texas Register (48 TexReg 4372). 
 



 

 

Texas Administrative Code 
Title 13 Cultural Resources 
Part II  Texas Historical Commission 
Chapter 13  Texas Historic Preservation Tax Credit Program 
 

PREAMBLE 
 

The Texas Historical Commission (Commission) adopts amendments to the Texas Administrative Code, 
Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 13, Sections 13.1–13.3, related to the Texas Historic Preservation Tax Credit 
Program. The rule is adopted without changes to the text as published in the August 11, 2023 issue of the 
Texas Register (48 TexReg 4372). 
 
The adopted amendments to §§13.1–13.3 are to Texas Tax Code citations. Legislation for the Texas 
Historic Preservation Tax Credit Program has resided in Subchapter S of Chapter 171 of the code, which 
defines the state’s franchise tax. Legislation that went into effect on September 1, 2023 moved Subchapter S 
from Chapter 171 into its own chapter, Chapter 172 (Tex. S.B. 1013, 88 Leg., R.S. (2023)). All language in 
the rules remains the same, except for seven references directly to Chapter 171 of the Texas Tax Code. 
These references to the Texas Tax Code located in Sections 13.1, 13.2, and 13.3 now reference Chapter 172. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
No comments pertaining to these rule revisions were received during the thirty-day period following 
publication on August 11, 2023, in the Texas Register (48 TexReg 4372). 
 
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 effect the purposes of the 
Commission, including the Commission’s oversight authority regarding the Texas Historic Preservation Tax 
Credit Program and under Texas Tax Code §171.909 which authorizes the Commission to adopt rules 
necessary to implement the Tax Credit for Certified Rehabilitation of Certified Historic Structures under the 
Texas Franchise Tax. 
 
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. 
  



 

 

Texas Administrative Code 
Title 13 Cultural Resources 
Part 2  Texas Historical Commission 
Chapter 13  Texas Historic Preservation Tax Credit Program 
 
§13.1 Definitions 

The following words and terms when used in these rules shall have the following meanings unless the 
context clearly indicates otherwise:  

(1) Applicant--The entity that has submitted an application for a building or structure it owns or for which 
it has a contract to purchase.  

(2) Application--A fully completed Texas Historic Preservation Tax Credit Application form submitted to 
the Commission, which includes three parts:  

(A) Part A - Evaluation of Significance, to be used by the Commission to make a determination whether 
the building is a certified historic structure;  

(B) Part B - Description of Rehabilitation, to be used by the Commission to review proposed projects for 
compliance with the Standards for Rehabilitation; and  

(C) Part C - Request for Certification of Completed Work, to be used by the Commission to review 
completed projects for compliance with the work approved under Part B.  

(3) Application fee--The fee charged by the Commission and paid by the applicant for the review of Part B 
and Part C of the application as follows:  

Figure: 13 TAC §13.1(3) (No change.) 

(4) Audited cost report--Such documentation as defined by the Comptroller in 34 TAC Chapter 3, Tax 
Administration.  

(5) Building--Any edifice enclosing a space within its walls, and usually covered by a roof, the purpose of 
which is principally to shelter any form of human activity, such as shelter or housing, or to provide 
working, office, parking, display, or sales space. The term includes, among other examples, banks, office 
buildings, factories, warehouses, barns, railway or bus stations, and stores and may also be used to refer to 
a historically and functionally related unit, such as a courthouse and jail or a house and barn. Functional 
constructions made usually for purposes other than creating human shelter or activity such as bridges, 
windmills, and towers are not considered buildings under this definition and are not eligible to be certified 
historic structures.  

(6) Certificate of Eligibility--A document issued by the Commission to the owner, following review and 
approval of a Part C application, that confirms the property to which the eligible costs and expenses relate 
is a certified historic structure and the rehabilitation qualifies as a certified rehabilitation; and specifies the 
date the certified historic structure was first placed in service after the rehabilitation.  

(7) Certified historic structure--A building or buildings located on a property in Texas that is certified by 
the Commission as:  



 

 

(A) listed individually in the National Register of Historic Places;  

(B) designated as a Recorded Texas Historic Landmark under §442.006, Texas Government Code, or as a 
State Antiquities Landmark under Chapter 191, Texas Natural Resources Code; §21.6 and §26.3(66) and 
(67) of this title (relating to Recorded Texas Historic Landmark Designation and Definitions, respectively); 
or  

(C) certified by the Commission as contributing to the historic significance of:  

(i) a historic district listed in the National Register of Historic Places; or  

(ii) a certified local district as per 36 CFR §67.9.  

(8) Certified local district--A local historic district certified by the United States Department of the Interior 
in accordance with 36 CFR §67.9.  

(9) Certified rehabilitation--The rehabilitation of a certified historic structure that the Commission has 
certified as meeting the Standards for Rehabilitation. If the project is submitted for the federal 
rehabilitation tax credit, it must be reviewed by the National Park Service prior to a determination that it 
meets the requirements for a certified rehabilitation under this rule. In the absence of a determination for 
the federal rehabilitation tax credit, the Commission shall have the sole responsibility for certifying the 
project.  

(10) Commission--The Texas Historical Commission.  

(11) Comptroller--The Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts.  

(12) Contributing--A building in a historic district considered to be historically, culturally, or architecturally 
significant according to the criteria established by state or federal government, including those formally 
promulgated by the National Park Service and the United States Department of the Interior at 36 CFR 
Part 60 and applicable National Register bulletins.  

(13) Credit--The tax credit for the certified rehabilitation of certified historic structures available pursuant 
to Chapter 172 of the Texas Tax Code.  

(14) District--A geographically definable area, urban, or rural, possessing a significant concentration, 
linkage, or continuity of sites, building, structures, or objects united by past events geographically but 
linked by association or history.  

(15) Eligible costs and expenses--The qualified rehabilitation expenditures as defined by §47(c)(2), Internal 
Revenue Code, including rehabilitation expenses as set out in 26 CFR §1.48-12(c), incurred during the 
project, except as otherwise specified in Chapter 172 of the Texas Tax Code.  

(16) Federal rehabilitation tax credit--A federal tax credit for 20% of qualified rehabilitation expenditures 
with respect to a certified historic structure, as defined in §47, Internal Revenue Code; 26 CFR §1.48-12; 
and 36 CFR Part 67.  

(17) Functionally related buildings--A collection of buildings that were constructed or used to serve and 
support an overall single purpose during their period of significance. Examples include but are not limited 
to: a residence and carriage house; a multi-building apartment complex; a multi-building industrial or 



 

 

commercial complex; or buildings constructed as a campus. Buildings within a typical neighborhood or 
downtown commercial historic district, among other property types, do not count as functionally related 
buildings with other buildings in the district, unless there is a certain historical attachment other than 
community development. Functionally related buildings owned by one entity are viewed as a single 
property while those owned by separate entities are viewed as separate properties.  

(18) National Park Service--The agency of the U.S. Department of the Interior that is responsible for 
certifying projects to receive the federal rehabilitation tax credit.  

(19) Owner--A person, partnership, company, corporation, whether for profit or not, governmental body, 
an institution of higher education or university system or any other entity holding a legal or equitable 
interest in a Property or Structure, which can include a full or partial ownership interest. Not all of these 
owner entities can qualify as an applicant for the credit, based on the requirements listed in Chapter 172 of 
the Texas Tax Code. A long-term lessee of a property may be considered an owner if their current lease 
term is at a minimum 27.5 years for residential rental property or 39 years for nonresidential real property, 
as referenced by §47(c)(2), Internal Revenue Code.  

(20) Phased development--A rehabilitation project which may reasonably be expected to be completed in 
two or more distinct states of development, as defined by United States Treasury Regulation 26 CFR 
§1.48-12(b)(2)(v). Each phase of a phased development can independently support an Application for a 
credit as though it was a stand-alone rehabilitation, as long as each phase meets the definition of a Project. 
If any completed phase of the rehabilitation project does not meet the requirements of a certified 
rehabilitation, future applications by the same owner for the same certified historic structure will not be 
considered.  

(21) Placed in Service--A status obtained upon completion of the rehabilitation project as described in Part 
B of the application, and any subsequent amendments, and documented in Part C of the application. 
Evidence of the date a property is placed in service includes a certificate of occupancy issued by the local 
building official and/or an architect's certificate of substantial completion. Other documents will suffice 
when certificates of occupancy and/or substantial completion are not available for a specific project, 
including final contractor invoices or other verifiable statements of completion. Alternate documents 
should be approved by the Commission before submission. Placed in Service documentation must indicate 
the date that work was completed.  

(22) Project--A specified scope of work, as described in a rehabilitation plan submitted with Part B of the 
application and subsequent amendments, comprised of work items that will be fully completed and Placed 
in Service. Examples of a project may include, but are not limited to, a whole building rehabilitation, 
rehabilitation of individual floors or spaces within a building, repair of building features, or replacement of 
building systems (such as mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems). Partial or incomplete scopes of 
work, such as project planning and design, demolition, or partial completion of spaces, features, or building 
systems are not included in this definition as projects. Per §13.6(f) of this title (relating to Application 
Review Process), the Commission's review encompasses the entire building and site even if other work 
items are not included in a submitted project.  

(23) Property--A parcel of real property containing one or more buildings or structures that is the subject 
of an application for a credit.  

(24) Rehabilitation--The process of returning a building or buildings to a state of utility, through repair or 
alteration, which makes possible an efficient use while retaining those portions and features of the building 



 

 

and its site and environment which are significant.  

(25) Rehabilitation plan--Descriptions, drawings, construction plans, and specifications for the proposed 
rehabilitation of a certified historic structure in sufficient detail to enable the Commission to evaluate 
compliance with the Standards for Rehabilitation.  

(26) Standards for Rehabilitation--The United States Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation 
as defined by the National Park Service in 36 CFR §67.7.  

(27) Structure--A building; see also certified historic structure. "Structure" may be used in place of the 
word "building," but all tax credit projects must involve rehabilitation of a building as defined in §13.1(5) 
of this title.  

(28) Tax Credit--A credit earned against either the state franchise tax or the insurance premium tax per 
Chapter 172 of the Texas Tax Code and any limitations provided therein.  

§13.2 Qualification Requirements 

(a) Qualification for credit.  

(1) An Owner is eligible for a credit for eligible costs and expenses incurred in the certified rehabilitation of 
a certified historic structure if:  

(A) the rehabilitated certified historic structure is placed in service on or after September 1, 2013;  

(B) the Owner has an ownership interest in the certified historic structure in the year during which the 
structure is placed in service after the rehabilitation; and  

(C) the total amount of the eligible costs and expenses incurred exceeds $5,000.  

(2) A property for which eligible costs and expenses are submitted for the credit must meet Internal 
Revenue Code §47(c)(2) which includes:  

(A) non-residential real property;  

(B) residential rental property; or  

(C) other property types exempted from parts of Internal Revenue Code §47(c)(2) as described in Chapter 
172 of the Texas Tax Code.  

(b) Eligible costs and expenses. Eligible costs and expenses means those costs and expenses allowed 
pursuant to Internal Revenue Code §47(c)(2) or as exempted by Chapter 172 of the Texas Tax Code. Such 
eligible costs and expenses, include, but are not limited to:  

(1) expenditures associated with structural components as defined by United States Treasury Regulation 
§1.48-1(e)(2) including walls, partitions, floors, ceilings, windows and doors, stairs, elevators, escalators, 
sprinkler systems, fire escapes, components of central air conditioning, heating, plumbing, and electrical 
systems, and other components related to the operation or maintenance of the building;  

(2) architectural services;  



 

 

(3) engineering services;  

(4) construction management and labor, materials, and reasonable overhead;  

(5) subcontracted services;  

(6) development fees;  

(7) construction period interest and taxes; and  

(8) other items referenced in Internal Revenue Code §47(c)(2).  

(c) Ineligible costs and expenses. Eligible costs and expenses as defined in Internal Revenue Code §47(c)(2) 
do not include the following:  

(1) the cost of acquiring any interest in the property;  

(2) the personal labor by the applicant;  

(3) any cost associated with the enlargement of an existing building;  

(4) site work expenditures, including any landscaping, sidewalks, paving, decks, outdoor lighting remote 
from the building, fencing, retaining walls or similar expenditures; or  

(5) any cost associated with the rehabilitation of an outbuilding or ancillary structure unless it is certified by 
the Commission to contribute to the historical significance of the property.  

(d) Eligibility date for costs and expenses.  

(1) Part A of the Texas Historic Preservation Tax Credit Certification Application must be submitted prior 
to the building being placed in service per §13.1(21) of this title (relating to Definitions). Projects that have 
been placed in service prior to submission of Part A of the application do not qualify for the program.  

(2) While the credit may be claimed for eligible costs and expenses incurred prior to the filing of an 
application, potential applicants are urged to file Parts A and B of the application at the earliest possible 
date. This will allow the Commission to review the application and provide guidance to the applicant that 
will increase the chances that the application will ultimately be approved and the credit received.  

(e) Phased development. Part B applications for rehabilitation of the same certified historic structure may 
be submitted by the same owner only if they describe clearly defined phases of work that align with a cost 
report that separates the eligible costs and expenses by phase. Separate Part B and C applications shall be 
submitted for review by the Commission prior to issuance of a certificate of eligibility for each phase.  

(f) Amount of credit. The total amount of credit available is twenty-five percent (25%) of the aggregate 
eligible costs and expenses incurred in the certified rehabilitation of the certified historic structure.  

§13.3 Evaluation of Significance 

(a) Application Part A - Evaluation of Significance. Part A of the application requires information to allow 
the Commission to evaluate whether a building is a certified historic structure and shall be completed for 



 

 

all buildings to be included in the project. Part A of the application is evaluated against criteria for 
significance and integrity issued by the National Park Service.  

(b) Application Requirements. Information to be submitted in Part A of the application includes:  

(1) Name, mailing address, telephone number, and email address of the property owner(s) and Applicant if 
different from the Owner;  

(2) Name and address of the property;  

(3) Name of the historic district, if applicable;  

(4) Current photographs of the building and its site, showing exterior and interior features and spaces 
adequate to document the property's significance. Photographs must be formatted as directed by the 
Commission in published program guidance materials on the Commission's online Texas Historic 
Preservation Tax Credit Application Guide available by accessing thc.texas.gov;  

(5) Date of construction of the property;  

(6) Brief description of the appearance of the property, including alterations, characteristic features, and 
estimated date or dates of construction and alterations;  

(7) Brief statement of significance summarizing why a property is:  

(A) eligible for individual listing in the National Register of Historic Places;  

(B) contributes to a historic district listed in the National Register of Historic Places or a certified local 
district; or  

(C) contributes to a potential historic district, accompanied by:  

(i) a map showing the boundary of the potential historic district and the location of the property within the 
district;  

(ii) photographs of other properties in the district; and  

(iii) justification for the district's eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic Places;  

(8) A map showing the location of the historic property;  

(9) Signature of the Owner, and Applicant if different from the Owner, requesting the determination; and  

(10) Other information required on the application by the Commission.  

(c) Consultation with Commission. Any person may informally consult with the Commission to determine 
whether a property is:  

(1) listed individually in the National Register of Historic Places;  

(2) designated as a Recorded Texas Historic Landmark or State Antiquities Landmark; or  



 

 

(3) certified by the Commission as contributing to the historic significance of a historic district listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places or a certified local district.  

(d) Automatic qualification as certified historic structure. If a property is individually listed in the National 
Register of Historic Places or designated as a Recorded Texas Historic Landmark or State Antiquities 
Landmark, then it is a certified historic structure and should be indicated as such on Part A of the 
application.  

(e) Preliminary determination of significance. An Applicant for a property not listed in the National 
Register of Historic Places, neither individually nor as a contributing element to a historic district; not 
designated a Recorded Texas Historic Landmark nor State Antiquities Landmark; and not listed in a 
certified local district may obtain a preliminary determination from the Commission as to whether the 
property is individually eligible to become a certified historic structure or is eligible as a contributing 
structure in a potential historic district by submitting Part A of the application. Determination will be 
based on criteria for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Applications for a preliminary 
determination of significance must show how the property meets one of the following criteria for listing in 
the National Register of Historic Places and any applicable criteria considerations from the National Park 
Service.  

(1) National Register of Historic Places criteria. The quality of significance in American history, 
architecture, archeology, engineering, and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and 
objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association 
and one or more of subparagraphs (A) - (D) of this paragraph:  

(A) Properties that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history; or  

(B) that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or  

(C) that embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that represent 
the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable 
entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or  

(D) that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.  

(2) Criteria considerations. Ordinarily cemeteries, birthplaces, or graves of historical figures, properties 
owned by religious institutions or used for religious purposes, structures that have been moved from their 
original locations, reconstructed historic buildings, properties primarily commemorative in nature, and 
properties that have achieved significance within the past 50 years shall not be considered eligible for the 
National Register. However, such properties will qualify if they are integral parts of districts that do meet 
the criteria or if they fall within the following categories:  

(A) A religious property deriving primary significance from architectural or artistic distinction or historical 
importance; or  

(B) A building or structure removed from its original location but which is significant primarily for 
architectural value, or which is the surviving structure most importantly associated with a historic person 
or event; or  



 

 

(C) A birthplace or grave of a historical figure of outstanding importance if there is no appropriate site or 
building directly associated with his or her productive life; or  

(D) A cemetery which derives its primary significance from graves of persons of transcendent importance, 
from age, from distinctive design features, or from association with historic events; or  

(E) A reconstructed building when accurately executed in a suitable environment and presented in a 
dignified manner as part of a restoration master plan, and when no other building or structure with the 
same association has survived; or  

(F) A property primarily commemorative in intent if design, age, tradition, or symbolic value has invested it 
with its own exceptional significance; or  

(G) A property achieving significance within the past 50 years if it is of exceptional importance.  

(3) Issuance of a preliminary determination of significance does not bind the Commission to the 
designation of an individual historic structure or district. Applicants proceed with rehabilitation projects at 
their own risk. If a structure is ultimately not listed in the National Register of Historic Places, designated 
as a Recorded Texas Historic Landmark, or certified as a contributing element to a local district pursuant 
to 36 CFR §67.9, the preliminary determination does not become final, and the owner will not be eligible 
for the credit. The Commission shall not issue a certificate of eligibility until or unless the designation is 
final.  

(f) Determination of contributing structures in existing historic districts. If a property is located in a district 
listed in the National Register of Historic Places or in a certified local district, an Applicant or an Owner of 
the property shall request that the Commission determine whether the property is of historic significance 
contributing to the district by submitting Part A of the application. The Commission evaluates properties 
located within historic districts listed in the National Register of Historic Places or certified local districts 
to determine whether they contribute to the historic significance of the district by applying the following 
standards:  

(1) A property contributing to the historic significance of a district is one which by location, design, setting, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association adds to the district's sense of time and place and historical 
development.  

(2) A property does not contribute to the historic significance of a district if it does not add to the district's 
sense of time and place and historical development, or if its location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association have been so altered or have so deteriorated that the overall integrity 
of the building has been irretrievably lost.  

(3) Generally, buildings that have been built within the past 50 years shall not be considered to contribute 
to the significance of a district unless a strong justification concerning their historical or architectural merit 
is given or the historical attributes of the district are considered to be less than 50 years old at the date of 
application.  

(4) Certification of significance will be made on the basis of the appearance and condition of the property 
before beginning the rehabilitation work.  

(5) If a nonhistoric surface material obscures a building's façade, it may be necessary for the owner to 



 

 

remove a portion of the surface material so that a determination of significance can be made. After the 
material has been removed, if the obscured façade has retained substantial historic integrity and the 
property otherwise contributes to the significance of the historic district, it will be considered eligible to be 
a certified historic structure.  

(g) Subsequent Designation. A building must be a certified historic structure prior to the issuance of the 
certificate of eligibility by the Commission as required by §172.105 (b)(1)(A) of the Texas Tax Code. If a 
property is not automatically qualified as a certified historic structure, an owner of a property shall request 
that the Commission determine whether the property is of historic significance by submitting Part A of the 
application in accordance with subsections (e) and (f) of this section. Upon listing in the National Register 
of Historic Places, designation as a Recorded Texas Historic Landmark, or certification as a contributing 
element to a local district pursuant to 36 CFR §67.9, Commission staff overseeing the National Register 
program and the Official Texas Historical Marker program (as applicable), shall prepare a notification, to 
be filed with the tax credit application, indicating that the designation process required by Part A has been 
fulfilled.  

(h) Multiple buildings. If a property owned by one entity contains more than one building and the 
Commission determines that the buildings have been functionally related historically, per §13.1(17) of this 
title (relating to Definitions), to serve an overall purpose (such as a residence and a carriage house), then 
the functionally related buildings will be treated as a single certified historic structure, regardless of whether 
one of the buildings is separately listed in the National Register of Historic Places or as a Recorded Texas 
Historic Landmark or is located within a historic district. Buildings owned by the same applicant that were 
not functionally related historically must be submitted as individual buildings on separate applications.  

(i) Portions of buildings. Portions of buildings, such as single condominium apartment units, are not 
independently eligible for certification as an individual space without assessment of any work undertaken 
elsewhere in the building within the last 24 months, as described in §13.6(f) of this title (relating to 
Application Review Process). This rule applies even when a building has multiple owners. A full 
description of all work at the building must be provided with the application.  

(j) Relocation of historic buildings. Relocation of a historic building from its original site may disqualify the 
building from eligibility or result in removal of designation as a certified historic structure. Applications 
involving buildings that have been moved or are to be moved will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis 
under the applicable criteria for designation as provided in this section. For a building listed in the National 
Register of Historic Places, the applicant will be responsible for updating the National Register of Historic 
Places nomination for the property or district, or the relocated building will not be considered a certified 
historic structure for the purpose of this credit. For a building designated as a Recorded Texas Historic 
Landmark, the applicant will be responsible for notifying the Commission and otherwise complying with 
the requirements of §21.11 of this title (relating to Review of Work on Recorded Texas Historic 
Landmarks) prior to undertaking any relocation.  

 



Item 9.2 
Texas Historical Commission 

October Quarterly Meeting 
October 26–27, 2023 

Consider filing authorization of intent to review and consider for re-adoption, revision or repeal, 
Chapter 17, related to State Architectural Programs, for publication in 

the Texas Register 

Background:  
Each state agency is required by Texas Government Code, Section 2001.39 to review and consider for re-
adoption their rules in the Texas Administrative Code every four years. A notice (proposed rule review) 
must be filed with the Texas Register to inform the public that THC will start reviewing its chapters/rules. 
This gives the public an opportunity to submit comments regarding the review.  

The Commission will accept comments for 30 days following publication of the notice in the Texas Register 
as to whether the reasons for adoption of these rules continue to exist. Any changes to the rules as a result 
of the review will be published in the Proposed Rules Section of the Texas Register and will be open for a 30-
day public comment period prior to final adoption of any repeal, amendment, or re-adoption. 

Recommended Motion (Committee): 
Move that the committee send forward to the Commission and recommend approval of THC’s intent to 
review and consider for re-adoption, revision or repeal of Chapter 17, related to State Architectural 
Programs, for publication in the Texas Register.  

Recommended Motion (Commission): 
Move to approve THC’s intent to review and consider for re-adoption, revision or repeal of Chapter 17, 
related to State Architectural Programs, for publication in the Texas Register. 



 
 
 
 

Proposed Preamble Form 
 
The Texas Historical Commission files this notice of intent to review and consider for re-adoption, revision 
or repeal, Chapter 17, related to the State Architectural Programs.  
 
Pursuant to Texas Government Code 2001.039, the Texas Historical Commission will assess whether the 
reason(s) for initially adopting these rules continue to exist. The rule will be reviewed to determine whether 
it is obsolete, reflects current legal and policy considerations, reflects current general provisions in the 
governance of the Commission and/or whether it is in compliance with Chapter 2001 of the Texas 
Government Code (Administrative Procedures Act).  
 
The Commission will accept written comments received on or before 5:00 p.m. central time on the 31st day 
after the date this notice is published in the Texas Register.  Comments as to whether the reasons for initially 
adopting these rules continue to exist may be submitted to Elizabeth Brummett, Director, Architecture 
Division, Texas Historical Commission, P.O. Box 12276, Austin, Texas 78711-2276, or by email to 
elizabeth.brummett@thc.texas.gov. Any changes to the rules as a result of the review will be published in 
the Proposed Rules Section of the Texas Register and will be open for a 30-day public comment period prior 
to final adoption of any repeal, amendment, or re-adoption. 

mailto:elizabeth.brummett@thc.texas.gov


 
 

Item 9.3 
Texas Historical Commission 

October Quarterly Meeting 
October 26–27, 2023 

 
 

Consider approval of the recapture of funds and/or supplemental funding to previously awarded 
Texas Historic Courthouse Preservation Program projects 

 
Background: 
Preservation projects involve a certain degree of uncertainty and unexpected conditions may arise during a 
project. These newly discovered or unanticipated conditions typically have an adverse impact on project 
budgets. The THC may discuss one or more courthouse projects that this situation applies to and consider 
supplemental awards to those counties. At other times, a courthouse project may not utilize all the grant 
funds originally awarded for the project. If this occurs, the THC will formally adjust the grant award to 
reflect the recapture. 
 
This is a standing agenda item for the Commission to consider at each quarterly meeting.  
 
The Commission will consider the following recapture of funds: 
 
Kimble County Courthouse 
Kimble County received a Round XII full restoration construction grant in the amount of $5,294,242 on 
July 26, 2022, contributing 44% of their total project cost of $9,406,432 as their local match. The Executive 
Committee awarded a supplemental grant in the amount of $858,289 to Kimble County on September 13, 
2023 in consideration of the recent funding cap increase by the 88th Legislature from $6 million to $10 
million. A total of $6,152,531 in THCPP Round XII funding has now been offered, which is 56% toward a 
total project cost of $10,931,379.  
 
Kimble County is dedicated to the restoration of their 1930 courthouse and is considered shovel-ready with 
approved 95% architectural plans and specifications for their project. The previous $6 million cap required 
the county to commit to a cash match in their Round XII grant application that nearly surpassed the 
county’s financial capacity, considering the total project cost exceeds the county’s entire annual budget. 
Because of this, the Kimble County Commissioners’ Court voted on Monday, September 18 to reject the 
initial Round XII grant and the supplemental funding offer and to re-apply in Round XIII to benefit from 
the new $10 million cap and offer a lower cash match. The county understands that there is no guarantee 
that their Round XIII grant application will be successful.  
 
 
Recommended Motion (Committee): 
Move to send forward to the Commission and recommend approval to recapture funds from Kimble 
County in the amount of $6,152,531.  
 
Recommended Motion (Commission): 
Move to recapture funds from Kimble County in the amount of $6,152,531.  
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Elizabeth Brummett

From: Hal  Rose <hal.rose@co.kimble.tx.us>
Sent: Monday, September 18, 2023 10:45 AM
To: Susan Tietz, AIA
Cc: Andrew S. Murr; Elizabeth Brummett; Tania Salgado; Tracy Hirschman Hutson; Chris Hutson; Jennifer 

Cole
Subject: RE: Supplemental Funding for Kimble County

CAUTION: External Email – This email originated from outside the THC email system. Do not click links or open attachments unless 
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.  

 

Good morning Susan. Our Commissioners Court met this morning in a called meeting and voted to withdraw and decline 
our current Round award and reapply in the next round. I will be at a Judge’s conference tomorrow through the rest of 
the week with limited ability to communicate and take action, but please let me know what I and we need to do if 
anything else with respect to withdrawing. Tracy and Chris, please work with Jennifer to get a call together for next 
week to discuss next steps. Thank you, Hal 
 
Hal A. Rose 
Kimble County Judge 
501 Main Street 
Junction, Texas 76849 
325-446-2724 
 

From: Susan Tietz, AIA <Susan.Tietz@thc.texas.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, September 13, 2023 5:52 PM 
To: Hal Rose <hal.rose@co.kimble.tx.us> 
Cc: Andrew S. Murr <amurr@mgmpllc.com>; Elizabeth Brummett <Elizabeth.Brummett@thc.texas.gov>; Tania Salgado 
<Tania.Salgado@thc.texas.gov>; Tracy Hirschman Hutson <tracy@hutsongallagher.com>; Chris Hutson 
<chris@hutsongallagher.com> 
Subject: Supplemental Funding for Kimble County 
 
Hello Judge Rose 
 
As promised, please find attached your supplemental award letter. Please let us know Kimble County’s intention as soon 
as you’re able to do so.  
 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Thank you, 
Susan 
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Susan Tietz, AIA 
Program Coordinator, Courthouse Preservation Program  
Division of Architecture 
P.O. Box 12276, Austin, Texas 78711-2276 
Phone: +1 512 463 5860 
Fax: + 1 512 463 6095 
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