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FOREWORD 

The 1909 Randall County Courthouse demonstrates significant value 

both historically and architecturally to the citizens of Randall 

County as well as to the State of Texas. All possibilities regarding 

the preservation, restoration or adaptive re-use of that courthouse 

should be explored. The legal precedence set by the handling of 

these decisions has powerful future implications worthy of close 

examination. The action here affects other historic structures as 

well as all county courthouses throughout the state. 

This thesis proposes to research the multiple facets of concern 

related to the preservation, restoration or adaptive re-use of the 

1909 Randall County Courthouse in Canyon, Texas. The ethical ques-

tions about the importance of historic preservation in society are 

often misunderstood or ignored by many who would destroy these links 

with the past. In the efforts to save this historic building from a 

threatened demolition the question of constitutional representation 

of the people's desires and rights versus the responsibilities given 

to elected officials is brought out. This leads to a significant 

discussion regarding the legal battles over a building which itself 

housed interpretations of the law in handing down decisions 

concerning the guilt or innocence of an accused. Additionally, the 

compromise reached by elected officials and the community 

preservation supporters presents a unique situation. This case is 

important as well since " . . . this County case is the first time the 

Texas Historic Commission (THC) has taken legal steps to prevent 

demolition or razing of historic courthouses."^ Although the issue 

of Texas State Landmark designation was to be brought to a hearing 

with the State Attorney General's office, the repeated postponements 

and urging by the Texas Antiquities Committee representatives to 

reach an agreement out of court resulted in the current temporary 

designation. This reprieve for the 1909 structure will last less 
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than four years while postponements lasted three years almost to the 

day. Nevertheless, the historic building still stands and the 

opportunity for it to again see usefulness in the community is at 

least a possibility. 

This survey basically limits its examination to the 1909 Randall 

County Courthouse and its specific circumstances. A brief overview 

of the State of Texas up to the early nineteen hundreds establishes 

historic-mindedness. The county history details from its first 

settlers and organization as a county through the building of its 

1889 and 1909 courthouses. Descriptions of the controversial 

courthouse includes floor plans, elevations, and photographs, both in 

its original form and currently altered state. For cort >arison, a 

discussion of ten surrounding Panhandle county courthouses 

establishes the validity of claims of potential uses by proponents of 

the older Randall County Terĉ l̂e of Justice. . 

An accurate understanding of the laws affecting the settlement of 

the building disputes requires a discussion of the State and National 

Preservation Laws as well as the background of the administrating 

agencies, the Texas Historical Commission and the Texas Antiquities 

Committee. The Penn Central Transportation Company versus the City 

of New York case study approach explains the evolution of these laws 

in the past. 

Events as they unfolded are key to understanding the 

circumstances surrounding the debates. The feasibility studies 

conducted during almost a decade of disagreement over the 1909 

courthouse reveal interesting data and the progressive state of the 

building as well as the opinions from diverse professionals. The 

Community involvement in the issues exemplified the public interest 

in the preservation of their historic architectural heritage. 

In conclusion, the last chapter focuses on the current conditions 

and possibilities for the future of the building. The nelessity for 

continued confrontations of this nature displays the need for wide-

spread educational efforts on behalf of preserving the built 

XV 



environment. Happily these events did bring media coverage and 

community involvement to the attention of many that may have 

otherwise been unaware of the threatened demolition of their symbol 

of County establishment, settlement, and progress. The willingness 

of the townspeople to get involved in spite of todays general apathy 

and disillusionment with our system of government greatly encourages 

other preservationists. "From the people to the people" is inscribed 

on the San Saba County Courthouse proclaiming its origin and its 

intent. 



Notes 
^ "Texas Historical Commission Battles Courthouse Demolition," 

Texas Arehitect.. July-August, 1984, 65. 
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CHAPTER I 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION AND THE 

RANDALL COUNTY COURTHOUSE 

History and Historic Preservation 

"How will we know it is us without our past?" 

John Steinbeck 

Essential to understanding man is knowing who he was; history 

concerns itself with men interesting just as men and the past just 

for the sake of the past; for how can we know who we are if we do not 

understand what our culture is based upon? The word history comes 

from the Greek word histor and the Latin historia meaning "learned 

man."^ Two centuries ago German critic Gotthold Ephraim Lessing 

said, "Without history we shall be in hourly danger of being 

deceived by ignorant braggarts, who not infrequently hail as a new 

discovery what men knew and believed many thousands of years ago."^ 

Those discoveries recorded as history are the foundation of progress 

in the future. So it is that our architecture of each age stands as 

visible milestones of that progress. 

It is said that "buildings are the mirror of a society."-^ If so, 

then buildings can communicate to us significant ideas about the 

people that required, constructed and occupied them. A history of 

political thought, of social customs, of literature, or of physics 

can be formulated by understanding the built environment. Tangible 

history imbedded in buildings is the material used ". . . to 

construct descriptions of past personalities and places, narratives 

of past events, expositions of past ideas, or synthesis of past 

periods or cultures."^ The Roman Triumphal Arch motifs used to 

celebrate entry, the Greek Temples used during the Greek Revival 

period in America to represent democratic society, and great 

monuments of national ideals, such as the Lincoln monument represent 

prominent examples. Others such as Williamsburg, Virginia, depict 



the beginnings of our country just as the St. Louis Arch symbolizes 

the westward movement of a whole people. These all express to present 

and future generations important ideas that were the foundations upon 

which people of the past based their lives. That they were preserved 

to the present time connects us with the past and those who have 

entrusted us with that heritage. 

Buildings not only communicate tradition to us, but also our 

architecture describes personalities, events, places, and ideas. 

More importantly, it synthesizes our culture and speaks an unwritten 

language communicating the fabric of our society. If "one picture is 

worth a thousand words," how much more does living architecture 

disclose truth? History exists to some extent to satisfy the 

curiosity of man about his beginnings. It affords every man a kind 

of reassurance, a unique kind of understanding about the causes that 

created his culture. Imagine the insecurity of being unable to find 

out what had gone on before the present time.^ Discussions 

concerning the importance of history must obviously include the 

succinct warning by George Santayana that "Those who do not remember 

the past are condemned to relive it." The great atrocities of 

mankind could forever be re-enacted without recorded history to 

divert destructive actions. 

The importance of historic preservation in society is misunder-

stood by many people who may not be familiar with architectural 

history. It is viewed by some as a impediment to progress, or only 

as nostalgic a reminder of days past. "Without a deep understanding 

of the relationship between past and present, the controversy tends 

to become unreal and preservation is only too likely to be mis-

represented as the anti-thesis of progress."^ Instead of impeding 

progress, preservation actually promotes it. Egyptian architecture 

remained virtually unchanged for 3000 years and without significant 

changes in the character of that society's environment. This can 

partially be attributed to a lack of comparison through historical 

awareness. "A people that lived without any knowledge of its past— 



without any serious attempt to organize its memory—would hardly be 

calculated to make much progress in its civilization."^ 

Preservation of the built environment is also a type of 

patriotism. Both respect and protection of the ideals embodied in 

civic buildings honor the democratic form of government. "Our 

ideals, not a series of frail mortals, ought to be held up to our 

school children as a foundation of our national creed."^ Education 

about the symbolism and representation of ideas that are contained in 

the building facades as well as their interiors supports a continuity 

between generations. Buildings are a hieroglyphic language to help 

insure the perpetuation of these idealists contained in their 

organization and ornamentation. 

More than the buildings is necessary, of course, to understand a 

culture. The ideas that underlie these buildings and their 

historical context communicate a true image of a society. An 

historian must study the image analytically, historically, and socio-

culturally to understand the causes and effects of that revelation. 

The architecture of an age stands as a tangible truth that can be 

evaluated objectively and offers a unique opportunity to respond to 

its physical presence. " . . . for architecture cannot be 

successfully practiced for long without a sense of history, without a 

sense of direction which history can give, without a concept of what 

architecture means, and this concept cannot exist outside time and 

continuity."^ 

One advantage of preservation lies in its unique educational 

opportunity. The impact of a physical presence brings the past alive 

and helps visualization. A connection is established to the past that 

cannot be made solely through written or photographic material. 

Historically, settlement and land development are barely a 

century old in West Texas. Early twentieth-century architecture is 

becoming rare with the trends to destroy and rebuild using 

contemporary styles that incorporate up-to-date conveniences. To 

flaunt economic prosperity or display a pretense of it, some 



coramunity developers prefer to destroy rather than repair, ignore 

rather than restore. Some of the irreplaceable Texas buildings 

displaying similar Classical refinement are the 1904 Potter County 

Courthouse in Amarillo, the 1909 Carson County Courthouse in 

Panhandle, 1911 Floyd County Courthouse in Floydada, and the 1915 

Lubbock County Courthouse in Lubbock (removed because it stood in the 

way of a street).-'̂ ° 

The Randall County Courthouse is a noteworthy representative of a 

period of economic development in the Panhandle and to the overall 

settlement of Texas. By comparison to other communities of the 

region at that time, it is remarkable and should be a source of great 

pride to the residents of Canyon, and of Randall County. The early 

twentieth century courthouses are becoming an endangered species. 

A Brief Overview of Texas History and 
the Settlement of the Panhandle: 

The Distant Past 

Before there was a controversy over the Courthouse, before Canyon 

was established, millennia before the organization of Texas, 

geological forces contested with each other for dominance in the 

terrain. In the Pennsylvanian Age some 250 million years ago, west 

Texas was covered by a shallow sea. The marine life that lived and 

died there sank to the bottom to create the gigantic oil reserves. 

The impact of their existence was eventually felt by future 

generations in the oil boom development of the Panhandle of Texas. 

Mountains were formed as the earth's crust yielded to internal 

pressures. A vast flat area now referred to as the high plains was 

deposited by river and rain run-off from the great Rocky Mountain 

range. Eventually, rivers found their way to the Gulf of Mexico and 

the time of great land upheavals settled to their present positions. •'-•'• 

Eventually man found his way to the high plains area. The Stone-

Age hunters of the Paleo-American era roamed the great flat lands 

from around 10,000 B.C. to 5,000 B.C. Second came the Archaic Stages 



of man in the Meso-Indian Culture and then the Neo-American Indian 

Culture. 

Finally, the Historic Stage of Man began with the development of 

recorded history when Coronado arrived in 1541. The level of 

cultural development among the Indians who occupied Texas, ranged 

from impermanent settlements developed by the hunters of West Texas 

to the settled farmers of East Texas. Their friendliness, 

acquiescence or hostility later influenced the Spanish conquest and 

exploration of the f rontier. •'̂̂  The era ended at the Battle of Palo 

Duro Canyon when Colonel Randal Mackenzie and his troops defeated the 

Indians. 

Until around 1700, the Apache was dominant in the region. The 

Comanche then came and drove the Apache southward. The Kiowa and 

Cheyenne nations were friendly with the Comanche so later joined them 

in the settlement of the Palo Duro Canyon. This large Canyon offered 

plenty of water, wood, stone, game and wild plant food as well as 

sheltered campsites. Up on the Caprock were plenty of bison, 

antelope and waterfowl as well as knee-high grasses that surrounded 

the playa lake f ormations . •'•̂  

Spanish explorers ventured into the Panhandle in the late 1500s 

and 1600s. Francesco Coronado may have travelled into the present 

day Palo Duro Canyon in his search for a 'Golden City.' He named the 

area Llano Estacado meaning "Staked Plains," and along with other 

Europeans thought the areas uninhabitable. In 1601, after 

establishing a permanent settlement north of Santa Fe, the first 

governor of New Mexico, Juan de Onate, took an expedition into the 

Panhandle of Texas. Onate came close to the Canadian River in search 

of gold, but he too had no luck in locating the bounty he sought.-'-'' 

Preceding 1820, there had been numerous attempts to colonize 

Texas. Some of the men prominently involved were Father Hidalgo, 

Gutiérrez de Lara, Dr. James Long, and Moses Austin (father of 

Stephen F. Austin). These men along with many others were from 

Spanish Mexico or the newly established United States. Dreams of 



cheap land and a democratic form of government caused them to face 

harsh elements and an uncertain existence. 

In 1865, the Civil War halted the steady influx of settlers to 

Texas; however, following the Reconstruction Era at the close of the 

war, Texas again directed her efforts toward economic and population 

growth. In order to entice settlers, generous land options were 

offered. Hardy pioneers and their families filed on as much land as 

legally possible, many with dreams of dividing the lots and selling 

enough to other immigrants to establish a town. Less than 100 years 

ago, much of this area was unclaimed and unsettled; less than the 

blink of an eye in the history of the world. (Fig. 1.1.) 

History of Randall Countyand 
the Original Structure: 

The Recent Past 

Unlike the Spanish explorers of the 1500s, Colonel Charles 

Goodnight, cowman and plainsman, saw the Palo Duro Canyon as an ideal 

location for cattle raising. He trail blazed a herd of 1600 from 

Pueblo, Colorado, in 1876 to begin the "Old Home Ranch." (Fig. 1.2.) 

Leigh and Walter Dyer, Goodnight's brothers-in-law, homesteaded the 

land north of the later Canyon City townsite to create the T-Anchor 

Ranch.^^ 

A half-dugout with windows at ground level was the first home in 

what was to be Canyon, Texas. On Christmas Day of 1887, Luther Guy 

Connor, and his wife, cattle ranchers who had immigrated from 

Missouri moved in to the dug-out. Several significant events 

occurred in the place that is now designated by a Texas Historical 

Marker. Canyon's first Anglo-settler child was born on the site, the 

first post office was later built, and the election to organize the 

county in 1889 also took place.-'̂ ^ He surveyed the land and located 

Section 34, Block 5, platting the town's original 81 blocks. (Fig. 

1.3 and Fig. 1.4.) 

The Connors donated town lots to those wishing to build, as well 

as 30 acres to the railway for a depot and cattle pens. (Fig. 1.5.) 



They also donated lots for the courthouse, schools, churches as well 

as 40 acres and $2,000 for the establishment of the West Texas State 

Normal Coliege.-'-̂  The land was purchased from the State of Texas for 

$3 per acre on 2 April 1888. Connor laid out plans for a town on his 

section and began plans to organize and to get the county seat. 

Following traditional grid iron layout, the streets were "easy to 

survey and answered psychological needs for order and regularity in 

the wilderness, reflective of civilization. "•'̂^ As seen in the 

original town plat, Connor clearly intended for the courthouse square 

to be the focal point of the town by its physical and symbolic 

location in the geographical center of the plan. Typically placed, 

the Courthouse was symbolically accessible from all sides to its 

citizens representative of democratic government and constitutional 

equality. •'̂  

Named for Confederate General Horace Randal[sic] by the 

Legislature, (a clerk misspelled the name using only one 'l'), the 

county was carved out of the huge Bexar District. (Fig. 1.6.) 

Referring to Palo Duro Canyon, 'Canyon City' was a name suggested by 

blacksmith A. L. Hammond when Connor refused to the honor of being 

the town's namesake. U. S. Post Office records reflected the name 

Canyon in 1889; however, the City Council incorporated on 3 November 

1906, as Canyon City. In 1911, the Santa Fe Railroad dropped the 

"City" reference from its records on 15 January, and the City Council 

apparently followed suite on August 3rd of that year.2° 

The county was opened for settlement in 1887 by the Texas Land 

Act which specified the area as agricultural land costing three to 

five dollars per acre at five per cent interest on 40-year loan 

applications. Ownership also required residence for at least three 

years. By 1897, the Legislature decided to reduce the cost to one to 

two dollars per acre at three per cent interest. Ninety percent of 

the Randall County land was forfeited and refiled on under the new 

law to take advantage of the lower prices and interest rates. 



A petition was necessary for legal county status and required the 

names of 150 qualified voters. The T-Anchor ranchers, located two 

miles north of the townsite, preferred to keep the settlers from 

organizing the county.̂ -'̂  Dauntless, the residents camped along the 

roadside in order to secure the names of travellers since there were 

not enough settlers. The petition was reworded to read, "We, 

residents of Texas, now in Randall County . . . " and in a short time 

they had gathered 200 names.^^ John Hutson, manager of the T-Anchor 

ranch, was known to oppose the organization of the county; however, 

on advice from other ranchers, declined to fight the petition. In 

his ranch log he recorded, "Randall County was organized on the 25th 

[of June, 1889] not withstanding our opposition. The election of 

county officers will be held on July 27th."2-^ Seven of the 16 county 

officers eventually elected were employed by the T-Anchor ranch which 

assured the ranchers good representation.^^ (Fig. 1.7 and 1.8.) 

The county had been attached to Jack County as part of a 22-

county district. It was progressively shifted from Wheeler County in 

1880, to Oldham County in 1881, to Donley County in 1883, and back to 

Oldham in 1885. The 47th Judicial District was formed in 1889 

comprised of Potter, Hale and Oldham counties. Sherman, Moore, and 

Randall counties, newly organized, were attached to this district and 

remain there now. 

On 6 August 1889, a picnic and barbecue was held to celebrate the 

official county designation of Canyon City as the county seat of 

Randall County. Horace Russell attended the celebration with his 

parents and later wrote; 

. . . Of course, they did not call it a banquet. It was a 
real barbecue. That was something in the summer of 18 89. 
The only building in Canyon - or where they said Canyon was 
going to be - was a plank "arbor" with top enough to keep 
off some of the sun and just supporting sides enough to keep 
up the top. There was a plank table down the middle of the 
arbor for 100 or so yards as I remember it. I am inclined 
to think, though, that my memory in regard to the length of 
that table is more vivid that historically accurate. 
. . . But all up and down the table, when we got there, were 
mothers with little flocks of children. And the children, 



between watching baskets and boxes of alluring packages and 
staring earnestiy at all their neighbors, got through all 
the wait between then and dinner. Perhaps there were 
speeches someplace. I don't remember it. But there wasn't 
any other place. I remember looking everywhere and as far 
as my eyes could see there was nothing but prairie, except 
around the plank table and they were all waiting for dinner. 
. . . Oh, yes, in the afternoon, I heard men taiking about a 
"drawing" and about "town lots" and "fine locations" and I 
heard my father telling my mother as they piled us 
youngsters into the buckboard for the long drive home that 
we'd be surprised now, wouldn't we, to come down some time 
and see tall buildings on the lot he drew. 
But not a vision dreamed that day could measure up to the 
wonderful temple of stone and brick and steel and of 
splendid men and women which has grown where the plank arbor 
sheltered the first neighbors of the first day of Canyon in 
1889.25 

"Texas is a place where you climb for water and dig for wood," an 

Englishman was heard to complain, referring to windmills and mesquite 

roots.^^ "Unwearied sentinels of windswept places, Majestic windmills 

of Panhandle Plains," wrote poet Mabel Watkins Lang. Along with men, 

firearms, and fences, the windmill played an integral part in the 

development of West Texas. Without it, cattle ranching would have 

been impossible due to the lack of surface water. (Fig. 1.9.) 

The Railroad was another major factor that assured the settlement of 

Canyon City after the first step that organized the county. A 

strenuous fight occurred over the location of the repair shops for 

the Santa Fe Railway. The loss of those shops to Amarillo was a blow 

to the thriving community of Canyon City. Due to an abundant water 

supply, citizens were confident the location would be in their town. 

The Stockman's National Bank, later called First National Bank was 

induced to open January 5, 1900, based on this proposed certainty. 

Despite the loss of the railway business; however, the bank was the 

beginning of Canyon City's reputation as a financial center largely 

due to the guidance of bank President L. T. Lester. 

1889-90 Cnurthouse 

The original small, wooden 1889 structure with a false front 

housed the judicial activities of Randall County for only a short 



time. It was a solitary sentinel to the travelers of the plains. 

There were few structures in the newly established Canyon City and 

only the windmills vied for comparison in height. As the only 

meeting house, it was the center of most important gatherings, both 

judicial and social. 

In less than 20 years, the community would outgrown the capacity 

of the wooden structure. Just as today, the taxpayers were hesitant 

to accept additional taxes in order to finance the needed new 

building. Many civic minded citizens had optimistic attitudes about 

the future of Canyon City and understood the necessity of expansion. 

Numerous prominent business men pushed hard for a new building. 

Bids for the construction of a Courthouse were requested by the 

commissioners court on 13 August 1889. It was to be a two-story 

frame building about 50 feet frontage and 45 feet deep, "set upon a 

good rock foundation ..." The first floor organization was a typical 

plan of that period with a central hall flanked by 3 offices on each 

side. The second floor contained the courtrooms and jury rooms. At 

the bid opening on 10 September, the contract was awarded to Joe T. 

Service, a builder and contractor, for $8,200.00.^^ 

Architecturally, the dominant design feature was the Mansard roof 

and small tower that echoed the gently curved roof form. The roof 

was several feet high and covered with wooden shingles. Rounded 

dormer windows, a pair on each side, contributed to the French 

styling. A bull's-eye window on the tower along with ornamental iron 

work around the perimeter added interest to the otherwise simple 

structure. Clapboard covering finished the sides whose plainness was 

broken by a band of shingles between the first and second floors that 

may have repeated the roof material. Photographs reveal humble, 

slightly pitched pedimental head trim over the windows and doors. 

(Fig. 1.10.) The eaves above the top floor and at the base of the 

tower roof extended outward to help prevent rain drainage from 

damaging the wooden siding. It is interesting to note the slightly 

different tower roof in a 1907 Lusby photo. (Fig. 1.11.) The 
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original roof was replaced in 1902 with a shingle hip roof. Roof 

leakage continues to plague the older courthouses. 

The grid planting of trees on the sc[uare is also revealed in the 

photo. The newly planted trees are possibly some of the 4,500 

donated by banker L. T. Lester to anyone who would plant and care for 

them. The semi-formal layout contributes to the importance of the 

square as well as lending welcomed shade to visitors on the otherwise 

treeless plains. 

In early settlement days, the Courthouse was symbolic of more 

than a place of records and disputes. It was the focal point of 

social and cultural events especially since it had the only space 

large enough for group gatherings. Churches of all denominations 

used the space until they were large enough to build their own 

buildings. Weddings, funerals as well as week-end dances were 

commonly held. Some of the cowboys moved to the roof to dance; 

however, their boot heels soon wore through the tin covering and 

shingles had to replace the original roofing. Note should be taken 

of the 16 May 1895 Commissioner's Minutes which ordered the sheriff 

to prohibit any person or person's from taking up or moving benches 

that were fastened to the floor of the courthouse. The town 

Christmas tree was annually cut by the men who sought a tree in the 

Palo Duro Canyon large enough to reach the ceiling of the courtroom. 

Everyone participated in the decorations and celebrated Christmas 

together as one big family.^^ 

The community relied upon the structure for personal security as 

well as to protect property titles. In 1891, rumor of vicious Indian 

attack arrived with the mail carrier. Sidney R. Roberts owned the 

first store in Canyon City where a post office was also located. 

(Fig. 1.12.) The news came along with the mail in the buckboard from 

Amarillo. The hack driver related that a large band of Indians were 

advancing up the canyons killing settlers as they came. Panic began 

to quickly spread as the news reached everyone. A defense was 

planned to build a fort around the Courthouse. Couriers were 
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dispatched to bring in the rural families while townspeople worked 

together for the common defense. The men decided to make the 

Courthouse the last stand while putting the women and children in the 

vault for protection. Although willing to defend their homes, the 

settlers were spared a battle as the Indians never came.^^ 

Eventually, the facts disclosed the sighting had been merely the dust 

of cowboys rounding up cattle and someones' vivid imagination. The 

historical marker on the lawn of the Armstrong County Courthouse 

describes "The Great Panhandle Indian Scare of 1891." 

. . . On January 29, 1891, rumors of approaching Indians 
spread throughout the entire region. For three days 
settlers hastily prepared to defend themselves by fleeing or 
barricading their homes and replenishing their weapon and 
ammunition supplies. Later it was discovered that the 
rumored Indian war cries and smoke signals were actually 
ranchers in pursuit of a steer they finally caught and 
cooked over an open fire.-̂ ° 

Economic Development 

Canyon City was a major shipping point for cotton transported by 

wagon freight from all over the South Plains prior to the coming of 

the Iron Horse. The completion of Santa Fe Railway tracks 18 miles 

south from Amarillo in 1898 became a significant factor in Canyon's 

growth. Cattle herds were also driven to Canyon City from area 

ranches for shipping rather than the long arduous overland routes 

northward. This also brought the availability of necessities as well 

as luxuries for Plains residents. Although the extension southward 

of the railway to Plainview in 1899 caused a cessation of freight 

business from that area, it opened the vicinity to trainloads of 

settlers. There was an immigration boom from 1906 to 1912 which also 

caused a building boom in Canyon City. 

The building boom was enhanced by the 1900 to 1910 decade of 

above-average rainfall. Used as a promotion of land sales, the 

economy permitted most of the small wooden business buildings and the 

Courthouse to be replaced by brick structures. (Fig. 1.12.) This 

was seen as a definite sign of progress and stability by local 
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residents. In 1906, prominent citizens, J. M. Black, C. N. Harrison, 

T. J. Cochran, John Andrew Wallace, John Knight and Clyde McElroy 

built substantial family residences which are still occupied today. 

The most active contractors and carpenters were John W. Turner, John 

Begrim, Jim and Sterling Coffee and the builder of the original 

courthouse, J. T. Service. Wide, concrete sidewalks were installed 

around the courthouse and to the train depot in that same year.-̂ ^ The 

economic outlook of Canyon City seemed stable; however, the drought 

from 1909 through 1912 caused a big drop in population. 

Land Companies 

There were 10 land offices in a listing of businesses in 1906 for 

Canyon City.-'̂  This gives evidence to the enormous role these 

companies as well as the immigration societies, played in the 

economic development of Canyon City in the first decade of the 

twentieth-century. 

Agents were sent north in search of thrifty, hard-working 

settlers and farmers. German immigrants were especially seen as 

valuable assets to the town. Kansas, Nebraska, Illinois, and lowa 

were scoured for prospects. One dollar per acre was the commission 

paid for each acre that was sold. 

Land companies usually paid for train transportation for the 

family if a purchase was made. Special rates were given since 

usually large groups were transported at one time. The trains were 

met by fleets of automobiles that whisked the buyers out to view 

model farms, foreshadowing the current land promotions for 

condominiums in vacation resorts around the country. The land was 

tempting especially during a decade of abundant moisture and most 

sales were culminated. Twenty-five to 50 per cent was required as a 

down-payment. The interest rate was usually eight percent on a 5- to 

10-year loan. 

The land became highly inflated during the bumper crop years and 

many criticized the practices of the land companies. The immigrants 

13 



were not allowed to talk to the citizens and slept in Pullman cars 

that stayed in Canyon only one night. Otherwise, it might have been 

pointed out that bumper crops were typical of the first yield of 

virgin prairie land. Land management practices and irrigation were 

not introduced for many years. The price of land in the boom years 

of 1907 to 1910 ranged from $15 to $20 per acre.^^ 

Population and Climate 

Following the Civil War, many Confederate Veterans and their 

families left the South in search of better economic, social and even 

climatic conditions. These settlers and their descendants comprised 

the primary make-up of the citizenry. Anglo-Americans were the vast 

majority of inhabitants until Hispanic gang laborers were brought to 

work on the tracks in the 1920s. The communities of Ceta to the east 

of Canyon City and Umbarger to the west were the sites of settlements 

by religious groups, the German Lutherans and German Catholics, 

respectively. Residence of Black Americans was sparse until the 

Civil Rights legislation of the 1960s.-^^ According to the 1985 Census 

update figures, the population of the county stood at 75,062 with 

12,090 within the 4.8 square mile city limit. 

The Texas Panhandle climate was primarily mild although winters 

and summers could be at times harsh. As enticement to settlers, the 

Randall County News described the climate in 1909 as "mild and 

delightful" and the soil offers "strong structure and rich 

nourishment essential to bulk, endurance and speed to animals, to 

grace and beauty to women, and in men to stature, courage, health and 

longevity."^^ 

The Randall County Courthouse of 1909: 
The Immediate Past 

George A. Brandon, editor of the Canyon City News in 1907, 

enumerated the reasons for the necessary construction. He cited 

vaults "insufficient in size and unsafe." The county property 

records lost in the event of a fire would be a disaster to many 
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owners in proving their holdings. Even at that time, Amarillo had 

grown over the Potter County line into Randall County. Evidently 

expressing reluctance at additional taxes, the editor urged quick 

passage of a Bond election before Amarillo residents outvoted those 

in Canyon.-^^ 

Randall apparently was financially secure and able to meet 

expansion needs. County assets totaled $24,826.84, while liabilities 

totaled $13,000 in courthouse and jail bonds, and $3,000 for road and 

bridge bonds. The county equity balance was $8,826.84 and in 

Brandon's opinion could afford to borrow four per cent money. The 

issue of five per cent bonds over a 30-year period was easily 

feasible in his opinion. Intent on making Canyon City his long-term 

home, he felt why not build so that "we who are here to stay can 

enjoy it?"-'^ A public debate revolved around the decision to build 

the 1909 structure; nevertheless, public support overcame the 

reluctance of the narrow-minded residents. (Fig. 1.14) An article 

in the Canyon City News on 8 November 1907, entitled "New Courthouse 

Debate," exemplifies L. T. Lester as a public spirited and generous 

citizen. As president of the First National Bank of Canyon City, Mr. 

Lester spoke eloquently in favor of the new courthouse as well as of 

the necessity since Canyon City had outgrown her original structure. 

He proved his support by donating $5,000 of his own money to the new 

building.3^ One week later the newspaper reported that a petition of 

217 citizens of Randall County requested that the commissioners set a 

bond election to finance the construction. The proposition stated 

the conditions of the bonding was not to exceed $53,000 in four per 

cent county bonds of $1,000 each for 40 years, redeemable by the 

county in 10 years. The bond passed and plans were made for 

construction of a memorable justice building. 

Building the New Courthouse 

Many citizens were involved in the construction of the new 

building. Sheriff Slover was noted in a 3 July 1908 issue of the 

Canyon City News as having the contract to furnish the sand and 
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gravel. The Canyon National Bank vault held the records while the 

old flues and vaults were being removed. The jackscrews placed under 

the building allowed it to be moved northward off the square where it 

remained in use until completion of the next judicial facility. The 

old courthouse was eventually moved to another site, and according to 

Georgia Upfold of Canyon, was operated by her parents as a hotel. It 

was moved again in pieces and eventually became "recycled into houses 

and other buildings in Canyon.^^ The construction was supervised by 

architect R. G. Kirsch with S. B. Lofton for $3 per day with Gilcoat 

and Skinner Contractors given the contract to erect the structure. 

July of 1909 saw the acceptance by the commissioners and initial move 

into the new quarters.^° 

The dedication was celebrated by everyone with a good deal of 

pride and enthusiasm. The county provided long table filled with 

barbecue, bread and garnishes. Residents poured into the square from 

all over the countryside. Families added their picnic basket 

contents of pies and cakes to the fare. The band played and 

politicians spoke. The new Randall County Courthouse of 1909 was a 

symbol of accomplishment and growth to the residents of the area. 

The Randall County News on August 13, 1909, stated in an article 

entitled "New Courthouse is Now Dedicated" that: 

Canyon City and Randall County did themselves proud 
last Saturday in celebrating the finishing of the new 
courthouse for Randall County by giving a picnic on 
the public square and an interesting program for the 
purpose of dedicating the new building. 

Early in the day wagons, buggies, automobiles, 
horses, trains and every common means of conveyance 
was used in bringing people into town for the purpose 
of taking part in the jollification. People were here 
from all over the county and from every town around 
here. By noon the entire sc[uare was crowded with 
people and vehicles and when dinner was announced 
there was a great rush for the good things that had 
been prepared. Long tables had been erected on the 
courthouse yard and the barbecued meats, bread, 
pickles and such like articles which had been prepared 
by the committee, with the generous food that had been 
brought in baskets, the cakes, pies and other 
furnishings, presented to the eye of the hungry 
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multitude, a scene that was entirely entrancing. 
There was plenty to eat and to spare. 

The crowd was a jolly one all day, the band played 
and the people abandoned themselves to the enjoyment 
of the occasion. In the afternoon Hon. John W. Veale 
of Amarillo, state senator from this district, 
delivered the principal address. 

Possibly Randall county will never have just such 
another celebration as was held last Saturday. It 
will be many years before another courthouse will have 
to be erected for the reason that our Commissioners 
Court had in mind the rapid development of the county 
when they planned this elegant new building. There is 
room now for all officers and to spare. There are 
plenty of court rooms and large convenient offices for 
the officials. 

The building which was dedicated is new. It is 
built of stone and terra trimmings, is three stories 
high a with large dome in the center. It has the 
prettiest furnishings of any courthouse in the west; 
[sic] has steam heat and is most conveniently 
arranged. It stands in the center of the square and 
is a monument to the energies of the hustling people 
of the best county in the state. People from other 
counties and states marvel at the large building we 
have erected in our county and claim that it does more 
to show that we are rapidly developing than any one 
other thing that we could have done for the country. 
Handsome in design, imposing in appearance and 
monstrous in size it is indeed a credit, not alone to 
the public buildings of this section of the state, but 
to the entire southland country. 

The facility was fitted with the most up-to-date systems and top 

quality furnishings of the day. There was a water wall system with 

gas engines and electric lamps costing $635. The furniture was 

purchased at a cost of $4,190 from the Texas Seating Company. 

According to the DeLara-Almond Visiting Specialist Report of March, 

1984, the courtroom furnishings were oak and "of extremely high 

quality design." Additionally, "They should be considered historic 

and an integral part of the structure."''° 

The ornately carved judges' bench projects an image of time-

earned respect. Rich dark wood forms the raised base and the large 

desk whose front is embellished by panels. The back portion of the 

judges' bench, also paneled in the same oak, is crowned with a 

distinctive pediment and carvings which cap the setting for judicial 

reviews. The pews have scrolled end pieces that coordinate with the 
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focal point of the judges' bench while a decorative railing with 

newel posts divides the spectators from the case participants. The 

jury box, separated by a paneled divider, is also constructed of oak 

and sits atop a raised platform for better viewing of the 

proceedings. 

Significant Events of 1909 

The first decade of the century brought expansion and economic 

growth to Randall County. The building boom continued with the new 

courthouse, the First National Bank, and adjoining office buildings 

around the town square. After outbreaks of typhoid fever, a bond 

issue was passed in April of 1908 which provided for the installation 

of waterworks and a sewer system in Canyon City. The West Texas 

State Normal College was also established that year. (Fig. 1.16.) 

One-hundred-forty-eight citizens pledged $100,100 to the State of 

Texas for the construction of a building for the college. The State 

approved the location which became a major factor in the continued 

growth of the town. The first semester was begun using the 

courthouse for classrooms until the main building was completed 3 

weeks later. (Fig. 1.17.) The courthouse was again used to support 

the community when in 1927 the Randall County Public Library opened 

in the courthouse facilities.''•'• 

Architectural Merit 

According to Professor Willard B. Robinson, architect and 

architectural historian, in a letter to Mr. Joe Opperman of the Texas 

Historical Commission, dated 27 February 1986, the building was an 

"outstanding achievement" considering the general level of 

development of other similar Panhandle cities of the period and was 

one of the few remaining early twentieth-century buildings that 

displayed considerable refinement in the Classical detailing. It was 

especially remarkable when considering the relatively late historical 

development of West Texas. Since many cities have wanted to build 



buildings with architecturally interesting details have been razed in 

favor of featureless modern structures.^^ 

The period defined as the Renaissance Revival began around 1895 

and lasted until around 1920.^•' Specific stylistic eras were 

difficult to separate and, depending on the architect, may have been 

used longer in some areas. However, both the detailing and planning 

of the basic structure fit neatly into this category. Early 

twentieth-century revivals of Classical style "tended to be stately 

rather than exciting, 'correct' rather than daring." Characteristic 

of Renaissance Revival were "arched openings, rusticated masonry laid 

with deep joints to give the appearance of massiveness, and strong 

horizontal lines. Cornices were finely detailed and moldings crisply 

drawn." Buildings from this era are also "notable for their 

weightiness, solidity, and pretentious figural and ornamental 

motifs." 

Although the 1909 Randall County Courthouse had been cubbyholed 

as Beaux-Arts Classicism which was also popular architecturally at 

this time, this term referred to a slightly different type. More in 

the Baroque tradition, Beaux-Arts architects trained in the Ecole de 

Beaux Arts School of Paris admired the drama of motion with a central 

dome culminating the composition. Strongly advancing and receding 

planes combined with corners cut away by multiple angles typified 

this style. While the facade was characterized by shifting scale and 

form, ornament such as paired columns or pilasters, wreaths, 

festoons, and cartouches, were often applied for theatrical effects. 

The Randall County Courthouse was then an eclectic composition 

that combined elements of both classifications; however, it was more 

strongly representative of the Renaissance Revival style.''^ Simple 

brick walls with stone trim were a part of this original design which 

was unlike many other courthouses in the state that were copies of 

repetitious designs. Classical elements such as the base, pilasters 

resembling the giant order, and the dramatic entablature around the 

roof, while being unique in this building, were a part of the 
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Renaissance Revival style prevalent of the period. Reminiscent of 

the piano nobile of the Renaissance which was the formal reception 

area and principle story in the house, the third floor courtrooms 

with their 20-foot ceilings were evidenced on the exterior by their 

unusual window treatment. The use of "floating pediments" in the 

third story windows was an especially unique detail in Panhandle 

courthouses and perhaps throughout Texas. 

The elevations and plan revealed a three-bay by five-bay 

configuration with the typical central hall design. Dividing the 

building into four areas, the hallways ingeniously provided for 

cross-ventilation in a pre-air-conditioning era. The first and 

second floors contained the county offices while the third floor was 

reserved for the district courtroom, judges chambers and a smaller 

courtroom on the west side. Two small jury rooms with their own 

restrooms, apparently the only original ones in the building, were 

the only finished areas on the fourth floor. 

Interior details and the furnishings in the district courtroom 

were important design considerations to enhance the respectful 

attitudes desired during court proceedings. Darkly stained wood 

doors, trim and baseboards contributed to the somber atmosphere. The 

cast-iron doors on the fireproof records vaults, which were guarded 

by a lion's head centered between two Corinthian capitals, ensured 

protection from fire of the valuable county records. 

Before the antique features were removed to the new Justice 

Center in 1984, the district courtroom must have been an impressive 

sight. The "plaster egg-and-dart detailing along ceiling beams, and 

ornamental treatment at the pilaster capitals, all highlighted with 

touches of yellow, red, green, and gold," now covered by a dropped 

acoustic ceiling, contributed to the air of importance. Etched glass 

inserts in the double doors into the main courtroom were attractive 

as well as functional. The exterior "floating pediment" details 

carried through to the interior of the courtroom. 
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The architect constructed the base with an inset of every sixth 

course of brick to resemble rusticated stone use of the Renaissance. 

The brick were "oversized, 8 1/4" long x 4" deep x by 2 3/16" high 

and laid with buttered joints of 1/4" or less."''^ 

Finely carved terra-cotta and limestone cornice, pilaster 

capitals, bases, and water table added aesthetic appeal to the 

exterior. Interesting contrast against the strong red hue of the 

brick was achieved with the light stonework of the cornice and the 

keystones. The terra-cotta cast or carved cartouche and consoles 

used over the entrances enhanced the design. The cartouche in this 

case appeared to be derived from "Egyptian hieroglyphics and 

derivatives, such as a frame around the Pharaoh's name."^^ 

The razed clock tower was the crowning detail of the stately 

building. Possibly the tower was designed somewhat shorter than 

other county courthouses of the period due to high winds and adverse 

weather considerations; nonetheless, its intersecting barrel vaults 

of limestone and terra-cotta reflected sunlight as surely as any 

ornate golden dome. Carrying upward the details used on the building 

mass, the entablature form and keystones were a necessary termination 

to complete the design. The reasons for removal appear to have been 

from leakage problems rather than structural ones since the centrally 

located tower's weight was carried downward on structurally sound 

load bearing walls. The handsome proportions and architectural 

details used on the 1909 Randall County Courthouse obviously were 

primary considerations of the architect. (Fig. 1.18.) 

The Architect 

The 1909 Randall County Courthouse was designed by noteworthy 

Missouri architect, Robert G. Kirsch. Born in Wisconsin in July, 

1861, he was the son of German immigrants, Rudolph A. and Emily 

Wegner Keirch; the younger Keirch changed the spelling of his last 

name to a more American look some time later.^^ His father was a 

well-known architect in the Milwaukee area under whom Kirsch studied. 
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The young architect worked alone from 1887 until 1891 when he formed 

a partnership with Charles Rau. 

Early works in Wisconsin attributed to Kirsch include the 1891 

Oconto County Courthouse (still in use), the 1890 F. Winkler 

apartment building and the 1898 John Buerger residence still standing 

in Milwaukee. The partnership also drew plans for the 1893 Old 

Waukesha County Courthouse which is a National Register property. 

The Waukesha Courthouse served judicial purposes until a new 

courthouse was completed in 1959, but still is used as state offices 

and a historical museum. Its imposing Richardsonian Romanesque 

features included wide arched entries, a hipped roof, round corner 

towers and a dominant two-stage central tower above the north 

entrance. Materials included polished granite with carved sandstone 

trim, buff colored terra-cotta ornamentation, stained glass windows, 

sheet copper, and a slate roof. Other courthouses done in the 

Romanesque style by Kirsch included his most famous 1899 Adair County 

Courthouse, as well as county courthouses in Vernon, Carroll and Polk 

counties in Missouri.^® 

A shift in design theory was evidenced by the 1912 Courthouse in 

Cooper County, Missouri. He began using the turn-of-the-century 

contemporary style now termed Neo-Classical Revival. It was admired 

by other county residents for its sparse business-like appearance in 

"wasting no money on towers or other Romanesque design features." 

In the Panhandle of Texas, Kirsch designs represent an "unusual, 

if not unique, departure from the geographical area with which he 

[was] commonly associated." In addition, "the Courthouse appears to 

be an important cultural artifact in the reconstruction of the design 

chronology of a significant late nineteenth-century, early twentieth-

century architect. "''̂  The First National Bank of Canyon was also 

designed by R. G. Kirsch and was erected in 1909. (Fig. 1.19) Its 

enameled press-brick and Carthage marble with terra-cotta trim made 

it the " . . . essence of modern style coupled with durability and 

convenience."^° 
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The Randall County Courthouse was a forerunner to the Hemphill 

County Courthouse in Canadian. Situated on a hill, the Hemphill 

Courthouse was obviously a landmark the silver dome of which 

reflected the sunlight becoming visible for miles around. The 

Canadian Courthouse appears to be in excellent condition and 

currently being used as the hall of justice as it was intended. 

Historical Importance-Relative to Other 
Parts of the State and Canyon 

Houston, known internationally as a competitive, ambitious 

example of the independent Texas spirit, proudly retained its 1908 

courthouse. In the largest city in the state where real estate 

values alternately soared and plummeted, the public square 

surrounding it was also maintained to separate and frame the 

structure to communicate its importance. In a recent windshield 

survey for twenty-five nearby county courthouses, only Lubbock and 

Amarillo have demolished and rebuilt in almost forty years. Many 

have built annexes adjacent or nearby to house expansion needs. 

Hopefully, consideration to destroy the courthouse heritage has been 

a conscious decision of preservation rather than purely economic 

ones. (Fig. 1.20.) 

Changes to the Original Structure 

During World War II in January of 1945, remodeling of the entire 

building was reported in The Canyon News. It is interesting to note 

that the work had already begun before any news reports of the 

construction. Commissioner Court Minutes on 9 October 1944, reveal 

that plans had been made the previous fall to solve the roof leakage 

problems. The drastic measures included removal of the clock tower, 

and the redesign of the flat roof.^^ in fact, the clock tower 

removal and sale of the materials including the clock were already 

arranged by August of 1945 while architect Harold Walsh prepared the 

blue prints for portions of the proposed work.^^ (Fig. 1.21.)The 

commissioners court appointed George Small as supervisor of 
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construction for the cupola and a new roof which were the primary 

areas of remodel and repair. Roof leaks for many years that repairs 

had failed to correct were a source of constant problems. The new 

design for the roof called for a hip form covered either with tin 

roofing or asbestos shingles. 

Interior changes were to be concentrated on the third floor. 

The magnificent lofty ceiling was to be lowered four to five feet, 

the district court room was to be completely remodeled, and the small 

offices enlarged to make them more usable. The remodeling was to be 

done to the interior as the materials and labor became available 

since the roof construction was viewed as the most critical.^-^ 

Regrettably, other changes have occurred to the 1909 structure 

and its site. In April, 1956, the jail overcrowding caused the 

commissioners to hire Kerr and Kerr Architects of Amarillo to design 

a jail annex to be placed on the south side of the courthouse square. 

With little thought of historical context, site compatibility or even 

material similarities, the annex encroached upon the tree-studded 

environment of the county courthouse. 

The decade of the sixties dealt heavy blows to many historical 

structures throughout the state. The economic prosperity and 

technological advances seemed to overshadow historic continuity. 

Before the awareness of the seventies preservation movements had 

reached the Panhandle of Texas, more alterations were carried out. 

The next pillage to the stately structure occurred in 1962 with the 

removal of the original double-hung windows and ornamental pediments 

which almost completely denuded the exterior of aesthetic appeal 

leaving only the carved cartouches over the entrances as reminders of 

the original grandeur. They were replaced with single-hung, 

aluminiam-framed windows and the Classical pediments floated over the 

third story windows were removed and infilled with off-white stucco. 

Another Amarillo architect, Oscar A. Schilling, supervised the 

changes. These poor attempts at modernization have lead to the 
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current controversy over the significance and even worthiness of the 

preservation of the 1909 symbol of justice. 

Other alterations in the sixties included an elevator, shaft and 

machine room enjoined to the courthouse itself as well as a two-story 

administration annex on the North side of the site. The elevator 

added modern convenience to the courthouse at the expense of the 

removal of the west side of a grand double staircase leading to the 

impressive third story courtroom. Clayton B. Shiver and Russell A. 

Megert, Architects/Engineers from Amarillo directed the removal and 

installation activities. They were again employed to design the the 

North annex increased office facilities with the capability of 

supporting a third story when needed. Again the integrity of the 

original site was compromised. 

Thirteen years later, the commissioners made the fateful decision 

to begin a study on jail conditions and growth needs into the year 

2000 for Randall County. The 1980 Roberts, Johnson and Mitchell 

study began the decade of controversy surrounding the preservation of 

the courthouse. (Fig. 1.22.) 
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(Fig. 1.1.) Physiography Map of Texas. 
Panhandle—Plains Museum. 

Photo courtesy of the 

30 



(Fig. 1.2.) Charles Goodnight, pioneer and rancher. 
of the Panhandle—Plains Museum. 

Photo courtesy 
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(Fig. 1.3.) Section 34 Map of Randall County. 
Panhandle--Plains Museum. 

Photo courtesy of the 
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(Fig. 1.4.) Section 34, Lot and Bloc)c Randall County Map. 
courtesy of the Panhandle—Plains Museum. 

Photo 

33 



(Fig. 1.5.) 1889 L. G. Connor gave free lots to the settlers. 
courtesy of the Panhandle—Plains Museum. 
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(Fig. 1.7.) Preserved original cabin of first settler, L. 
Connor. Photo courtesy of the Panhandle—Plains Museumm. 
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(Fig. 1.8.) Roberts Dry Goods Store, Canyon City, 1890, 
courtesy of the Panhandle—Plains Museum. 
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(Fig. 1.9.) Windmills were necessary in the a r i d high p l a i n s . 
Photo cour tesy of the Panhandle—Plains Museum. 
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(Fig. 1.10. Building the first courthouse in 1890. Photo courtesy 
of the Panhandle—Plains Museum. 
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(Fig. 1.11.) Aerial view looking west to the town scpaare. 
courtesy of the Panhandle—Plains Museum. 
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(Fig. 1.12.) Canyon City in 1890. 

(Fig. 1.13). The town square in 1902,- to the town square and the 
1890 courthouse. Photo courtesy of the Panhandle—Plains Museum. 
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(Fig. 1.14.) A group of Canyon citizens; the new courthouse in 1908, 
Photo courtesy of the Panhandle—Plains.Museum. 

(Fig. 1.15.) Aerial view loolcing west; the new courthouse, 
September, 1909. Photo courtesy of the Panhandle—Plains Museum. 
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(Fig. 1.16.) Modernizing the well facilities. Photo courtesy of the 
Panhandle--Plains Museum. 

(Fig. 1.17.) West Texas State Normal College; also built in 1909, 
Photo by author, 1989. 
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(Fig. 1.18.) The 1909 Randall County Courthouse; dominating the town 
square with its elegant detailing and symetrical massing. Photo 
courtesy of the Panhandle--Plains Museum. 

íwr 

(Fig. 1.19.) First National Banlc; built in 1909 and designed by R. 
G. Kirsch. Photo by author, 1989. 
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(Fig. 1.20.) An ice storm in 1935; extensive damage caused to the 
trees on the square. Photo courtesy of the Panhandle—Plains Museum. 

(Fig. 1.21.) East elevations of the 1909 courthouse and later 
annexes. Photo courtesy of the Panhandle—Plains Museum. 
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CHAPTER II 

ESTABLISHING HISTORICAL CONTEXT AND CONTINUITY 

A Model for Preservation: 
The Par)cer County Courthouse 

Built 20 years prior to the 1909 Randall County Courthouse, the 

ParJcer County Courthouse is still a viable asset of a caring 

community and a county government with impressive foresight. There 

are many parallels to the Randall County Courthouse; however, there 

is one momentous difference—it has not been abandoned and left to 

deteriorate. As a cultural and economic resource of Par)cer County 

residents, its value is protected and enhanced for future 

generations. 

Similarities to the 1909 Randall County Courthouse are; (1) like 

other courthouses, it is a significant historic representative of the 

county development of that time, (2) the county has had to deal with 

same types of governmental functions, and (3) changing technology and 

modern demands have caused equally difficult problems for the 

employees as well as county officials to solve. In addition to 

functional needs, the Parlcer County Temple of Justice resembles 

Randall County Courthouse in its multi-functional aspects. An 

integral part of early community life, a resident remarked, "Possibly 

courthouse [is] rather an ambiguous term, altogether too narrow, for 

the building was used first of all for the dispensing of law and 

justice but equally as a place of amusement, a club house, a house of 

worship, open to all denominations for a decade and a half."^ 

The Parker County Historical Society recognized the importance of 

a professionally prepared master plan in the restoration of their 

County Courthouse so in the fall of 1986, they commissioned Dr. 

Joseph E. King, historian, and Professor Willard B. Robinson, 

architect and architectural historian, to research and develop a 

comprehensive approach to preserve and restore the building. The 
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report included a detailed history, complete architecturâl 

description, statement of significance, priorities for restoration, 

and outlined specifications. This section gives a synopsis of the 

master plan as prepared and submitted to the Society. Currently, 

phased restoration is underway according to those plans. 

Texans have been building an international reputation for over 

100 years for boasting of having the 'biggest' of everything. The 

settlers of each county also vied for the 'bragging rights' for their 

courthouse to be the biggest and most grand in the region. It was a 

symbol of extreme pride and of victory over the wilderness as well as 

many other emotional and psychological iconic meanings. 

The Weatherford town platn was the typical grid iron plan with 

rectangular blocks. However, the central block was shifted half a 

module north and south, east and west to create a central focal point 

for the building where the two main streets converge. Creating a 

twentieth-century traffic problem, it nonetheless significantly 

contributed to the strong visual impression made by the' Parker County 

Courthouse. The courthouse square was measured at 500 feet square. 

The symmetry of the design was well planned to give equal 

importance to each side of the building thereby eliminating a 

backside. It also allowed easy access from either direction and took 

advantage of the wind direction to provided a good cross ventilation. 

While Randall County was still unorganized in 1860, Weatherford 

boasted 1,823 residents with 4,213 in the county; however, hard times 

were soon to hit. The Civil War slowed the growth while the Indians 

also took advantage of Federal troop withdrawals to try regaining 

their lands. Following the war, the Reconstruction era and financial 

depression continued to plague hopes for expansion. Another blow 

struck Parker County when funds were low; the courthouse burned on 

May 13, 1874, probably from an arsonist's torch to destroy valuable 

legal records. Despite hard times, the commissioners authorized a 

wooden two-story framed structure to be built for $2,418. J. J. 

45 



Davis received the contract but fled the city without erecting the 

building and was later arrested in Nashville, Tennessee. 

Still forced to rent office space around the square, the 

commissioners desperately needed a new courthouse. At one point, the 

town square was planned for division into four blocks, presumably to 

sell to raise money for the building. Eventually, that plan was 

discarded, other plans were selected, and the contract was again 

awarded to John Solon and Thomas Kane for the sum of $21,700 to be 

completed December 1, 187 8.^ 

Just as it did in Canyon, 20 years later, the railroad played a 

major role in successful community economic development. Along with 

the completion of the courthouse, the Texas and Pacific railroad 

reached Weatherford spurring economic, population growth as well as a 

building boom, although Parker County was to lose yet another civic 

building to fire and possibly arson. In 1880, only 20 years, Parker 

County had more than tripled in population to 15,870 with Weatherford 

growing to 2,046. With the arrival of the railroad, building 

materials were abundant and many brick buildings were constructed in 

the bustling town. A fire again gutted the courthouse in 1884 and 

valuable records were lost forcing the commissioners to rent space in 

the nearby Hedrick Building. This time, however, plans for a new 

building were almost immediately underway. 

The design and plans by architect Wesley Clarke Dodson, Waco, 

were accepted. He had earned a reputation as one of the state's most 

talented and accomplished architects of public buildings. His design 

proposed an 88 x 100 feet building three stories tall. An evolution 

from the common antebellum plan of a few simple rooms to a more 

complex form with multiple spaces, it suggest the growing 

complexities of government.-^ By June, the commissioners accepted the 

bid of James H. Milliken and Company of Weatherford to construct the 

building for $55,555.55.^ 

The floor plan, similar to Randall County Courthouse, was created 

with two axial central hallways, with offices needing public access 
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on the first floor. Fireproof vaults were also on the first floor 

insulated with brick walls and heavy iron doors to prevent another 

mysterious loss by fire of county records. Access to the basement 

through a handsome staircase was located in the central hallway. The 

basement was largely left unfinished; however, water closets were 

eventually located there as well as the usual storage and furnace 

room. The stairway alternately leads to the second and third floors 

where the two-story district courtroom and auxillary rooms were 

located. 

Although more simplified in details a comparison of the evolution 

of architectural style, the Canyon temple of justice displayed many 

parallels to the Parker County Courthouse and continued to weave the 

fabric of historical continuity of the Texas county courthouse 

throughout the state. The Victorians believed in construction for 

durability and had little concept of an expected obsolescence. The 

building was a bearing-wall construction made of limestone quarried 

near Weatherford. The floors were structured with "wrought iron I-

beams with concrete arches spanning between the bottom flanges of the 

beam," while heavy wooden trusses spanned the courtroom. The 

exterior was finished with a cut-stone veneer which incorporated fine 

details.^ 

The lofty tower remained the focal point of the city and an 

impressive structural feat. Centered over the courtroom, it required 

the weight to be carried by the large wooden trusses which also had 

to withstand high wind forces. Constructed of relatively light wood 

and clad in sheet metal rather than stone construction, the tower was 

able to withstand a terrible storm shortly after its completion 

although there was extensive damage throughout the town. 

The stonework was one of the outstanding features of the 

courthouse. A variety of finishes and the various patterns were 

representative of high Victorian taste and expressed their love of 

detailing. An interesting point was the one inch wide margins that 

were cut with a drove chisel which left vertical marks creating a 
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banding on the quarry-faced stonework. The cut stone stilted round 

arches over the windows with prominent keystones enhanced the windows 

making them prominent design features. The doorways were accented in 

the stonework outlining the ancient Roman triumphal arch motif. The 

original double exterior doors were wooden with ornamental features 

typical of this era. 

The roof was perhaps the most imposing feature after the tower, 

with an interesting gable over the central pavilion, convex Mansard 

over the corner pavilions, and convex over the tower. Fortunately, 

tin sheet metal was chosen as the roofing material since it was very 

durable.^ 

Although the county claimed a forfeiture of $9,783.70 for the 211 

days past completion date, the courthouse was claimed the "best 

courthouse in Texas" by architect w. C. Dodson, and the "finest west 

of Dallas on the Texas and Pacific," reported by the Fort Worth 

Gazette.^ Much admired, the building appeared in sketches and 

photographs, even into the twentieth-century on letterhead stationery 

and rubber stamps. National attention focused on the Parker County 

Courthouse with the publication of Frank Leslies's llustrated 

Newspaper• The paper published a drawing of the building as 

representative of cultural progress of the area. It has also been 

discussed in several books concerning courthouses and other 

architectural structures which bears testament to its historical and 

architectural significance. 

Stylistically, the building may be labeled eclectic due to its 

combination of various features of several historical periods. 

French Second Empire was strongly evidenced in the Mansard roof, 

while the gabled roof represent Italianate features. 

Over the decades, the building was updated with modern 

conveniences; full plumbing and electric lights were added in 1889, 

crushed stone walkways as wide as the courthouse steps with stone 

curbs were installed around the square in 1887, a new iron fence 

erected in 1890, and in 1897, telephone service was added. A Seth 
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Thomas clock and bell were added to the tower in the same year as the 

telephone service, and a band stand was erected on the northwest 

corner of the square in 1900. The gravel walks were replaced in 1908 

with concrete sidewalks the defined pedestrian areas. 

Many other uses were held in the courthouse aside from the usual 

judicial business. Politicians held meetings, civic and private 

groups held gatherings, holiday pageants with school children, as 

well as a Confederate Veterans reunion all took advantage of the 

opportunity to use the building when court was not in session. The 

mayor and the city council also conducted business there until 

municipal buildings were available. 

The county centennial celebration was used as incentive by the 

commissioners to renovate the building. Architect Pierrepont Harrell 

was employed to carry out the work. Well-known throughout the state, 

he supervised the $128,000 work. Although, by today's standards some 

of the procedures were extreme, the work was typical of the 

remodeling that was done to many buildings during the fifties. The 

renovations included installation of aliminum windows, central air 

conditioning, drop ceilings, and new lighting. "Cleaning to the bare 

masonry," he also refinished the second floor courtroom. 

Sandblasting was done to the exterior walls; considered not to be a 

harsh treatment for masonry and customary for that the time. It was 

ready for visitors by the July 1956 centennial celebrations. 

Basically, aluminum entrances and general maintenance repairs were 

the only changes to the building since that time. Generally, any 

alterations to historic buildings that have occurred over the years 

"regardless of how essential to the functioning of a noteworthy 

historic building, detract from the organic unity of structures, and 

thereby from their beauty and sense of history. . ."̂  

The Victorian sensibilities of the 1890s and 1900s were strongly 

impressed by symbolism in their architecture. Beyond the 

representation of democracy and justice, the courthouse was one of 

the most important expressions of moral values of the people. It was 
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imperative to their mindset to express beauty and style as a part of 

their public buildings to reflect high principles and romantic 

ideals. It would be a source of great pride if they could know that 

their courthouse was awarded a State Historical Marker in 1965, and 

placed on the National Register of Historic Places in 1971. 

A complete restoration plan outlined the recommendations to bring 

the building and its setting back to as near optimum development 

state as possible. Beginning with exterior restoration, the tower 

was the first to receive attention. Repairs and restoration were 

begun before the completion of the master plan as evidence of the 

sincerity and determination of the commissioners. Following roof 

restoration, the windows were scheduled for the restoration of 

duplicate wooden windows as well as the original type double wooden 

doors. Following completion of exterior work, the interior work will 

commence. Safety required the rewiring of the entire structure as 

the initial step. All wood and wall finishes were to be restored as 

specified while taking care to continue stylistically the exterior 

mode with the interior details. Focusing on the district courtroom, 

original materials, finishes, and patterns were called for by the 

plans. 

The "Statement of Philosophy" defined the period of restoration 

to be the 1900 appearance. Although technically a decade after the 

initial occupation of the building, that time represented its fullest 

historical development. Based on historical evidences, each phase of 

the restoration was carefully detailed although calling for the 

services of an architect to provide complete specification documents 

and detailed construction drawings. 

The Parker County Courthouse Master Plan represents the type of 

comprehensive planning necessary for a successful restoration 

project. The project also represents more than foresight and 

professionalism by the county commissioners. It more importantly 

stands as a shining example of the attitudes and commitment necessary 

to preserve our national heritage that rightly belongs not only to 
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present generations of Americans, but also to the future Americans 

who will not know us unless we leave them tangible reminders. What 

better memorial than to have participated in passing on historic 

built environment. We are merely custodians, not owners and will be 

remembered for our understanding or our blindness. 

I don't think this issue should be decided in any 
court of law, I don't think it should be decided in any 
state agency," he said. "It should be decided right here 
in Randall County by logical, straightforward-thinking 
people who ought to realize that the building is historic 
and get on with it. 

Kim Williams^ 

A Comparison of Texas Panhandle Courthouses 

In order to appreciate fully the significance of the 1909 Randall 

County Courthouse, one must comprehend the importance of the county 

courthouse as a cultural artifact and as an integral thread in the 

fabric of historical continuity. A clearer personal perception of 

this importance occurred while conducting a windshield survey of 25 

Panhandle county courthouses. (Fig. 2.1.) A record of impressions, 

both written and photographic, revealed the strong tie that links 

each county in its heritage or in some cases the discord struck by a 

lack of sensitive treatment to the fragile nature of many historical 

sites and their structures. A majority of the locations visited 

still had their historic properties as a living part of the community 

just as they were intended. A few replaced their older building as 

community growth made it spatially obsolete in the eyes of some 

officials, but by far the majority of the panhandle communities 

continued to use and work in their courthouses. 

The analysis is made on a basis of (l)year of construction, age 

of the building; (2)sensitivity to the original'building with regard 

to additions or annexes; (3)historical integrity considerations, 

meaning whether original windows and doors were intact; and (4)the 

building location within the town. Included is a brief history of 

each county followed by a section containing architectural 
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description of each of the courthouses of the 11 representative 

counties. The section concludes with a chart of these comparisons. 

These sections seek to establish the context of the Randall County 

Courthouse, draw attention to the similarities in the historical 

development of Panhandle county seats with their courthouse as the 

primary symbol of justice, demonstrate the expressiveness of the 

architectural character of the period in public buildings, as well as 

demonstrating the functional appropriateness of the facilities and 

their ability to adapt over time. 

County Histories 

Much more rich and interesting history about these counties could 

obviously be included, however, due to space and time limitations, 

only a very brief historical sketch of each allows an introduction to 

the background of that county. 

The Texas Legislature created Moore County, its population 

numbering 15, in 1876 from the huge Bexar Land District and named the 

county for Edwin W. Moore, former commander of the Texas Navy. The 

county seat, located at Dumas, (named for promoter of the townsite) 

followed county organization on July 5, 1892. Settlement remained 

scattered due to its inaccessibility as well as the limited 

transportation by stagecoach and freighters. Adverse conditions such 

as prairie fires, blizzards, and droughts also discouraged settlers. 

The population of Diomas in 1903 was still only 23. Ranching 

dominated the industry until 1926 when discoveries of oil and gas 

caused economic and population growth.-'̂ ^ 

The creation of Armstrong County occurred in 1890, three years 

later than Randall County. Supposedly named for a pioneer family, 

its 909 square miles of level prairies were broken by the Palo Duro 

Canyon in the southwest corner of the County. Many questioned the 

origin of the name since during this period, frequently counties 

received names randomly selected from a number of possibilities. •'̂•'̂  

Charles Goodnight, of the famed JA ranch, was the first settler in 
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1876. He settled in the Palo Duro Canyon following the defeat of the 

Indians by Colonel Ranald S. Mackenzie in 1873-74. The National Park 

Service designated the ranch, established in partnership with 

Englishman John C. Adair, a National Historic Landmark. 

Both sparsely settled, Hemphill and Gray Counties nevertheless 

boast historically significant county courthouses. Hemphill County 

remained unorganized due to scattered settlement until 1876, 11 years 

after its separation from the Bexar District. On July 5, 1887, early 

settlers finally were able to establish Canadian as the county seat. 

Gray County Courthouse was located in Pampa and designed by architect 

W. R. Kaufman in 1928-29. The county was not organized until 1902 

with Lefors as the county seat. 

The thriving city of Amarillo in Potter County, known initially 

in part as Ragtown, grew overnight from a construction camp into a 

settlement of tents and buffalo huts. Inhabitants eventually 

combined with Oneida, a site adjacent to the Fort Worth and Denver 

Railroad, and established the county seat in 1887.^^ The county 

bears the name of a signer of the Declaration of Independence, Robert 

Potter. This area has historically been a crossroads for explorers 

such as Coronado in 1541, trail seekers, and other travelers.^^ 

County organization occurred in 1887 by the action of 53 qualified 

voters and 38 LX ranch cowboys who determined the location of the 

county seat. 

Named for a victim of the defeat at the Alamo, Dolphin Ward 

Floyd, became the namesake of Floyd County. In 1876, the Texas 

Legislature created Floyd County, one of 54 counties separated into 

an autonomous area that year. Della Plain, Lockney, and Floyd City 

vied for the county seat designation, but finally the last two 

combined to form Floydada gaining the official designation only after 

a contested election vote. 

Continued Indian occupation and the distance to occupied 

settlements kept Sherman County from organization until 18 89 even 

though the county had been set aside in 1876. Even though the 
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population count the next year numbered only 34, a brick courthouse 

was soon finished. William Bonney, (Billy the Kid) although indicted 

by the first district court, was never arrested. Crediting Sidney 

Sherman with the battle cry of "Remember the Alamo," the state honors 

him by naming this area Sherman County.-'-̂  

Many well-known battles between the Kiowa and Comanche Indians 

were fought in Hutchinson County, named for Anderson Hutchinson who 

was "one of the most scholarly lawyers and legal writers who ever sat 

a Texas bench."^^ A trading post, established in the late 1830s on a 

tributary of the Canadian River, became known as Bents Creek; 

visitors later called the post Adobe Fort and later Adobe Walls. The 

Battle of Adobe Walls in 1865 played a part in the Civil War. It 

involved over 3,000 Comanches and Kiowas who were allies of the South 

and 372 Federals under Colonel Christopher (Kit) Carson, famous scout 

and mountain man. Though brilliantly fought, Carson lost the battle 

to the superior numbers.-"-̂  In north central Hutchinson County, 

pioneers es'dablished another camp also known as Adobe Walls. Famous 

gun-fighter Bat Masterson and others fought a much publicized battle 

with Indian Chief Quanah Parker and Lone Wolf in 1874. (Fig. 2.2.) 

The site was listed in the National Register in 1978. Antelope Creek 

Archeological District, another National Register property in 

Hutchinson County, contained the remains of large permanent villages 

from A. D. 1200-1450.-'̂ ^ Some historians believed Francisco Vasquez 

de Coronado came to the site of Stinnett believing it to be the 

location of the rich city of Quivera. The county was organized in 

1901 with the town of Plemmons as the first Hutchinson county seat. 

The Donley County residents held a rare treasure in their 

substantially original 1890-91 courthouse. Only 35 older courthouses 

out of the 254 in the state of Texas claim greater age and it 

qualifies as the oldest by almost 20 years in the 32 county Panhandle 

area. The area was originally organized as Wegefarth County in 1876; 

however, soon after founding the Clarendon Colony in 1878, Methodist 

minister, Reverend Lewis H. Carhart, saw the county seat moved to the 
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town. Named for his wife Clara, the town was intended to be a place 

devoted to religion and temperance. The cowboys called it the 

"Saint's Roost" and a panhandle judge once sentenced a man to 30 days 

in Clarendon as the closest thing to solitary confinement possible.-'̂ ^ 

The Reverand brought Vermont stone-workers to quarry local stone and 

build a two-story hotel, stagecoach stand, and public meeting hall. 

Following the organization and renaming of the county in 1882, the 

hotel became the first courthouse until the town built the 1894 

structure. It served an 8,000 square mile area until eight other 

counties gained their own jurisdiction. 

Dallam County received its name for James Wilmer Dallam whose 

compilation A Digest of the Laws of Texas. also known as the 

"lawyer's Bible," gained publication in 1845. Since modern Texas 

jurisprudence was based on laws in effect at that time, it has 

retained its importance. •'•̂  Two-thirds of the County became property 

of northern investors, Capitol Freehold Land and Investment Company, 

Ltd., as part of the three million acres of range land in payment for 

the construction of the largest state capitol in North America, the 

Texas Capital building in Austin. The grant 200 miles long and 

varying in width became the XIT ranch. It was later enclosed by a 

6,000-mile long barbed wire fence.^° 

Lastly, Hartley County Courthouse in Channing deserves 

discussion. The county remained unorganized until 1891 although 

carved out of the vast Bexar and Young territory in 1876. Developing 

around the Fort Worth and Denver City Railway switching yard, the 

camp soon developed a saloon for cowboys and railmen. The town of 

Hartley soon grew and became the county seat until the 1903 election 

changed the seat to Channing. A resident of present day Channing, 

Lilly Hunter, wrote that " . . . the railroad agent had no office. He 

simply had a desk set up on the prairie; this desk was left unlocked 

with whatever money might be in it when he went home at night. 

Sometimes it contained as much as $500, but the money was always 

there when he returned."^^ 
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Architectural Descriptions of 11 
Panhandle County Cnurthouses 

The architectural descriptions begin by briefly describing the 

past courthouses of each county. The exteriors of the older 

courthouses reveal the typical dedication to the details and the 

materials chosen, which most early twentieth-century architects 

deemed a necessary part of design. Although many counties strained 

their budgets and imagination in order to initially build these 

facilities, the strong pride of accomplishment can still be sensed by 

viewers of these touchable links with the past. The selection of 

these counties tries to achieve a representative cross-section of a 

variety of justice facilities existing in the Texas Panhandle. 

Moore county has had two courthouses with the first built in 

1892. The wood framed courthouse served a county of over 900 square 

miles. The builders painted exterior walls were to represent stone 

quoins and a string course which were thought to enhance its 

appearance. 

The present courthouse, built in 1930 at a cost of $155,000, 

employed the Moderne style popular in the 1930s for public buildings. 

The central massing, symmetrical planning, the stressing of 

verticality in the treatment of pilasters on the exterior walls with 

simple geometric indications of column capitals became typical of the 

style. Regional influences of Indian traditions are also reflected 

by the pilaster terminations. (Fig. 2.3.) 

Surrounded by a traditional town square with commercial activity 

on all sides while the court building faces West fronting U. S. 

Highway 87. Renovations replaced original windows with single pane 

insulated windows; however, the annex at the rear of the building was 

sensitively handled in the use of a similar color brick. "Air-

conditioning costing $160,000 was installed in the sixties, and an 

$850,000 Law Enforcement and Tax Complex was added in 1981."^^ 

Commissioners in other counties would do well to follow the example 

set by Moore county in the handling of expansion needs. The "blank 

stare look" of the replacement windows could be easily adjusted with 
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the addition of simulated muntins to represent to original division 

of the window lights (a historic term for window panes) which would 

retain the intended complementary window design. 

Following the organization of Armstrong county in 1890, the 

county seat of Claude built a two-story courthouse. So poorly built 

that some predicted it would "collapse on the judge and jury some 

windy day;" the building required regular patching.^^ The present 

structure, built in 1912 at a cost of $40,000, counts as the third 

courthouse for the county. It was strongly suggestive of Renaissance 

Revival with its brickwork base indicative of a watercourse, 

inference of a piano noble' first floor, and extended pedimental 

entrance with four lonic columns. Its unusual use of cut stonework 

as a decorative element which bands the tops floor suggested the idea 

of polychromy. Located adjacent to U. S. Highway 287, the east and 

south sides of the original town square remained primarily intact. 

In 1964 renovations were made costing $34,725.^^ 

The present courthouse in Canadian, Hemphill County, was built by 

R. G. Kirsch, Randall County Courthouse architect, in the same year 

as the Canyon facility. It had similar features as well as the 

building massing and traditional central-hall plan. Unique; however, 

were the Victorian Revival details of the building such as the use of 

the tower situated over the front entrance to announce the importance 

of the front opening. (Fig. 2.4.) The use of different stone 

materials for the keystones and the stilted arches on the 

fenestration, as well as the use of simplified brackets and 

modillions added to the stylistic impression. The tower also 

featured the tradition Victorian Classical feature of the oeil-de-

boeuf, or bull's eye window, along with Moderne-influenced brick 

pilasters. The unadorned entablature and the corbelled watercourse 

complete the exterior treatment. 

Built on a hill facing north, the Hemphill courthouse presides 

over the county; its location is two blocks east of the main highway. 

The town plaza had residential structures on the east, but otherwise 
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surrounded by commercial buildings. The building appeared to be in 

superior condition and presently used by the county offices. The 

small, silver dome crowning the tower, visible for many miles, 

obviously continued as a landmark to newcomers. The county's second 

courthouse, the commissioners originally built the structure at a 

cost of $31,278. The only detraction appeared to be the substitution 

of the original windows and doors with shiny metal framed 

replacements. Planners built the annex with consideration for the 

context and the historical environment. They achieved this in part 

by using similar colored masonry although designing the addition in a 

different style. 

The inhabitants framed the original Potter County Courthouse in 

Amarillo for $924.60. The next year in 1889, a stone structure 

replaced it at a cost of $33,000. The dedication included a grand 

ball which 100 men attended, some from over 75 miles away, along with 

eight very popular women.^^ When the railroad caused the town square 

to move one mile to a new site, the stone courthouse suffered 

dismantling and rebuilding in 1893. The third courthouse, built in 

1905 gave way to another in 1930-32 by architects Townes, Lightfoot 

and Funk. Faced with cream-colored terra-cotta, its position on the 

east side of the public square afforded an imposing view of the 

sunset. (Fig. 2.5.) A larger than usual courthouse for the 

Panhandle, the massive central tower sat atop a triumphal-arch motif 

entrance. Characteristic of the Moderne style, the linear features 

continued around the flanking wing masses. Interesting bas-relief 

terra-cotta on the east and west facades depicted West Texas heritage 

in their images of the pioneer and the Indian.^^ 

Revealing an important trend-setting preservation policy, the 

seven Potter county listings on the National Register of Historic 

Places gave tribute to Amarillo for the efforts and willingness of 

city fathers to gain recognition for these historical structures. 

Register listings included four houses, the 1929 First Baptist 

Church, and various archeological ruins.^^ In building more recently 
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still another new county justice center, the city planners still 

retained the 1930s structure in its place of prominence on the town 

square. (Fig. 2.6.) Foresight and vision allowed the retention of 

historic properties while incorporating the need for contemporary 

facilities. 

For the second Floyd County courthouse built in 1911-1912, Dallas 

architects designed an essentially rectangular building ornamented by 

a small dome with clocks elevated by polygonal drums. The paired 

Doric columns supported a large pediment over the entrance. During 

the removal of the dome and a roof replacement in 1948, the building 

burned.^^ Bulldozers razed the building in order to allow the 

construction upon its foundation of the present simplistic 1950 

structure costing $275,000. Void of significant architectural 

detail, the building represents the fate of many county courthouses 

if historic structures were unprotected. (Fig. 2.7.) 

Voters moved the Sherman county seat from Coldwater to Stratford 

following elections in 1901 even though Coldwater already had a brick 

courthouse. Armed guards protected the records held in a tent until 

the Stratford Courthouse could be built. At a cost of $62,500 in 

1922, the building displayed a simple, three-story rectangular form 

with four groupings of embedded lonic columns on the east and west 

sides of the building. The use of brick to portray rustication in 

the water course along with a simple console supported mantle over 

each of the three doors as well as round arch windows in the central 

portion helped to lend aesthetic appeal to the justice center. 

The first impression of the charming town square was one of being 

clean, well-kept and respected. The courthouse was surrounded on 

three sides by residential buildings. The court building faced to 

the south across the street from a church and residences along the 

main street of the downtown area. Additional office space had been 

respectfully and tastefully included in a non-obtrusive manner along 

the back side. 
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In 1928, Pampa (Spanish for plains) became the county seat of 

Gray County which built the present facility at a cost of $300,000. 

The architect beautifully detailed the courthouse with rich cream-

colored terra-cotta lonic column capitals, medallions, entablature, 

and carved spandrel panels. The use of paired colossal pilasters 

that run completely around the exterior between the groupings of 

narrow casement windows and extending vertically through three 

stories created the walls. The solidly designed base displayed the 

same terra-cotta which portrayed a Renaissance rusticated base with 

balconies. Finials adorned the top of the slightly extended central 

sections of each side. One-half commercial development and half 

residential use occupied the town square and the courthouse faced the 

City Hall to the South.^^ in 1959, Harold Mitchell designed a 

$61,396.62 annex which was built, but subsequently destroyed by a 

tornado in 1970. The town rebuilt the building at a cost of $95,788. 

In 1927, with Stinnett as the new seat of county government, the 

town present built the courthouse at a cost of $341,000. Located 

majestically atop a hill overlooking the town, the founders must have 

had great expectations of the area due to the impressive size of the 

building. The town planners were also sufficiently aware of the 

importance of the ideas of vista and approach. A few blocks to the 

east of the courthouse, the school complex sits atop a hill with a 

street leading up to the front entrance creating a grand approach. 

(Fig. 2.8.) 

The exterior condition of the Hutchinson County Courthouse 

appeared in excellent with the original windows and a large red door 

on the entrance. The aspect of a formal entry was also enhanced with 

the grand staircase leading to the large, rounded, arched front 

portal. The brick facade displayed ornamental terra-cotta quoins, 

and colossal-order paired pilasters which flanked the entry and 

extended two floors. The fourth floor displayed a row of smaller 

columns across the central mass of the top floor which was crowned 

with a single finial. The third-story windows incorporated a terra-
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cotta-filled round arch with a small keystone and carvings 

ornamenting the tops of the openings. 

The building faced to the west and the main highway passed in 

front of the structure which perhaps contributed to its air of being 

well cared for and an integral part of the community. The sense of a 

traditional town square failed to be present with the obvious 

grandeur of the courthouse dominating the setting on a treeless 

hilltop. 

Placed on the National Register of Historic Places in 1978, 

Donley County Courthouse was designed by Bulger and Rapp, architects 

who used an eclectic style popular at that time. (Fig. 2.9.) The 

composition informally lent itself to the Queen Anne picturesque 

interpretation. A rich, red-sandstone and white-limestone polychrome 

composition with the white stones, the builder masterfully accented 

the windows, massive arched corner entry and base. The two-story 

structure with rusticated stone base displayed a dominant round-arch 

corner entry bay on the northeast. Formerly, a grand three-story 

square tower announced the entrance, but it was removed in 1935 along 

with corner turret cone, finials, and dormer windows, leaving a two-

story tower entrance, obviously due to the addition of a new roof. 

Stair-step windows indicated the main stairway leading the the 

district courtroom where a projecting semi-circular space contained 

the judges' bench. The windows and doors appeared to be original. 

Clearly an important historical building that should be 

preserved, recent annexes strongly detracted from the traditional 

site. The Sheriff's offices on the northwest corner of the square 

destroyed continuity with the exterior facade both in the lack of any 

style and the white stucco finish. The site dominated a customarily 

arranged town square with two sides residential and the other two 

commercial. 

Dallam county became organized in 1891 with Texline as the county 

seat. Dalhart, from combination of the names Dallam and Hartley, 

held the existing courthouse which was built in 1922 for a cost of 
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$200,000. Noteworthy in its illustration of the change in the 

traditional oblong or cruciform plans, the architect interestingly 

raised the main office floor in order that the front could be 

approached by a grand exterior staircase with the basement sunk only 

half a story. The twenties courthouse appeared to be in pristine 

condition. Situated on the north half of the square, the main 

entrance stairway faces southward. Across the street was an 

interesting building now used as the XIT Ranch Museum. The 

traditional town square was laid out with commercial properties on 

all four sides. The windows and doors appeared also to be original. 

Monumental lonic columns grace the entrance of this stately structure 

and support a heavy cornice with centrally profiled parapet. An annex 

completed in 1957 unobtrusively appeared at the back of the main 

structure.^° 

The residents of Hartley saw construction of the first courthouse 

for Hartley County, 15 miles south of Channing. William Andrews 

contracted to build the building for $3,239, but ran over budget more 

than double and finally cost $8,000. County commissioners raised 

land value assessments to $1.75 and on cattle to $8.00 per head in 

order to bring in taxes to cover the overrun. The XIT ranch 

headcjuarters of the 3 million acre internationally famous ranching 

operation in Channing rebelled at the tax burden. After the reraoval 

of the county seat from Hartley to Channing, "the courthouse was put 

on wheels and pulled there from Hartley. It became a hotel after the 

present $14,000 brick courthouse was erected in 1906."^^ 

To visit the Hartley County Courthouse was like taking a step 

back in time. It became easy to imagine the days of ranching as the 

primary way of life when viewing the surroundings of the courthouse. 

Out on the plains, facing the railroad tracks a half block away, the 

original buildings of the town positioned parallel to the tracks 

defied the usual town square layout. Obviously relying on the trains 

as a life blood to the community, most other activities were 

subordinate to the ranching needs and functions. Surrounded by 
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stately elms wisely planted long ago to provide shade and an oasis of 

cool relief for the hot dusty traveller, the old courthouse also 

seemed to be waiting for visitors. Large, single-light, double-hung 

windows that appeared to be original were prominent features of the 

exterior. The original double doors with side lights were framed by 

paired lonic columns which supported a round arched entry. The 

courthouse revealed construction of red brick and cream-colored 

sandstone trim; a white, metal pipe and barbed wire fence surrounded 

the site to supposedly keep the animals from wandering onto the yard, 

but the fence construction now made consisted of a decorative metal 

that repeated the round arch motif around the perimeter of the 

location. A simple cubical mass crowned by a ornamental sandstone 

entablature with modillions encircling the bottom. (Fig. 2.10.) 

The rich heritage visible in the courthouses of the Texas 

Panhandle forged tangible links to the early days of Texas 

settlement. Although widely diverse in some aspects, the strong 

sense of recognition, security and commonalty present in the older 

traditional town squares combined with the impressive siting of the 

buildings and made each town seem somehow familiar. After visiting 

the first few county seats, a sixth sense developed as to where the 

town square should be located. Although never having been to the 

majority of these places, travellers easily discovered the position 

of the county courthouse. Granted, these were not metropolitan areas 

except for Amarillo, with which we were already familiar, but the 

almost eery ability to drive directly to the location substantiated 

the sense of continuity that the traditional courthouse established 

as a place of importance and significance. 
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(Fig. 2.1.) County Map of Texas. 
Plains Museum. 

Photo courtesy of the Panhandle— 

(Fig. 2.2.) Chief Quanah Parker, 1892; famous Indian leader who led 
raids against the settlers. Photo courtesy of the Panhandle—Plains 
Museum. 
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(Fig. 2.3.) Armstrong County Courthouse. Photo by author, 1989. 

(Fig. 2.4.) Hemphill County Courthouse. Photo by author, 1989. 
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(Fig. 2.6.) The newest temple of justice in Amarillo. Photo by 
author, 1989. 

(Fig. 2.5.) Potter County Courthouse. Photo by author, 1989. 
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(Fig. 2.7.) Floyd County Courthouse. Photo by author, 1989, 
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(Fig. 2.8.) Hutchinson County Courthouse. Photo by author, 1989, 

(Fig. 2.9.) Donley County Courthouse. Photo by author, 1989. 
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(Fig. 2.10.) Hartley County Courthouse. Photo by author, 1989, 
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CHAPTER III 

FEASIBILITY STUDIES, BUILDING ANALYSES, 

AND THE STORY OF THE CONTROVERSY 

Introduction 

This chapter discusses the events surrounding the 1909 Randall 

County Courthouse question beginning with the initial jail expansion 

study and structural reports commissioned by the County. Events 

reported by newspapers, personal interviews and correspondence, 

gleaned from both Canyon and Austin, document the activities of 

opposing sides as well as the state agencies that became involved. 

Ending with an up-date on the status of the courthouse, this section 

gives a comprehensive chronology of circumstances. 

Feasibilities and Alterations 

Controversial reports concerning the 1909 Courthouse have plagued 

the Commissioners' Court of Randall County since 1980. At least five 

studies were conducted over a four year period to determine the needs 

of the County as well as the condition and possible uses for the 

building. These were the Amarillo firms of Roberts, Johnson, and 

Mitchell Company and the Mitchell Associates proposals in 1980; the 

1981 T. R. Daniel Architect/Engineer analysis and the Tunnell-Ensign 

Survey both in 1981; and the DeLara-Almond Architects, Inc. 

observations, along with the indepth Williams Company Preservation 

Analysis of 1984. The general consensus viewed the building as a 

sound and valuable asset to the county. 

A history of the attitude to build new monuments rather than 

promote adaptive re-use of existing structures seems to prevail as 

evidenced by the atmosphere during Randall County Annex discussions 

in November, 1974. A newspaper headline indicated this outlook of 

commissioners by the "snubb[ed]" plans to use a 17-year-old Estate 
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Life -building in south Amarillo for an additional office building. 

Economic factors were debated with Commissioner John Fulgenzi voicing 

a strong opinion that eventually swayed the vote to build.l It seems 

there is a "See Your Name on a Cornerstone Syndrome" prevalent in 

Randall County as well as in many other County Commissioners Courts. 

This understandably occurs since elected many times the electorate 

judges an official's success according to their additions to the 

community balanced with minimal tax increases. 

Commissioned on September 23, 1980, the first report studied jail 

expansion, modification or replacement needs. The consultants were 

Roberts, Johnson, and Mitchell of .Amarillo in association with Arthur 

D. Thompson, urban planner and demographer from Texas Tech University 

in Lubbock. The Commissioners' Court received recommendations based 

on the projected county growth and detention needs through the year 

2000. (Fig. 3.1.) These included advice to build a jail capable of 

housing 180 inmates with expansion for 27 0 inmates over the next 20 

years. They also proposed four site alternatives each with its own 

inherent advantages and disadvantages.2 

Mitchell and Associates of Amarillo later proposed the 

acquisition of adjacent properties to the town square. The county 

eventually purchased lots six, seven, eight, nine, and ten of Block 

51 on the southeast corner of Fifth Avenue and 16th Street directly 

across from the 1909 structure. In the first month of 1984, the 

sheriff and inmates moved into a new Justice Center designed by the 

Amarillo firm. By March the remaining occupants relocated except for 

the County Extension Offices and the Department of Public Safety. 

The commissioners then began to look at the condition of the 

courthouse and hired a structural engineer to inspect the older 

building.3 The stage was set for the future conflicts that arose 

concerning the preservation of the historical building. 

The studies continued into the Spring of 1981 when 

Architect/Engineer T. R. Daniel of Amarillo began an analysis of the 

structural integrity of the 71-year-old building. He concluded that 
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"Good maintenance should give assurance of a building that is safe 

for occupancy of an indefinite period." He also concluded that the 

county should be aware of the changes in Fire Codes and that the 

building would have to meet those requirements before re-occupation.^ 

The Randall County Commissioners decided to hire yet another 

architect to survey the building and do a more in-depth study of the 

condition of the entire building. (Fig. 3.2.) The Pat A. Tunnell 

and Ensign M. Howard report dated October 1, 1981, was submitted to 

the court covering basically four areas: (1) research concerning the 

building's significance, (2) an evaluation of materials and spaces, 

(3) adaptive reuse possibilities, and (4) the options available for 

planning. In researching the architectural, historical and structural 

significance, the study concluded, "Though the additions have 

destroyed the original statement of the site; they have not separated 

the original courthouse from the fabric of the community."^ In 

commenting upon the structure, it was pointed out that the brick 

could be reset where cracks had occurred due to settlement of the 

building, and would "last another seventy plus years." Materials in 

general were in good condition, but the electrical and HVAC systems 

were strained to their limits. 

Proposals were made concerning the possible rearrangement of 

offices to better advantage as well as cost estimates to repair and 

up-date facilities. The cost estimates including the addition of an 

elevator and the restoration of the clock tower totaled $703,580.00. 

The proposal added almost 1,000 additional useable square feet, 

modernized use demands, and met handicap requirements. The total 

square footage of 18,806 would have cost a very reasonable $37.00 per 

square foot. While not aspiring to restore the building to a 

historically correct form, the plan would have returned the building 

to a strong compromise between the demands of the late twentieth-

century and the honor due to this symbol of early twentieth-century 

justice. 
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However, not everyone agreed about the value of the courthouse. 

A letter to Mr.Tunnell from Jay C. Henry, Associate Professor of 

Architecture at the University of Texas at Arlington, stated the 

belief that the courthouse was not an outstanding building and would 

not "sustain scrutiny" by the Department of the Interior for 

nomination to the National Register of Historic Places. His primary 

objections were to the removal of the clock tower, the alteration of 

the top floor windows which left a "hideous scar" to the historical 

appearance of the exterior and the sad "destruction of the site" with 

parking lots. He concluded by stating emphatically that "Partial 

restoration would be preferable to demolition up to a point, but it 

[was] neither unique nor so distinctive as to demand preservation at 

all costs. Anything done should be done well or not at all."^ This 

opinion seems to disregard the symbolic and historical significance 

to the community and to the Panhandle in general as evidenced by the 

community outcry against demolition and its place in the 

chronological development of the area. 

The Initial Confrontations 

Three years passed as the commissioners planned and built a new 

Justice Center which included a contemporary district courtroom 

completed in December 1984. An affidavit from Gerron S. Hite, 

Architect for the Texas Historical Commission (THC), recalled his 

initial awareness of the proposed demolition came during a telephone 

conversation with Claire Keuhn, past member of the Randall County 

Historical Commission, and archivist of the Panhandle—Plains 

Historical Museum in Canyon.^ (Fig. 3.3.) He specifically pointed 

out that a mass mailing to all county judges on 16 September 1981, 

including Judge Charlie Purcell,". . . was made by registered mail 

calling to their attention Sections 12 and 14 of Article 6145 

Vernon's Texas Civil Statutes."^ These sections pertained to the 

rec[uired review by the THC of any proposed work to county courthouses 

and stated emphatically that no county may damage the historical or 
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architectural integrity of any courthouse of the county. It was 

interesting to note that these were mailed around the same time that 

the Daniel and Ensign-Tunnell Surveys were conducted. His affidavit 

also noted the Amarillo Glohe-Time''^ article dated 17 January 1984 

reported the commissioners had set up four hearing dates to receive 

statements concerning the proposed demolition of the courthouse, 

however the decision to demolish was made on that same day. 

Prior to attending the 6th of February Commissioners meeting, Mr. 

Hite and Stanley Graves, supervisor and architect of the Preservation 

Assistance Division of the THC, inspected the interior of the 1909 

structure, noting original doors, trim, staircase, and some wood 

partitions. The original attached furniture was out of place as 

workmen refinished the furniture and altered it in preparation for 

removal to the new justice center. Later that morning, Mr. Graves 

told the commissioner's court that they were in violation of the 

Vernon's Texas Civil Statutes (V.T.C.S.), Article 6145, by the work 

being done to the furnishings which were an integral part of the 

courthouse. At around noon, the commissioners passed three motions, 

(1) to stop the current furniture work, (2) submit plans for the 1956 

jail remodeling to the THC for review, and (3) to notify the THC of 

the pending demolition in six months time. 

The required notice was sent in accordance with Section 14, 

Article 6145 of the V.T.C.S. to inform the Historical Commission of 

plans for demolition. This came despite the almost 20 years since 

the designation as a Recorded Texas Historic Landmark in 1965. (Fig. 

3.4.) When the February notice came "historic fixtures were already 

being dismantled and in some cases altered," which actually meant 

sawed off to fit the compact design of new district courtroom.^ The 

notification included the commissioners intention to resume the 

removal of the furnishings, because in their opinion, Article 614 5 

did not apply to courtroom furniture nor to the proposed remodeling 

of the Jail on the courthouse square.-'-° Removal was halted on March 

1 when Judge Joe Hart, District Court 126, granted a Temporary 
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Restraining Order, case number 358978, until a trial could be held on 

a temporary injunction to be held eight days later, pending a 

permanent injunction that would last the full amount of required 

time. The wording of the Restraining Order was significant because 

in Judge Hart's opinion, that "Unless restrained, the Defendants will 

continue to demolish, substantially alter, or jeopardize the 

historical and architectural integrity of the Randall County Court-

house. . . "11 The original petition by the THC to gain the 

restraining order cited the continued violation by the commissioners 

and pleaded . . . 

What little, if any, likelihood of injury to 
Defendants from granting the temporary restraining order 
is outweighed by the irreparable harm to the public as 
described above. The issuance of a temporary restraining 
order is supported by public policy established by the 
Texas Legislature to protect Texas courthouses and to vest 
the Texas Historical Commission with the power to do so in 
the manner described in the stature. The issuance of a 
temporary restraining order, without notice and 
opportunity for hearing, is mandated because irreparable 
injury , loss, and damage will occur before notice can be 
served and a hearing conducted with Defendants. 12 

Civil penalties were also requested to be assessed against the 

commissioners court by Richard W. Meyer, Assistant Attorney General, 

representing the THC in the action. The Judge, however, declined to 

fully extend the power of the law. At the 7 March 1984 meeting No. 73 

of the Texas Antiquities Committee (TAC), the nomination by Claire 

Keuhn to consider the 1909 structure as a State Archeological 

Landmark was not accepted for reasons not uncovered by this research. 

An April, 1984 article of The Medallion. published by the Texas 

Historical Commission, featured a declaration by the THC to fight for 

the Courthouse. Prior to the article, the Texas Historical 

Commission had hired DeLara—Almond Architects, Inc. of San Antonio 

to do a one-day visiting specialist report. The report mentioned the 

1956 two story jail addition on the South and the 1967 courthouse 

annex to the North as well as the other physical alterations. In the 

statement of significance, Killis P. Almond, Jr., AIA, reported that 
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the 1909 structure was ". . .one of the most significant 

architectural statements in North Texas" although "alterations have 

greatly detracted from the significance." The report supported the 

historical significance in the reminder that the city was 

incorporated only three years prior to courthouse construction and 

that its architectural type at this early period of Texas development 

was "extremely important locally."!^ 

Normal building use and weathering would have caused less damage 

to a properly maintained building than has occurred because of 

unsympathetic building alterations. The damage that is evidenced 

around the windows was reportedly caused by the replacement of the 

original windows with extremely incompatible metal framed 

fenestration. The newer windows while requiring less periodic 

maintenance, caused the lintels to sag creating cracks in the brick 

mortar. Poor water run-off disposal may have caused the shifting of 

the southeast pavilion according to the report. The removal of a 

load-bearing wall which transferred the weight to pipe columns with a 

concentrated point load, caused floor deflection in addition to file 

storage that significantly increased the problem. 

According to Almond, the major occupant complaints centered 

around temperature discomfort, potential fire threat, uneven floors 

that caused file drawer difficulties, and lack of elevators. 

Handicap access and poor spatial layout created additional problems. 

The DeLara—Almond recommendations concluded that these problems were 

not unusual in rehabilitations and certainly not impossible to 

correct. Citing comparisons to successful rehabilitation cases, the 

report concluded that "This (was) a well built high quality 

structure which could last another 75 years if properly 

rehabilitated." He supported the opinion that the structure should 

be mothballed until a future use could be found and he maintained 

that the structure's economic value alone should deter ideas of 

demolition since the minimum value was placed at $20 a square foot 

calculated to be $340,000.l^ Certainly the economic considerations 
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were balanced in favor of rehabilitation when compared to the 

construction of the new Justice Center which had cost $750,000 to 

$850,000, the same amount alluded to in the Tunnell report cost 

estimates. 

While submitting a "Motion to Transfer Venue" to have the trial 

held in Canyon, Randall County Criminal District Attorney's office 

Assistant, Deane C. Watson, also submitted a plea of 

unconstitutionality against the Article 6145 cited by the THC.l^ His 

reasons were based on the constitutional requirement any statute 

enacted by the Texas State Legislature clearly and expressly set 

forth its provisions in order that they may understood. He went on 

to express that the Article is unconstitutionally vague, ambiguous, 

and indefinite in the following particulars: 

a. It does not contain any definition or indication as 
to what "historical or architectural integrity" means. 

b. The commission sought to be created by the statute 
has never promulgated any rules by which any definition or 
indication of the meaning of "historical or architectural 
integrity" is given. . . 

c. The Texas Constitution imposes, either expressly 
or impliedly, the sole and responsibility over the 
courthouse of a county to the commissioners court of that 
county, and precludes any such restrictions upon good 
faith efforts of the commissioners court to carry out such 
duties and responsibilities as are sought to be imposed by 
the provisions of Section 14 of Article 6145, or by any 
other section of said Article.i^ 

The Commissioners Attorney went on to cite Article 237 b, 

Vernon's Annotated Civil Statutes, passed in 1977, after the 

Courthouse Act which was claimed to overrule and supercede the prior 

statute although it had not expressly been repealed. Article 2370b 

provides: 

. . . whenever the Commissioners Court of any county 
determines that the County Courthouse is not adequate in 
size or facilities to properly house all county and 
district offices and all county and district courts and 
all justice of the peace courts, for the precincts in 
which the courthouse is situated, and to adequately store 
all county records and equipment (including voting 
machines) and/or that the county jail is not adequate in 
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size or facilities to properly confine prisoners and other 
persons who may be legally confined or detained in a 
county jail, the commissioners court may purchase, 
construct, re-construct, remodel, improve and equip, or 
otherwise acquire an office building or building or court 
building or buildings, or jail building or buildings (in 
addition to the existing courthouse and/or jail or an 
additional building or buildings in which any one or more 
of the county or district offices, or county, district or 
justice of the peace courts, or the county jail or any 
other county facilities or functions may be housed, 
conducted and maintained, and may purchase and improve the 
necessary site or sites therefore and may use such 
building or buildings for any or all of said purposes . . 
. etc.i'' 

Judge Hart expressed a considerable amount of favorable comments 

regarding the role of the THC in his Temporary Injunction and Order 

and indicated that the THC would prevail in the action against the 

Commissioners Court; however, Assistant Attorney General Richard 

Meyer confided reservations in a letter to THC Executive Director 

Curtis Tunnell and Attorney Stanley Graves. "I remain convinced that 

the best resolution of this matter is to promote productive 

settlement discussions between the parties in Randall County. In the 

face of our very weak statute, I feel that our case is very 

vulnerable should the matter go to trial."l8 

These feelings of doubt should obviously be remedied immediately 

through passage of amendments to the courthouse legislation that 

would clarify any ambiguous language, albeit difficult to define 

satisfactorily aesthetic judgements, historical significance, or 

architectural integrity. To students of architecture, the meanings 

of those terms may seem obvious; nevertheless, to ensure the 

enforcement of the law equally and protectively before any historical 

architecture is lost due to vague terminology, steps should be taken 

to clarify the language of Article 6145. 

After delays, offers and counter-offers, finally on June 11, 

1984, the Texas Historical Commission and Randall County 

Commissioners Court reached an agreement just seven days before the 

injunction trial date. Since the debate was primarily over the 

building itself and not the furnishings, the compromise was reached 
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in efforts to save the structure. Many felt that the agreement was 

not satisfactory and in fact was politically motivated. (Fig. 3.5.) 

The Texas Antiquities Committee and the Texas Historical Commission 

were in conflict over the resolution and the THC was told to "settle" 

according to speculation by general observers.l^ In summary, the 

agreement stated: 

The Randall County Commissioners Court and the Texas 
Historical Commission shall use their best reasonable 
efforts to preserve the 1909 Randall County Courthouse. 
The Randall County Commissioners Court agrees to assume 
the cost of the continued maintenance, repair, and 
administration of the 1909 Randall County Courthouse in 
its current or improved state of repair and condition so 
as to protect architectural and historical integrity of 
the 1909 Randall County Courthouse, without any obligation 
to use the facility for contemporary or other county needs 
or to provide utilities therefore, if and while vacant . . 
.The Randall County Historical Commission, along with the 
active assistance of the Texas Historical Commission and 
along with any other concerned local citizenry, will 
strive to raise funds for the planning and development 
work to the 1909 Randall County Courthouse. . . The Texas 
Historical Commission hereby agrees to make a Texas 
Historical Preservation Grant allocation for the Fiscal 
Year 1985 of $50,000.00 for initial planning, development 
and other work to the 1909 Randall County Courthouse. A 
primary goal of such work would be the restoration of the 
exterior of the 1909 Randall County Courthouse to its 
original condition in appearance as nearly as it can now 
be determined that the same then appeared and the 
adaptation of the interior to meet contemporary needs as 
they may exist so long as is practical. . . Except as 
otherwise permitted by Article 6145 of the Revised Civil 
Statutes of Texas, no alterations will be made to the 1909 
Randall County Courthouse, without the prior, written 
approval of the Texas Historical Commission, though 
Randall County will give the Texas Historical Commission 
thirty (30) days' advance notice of any such alterations. 
The Texas Historical Commission, its agents, and its 
designees shall have the right to inspect the 1909 Randall 
County Courthouse at all reasonable times in order to 
ascertain whether the conditions of this Final Settlement 
Agreement relative thereto are being observed, and Randall 
County shall not unreasonably deny access to the Texas 
Historical Commission, its agents, or its designees for 
the purpose of any such inspection. 

Contingent upon: 
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The Texas Historical Commission making to Randall 
County, Texas, a Texas Historic Preservation Grant 
allocation for Fiscal Year 1985 of $50,000, if $100,000 in 
matching funds are raised and/or donated to Randall County 
ar in the event that less than $100,000 are so raised 
and/or donated, the $1.00 for every $2.00 raised by and/or 
donated to, Randall County for the hereinafter-specified 
initial planning and development work to the 1909 Randall 
County Courthouse, the filing deadline relative to the 
application for which shall be July 9, 1984, all other 
deadlines therefore being waived by the Texas Historical 
Commission; and; 

The passage by qualified voters of Randall County, 
Texas of a bond issue the first election is held therefore 
within the next twelve (12) months to finance the 
preservation of the 1909 Randall County Courthouse in the 
manner hereinafter indicated.2° 

In the opinion of one Assistant Attorney General, the Randall 

County Courthouse " . . . will not be saved by the written settlement 

agreement or this lawsuit but rather by the intention of the Randall 

County Commissioners to do so. I am also convinced that 

notwithstanding the language of the agreement, [6] months after given 

the notice by the county, the county could legally raze the 

structure."21 

The designers of the new Justice Center were again hired by the 

Randall County Commissioners to conduct a thorough preservation/cost 

analysis of the 1909 building. Mitchell—Sims, Architects of 

Amarillo, who had also designed the remodeling of the north and south 

annexes subcontracted the analyses to the Bennett—Williams Company 

of Austin/San Antonio since they specialized in comprehensive 

preservation feasibility work.22 

The Williams Company: Randall County 
Courthouse Phase I Analysis 

The Williams Company received the architectural research award 

from the Texas Historical Commission for The Randall County 

Courthouse of 1909—A Preservation Analysis according to a March, 

1986 addition of the Austin American-Statesman newspaper. (Fig. 

3.6.) In addition to the basic introduction and conclusions, this 
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comprehensive analysis included history, building modifications, 

existing conditions and preservation recommendations as well as 

photos and figures in the 84-page document costing $45,000 to prepare 

and taking months to prepare. It was paid for by grants from the 

National Trust for Historic Preservation and more specifically the 

Meadows Foundation. 

Primarily, the report discussed four options. Option 'A' 

outlined the demolition concept which eliminated the building and 

created a park in the building footprint with continued current use 

of the annex structures. Instead of the touted $175,000 demolition 

costs supported by the county commissioners, the Williams' report, 

which included the cost of annex repairs and landscaping, was an 

additional $100,000 making the total $275,000. The "pro" side to 

demolition concedes an elimination of the 1909 building concerns as 

well as providing for future space requirements or a park. The 

stronger "con" argument promotes the economical reuse of the building 

as well as its historic and practical value. 

Option 'B' deals primarily with the exterior mothballing of the 

building by stabilizing the masonry, window and door restoration, and 

re-roofing to preserve the building for future usage. Estimated 

exterior renovation costs were predicted at $290,000, the approximate 

cost of demolition and landscaping. The positive side to option 'B' 

were, of course, to retain the historic structure and availability 

for expansion needs. Conversely, if the building were never adapted, 

the money could be considered to have been spent purely for historic 

benefits. 

Option 'C' conceptually dealt with the idea of full reuse of the 

interior, including the exterior restoration. The work would have 

involved renovation for offices and meeting rooms that incorporated 

as much restoration of period furnishings as possible while it 

brought the building into compliance with city code requirements and 

incorporated contemporary convenience features. The clock tower 

reconstruction was included as a line item cost that could 

81 



conceivably have been a private fund-raising project. The interior 

renovation costs were predicted to be $1,336,300 and when added to 

the exterior restoration brought the total to $1,626,300. The clock 

tower reconstruction was estimated at $150,000 with a grand total of 

$1.78 million. 

Option 'D' extended option 'C' and included the restoration of 

the entire courthouse square. After the relocation of county offices 

into the 1909 renovated structure, the removal or relocation of the 

south annex was advocated. Parking lots that scarred the site would 

be removed and landscape design similar to the original grid planting 

configuration would be inaugurated. The costs of landscape 

restoration and the south annex removal totaled $85,000. The 

position in favor of option 'D' supported the idea of recreating the 

"grand courthouse setting" and illustrated the "commitment to 

preservation and positive downtown development." Conversely, the 

negative aspect was the relatively recent renovation work on the 

south annex, the loss of that building as a purely economic 

consideration, and the possibility of parking problems if not 

adequately provided for by the county.23 A special note to option 

'D' was the eventual removal of the north annex as part of a total 

commitment to full courthouse square restoration. ̂'̂  

The Williams Company report concluded with an overview of the 

events surrounding the 1909 structure, the annexes and the new 

justice center. (Fig. 3.7.) The general agreement was that the 

primary fault in the present situation was brought about by the lack 

of a master plan to deal with expansion needs and a building 

preservation policy. However, the damage was not irreversible and 

unlike many counties that regretted their hasty demolition decision, 

the Randall County government officials could have redeemed their 

past actions and joined the ranks of those counties that proudly 

saved their judicial heritage. Admittedly, restoration/renovation 

costs were higher in some aspects than new construction, but the 

potential escalated value of a restored landmark was considered more 
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than enough to outweigh the purely financial considerations. Appeals 

to the emotional side of preservation were not strongly pursued, but 

the report concluded with the statements that " . . . pride in 

public buildings should not be relegated solely to the history books 

and antique photographs. The ultimate decision on the future of the 

Randall County Courthouse should be made by its citizens in the 

spirit of American democracy 'of the people, by the people, and for 

the people.'"2^ 

The Beainninas of the Controversy 

A simple request by LaQuitta Polvadore, District Clerk, for a 

filing cabinet initiated the activities in July, 1980, concerning the 

condition of the 1909 structure. Merle Strickland, Building 

Superintendent, was asked to infonn the commissioners of the overall 

building status particularly in view of the additional loading in the 

District Clerk's third floor offices which contained county files. 

Commissioner John Fulgenzi, an engineer, was particularly aware of 

the stress being placed on the floor joists due to the extraordinary 

amount of paperwork that must be filed in each case.^^ Over the next 

four years, the new justice center was built and the architec-

tural/engineering reports were prepared. 

In the interim, however, the Randall County Historical Commission 

submitted a listing of historically significant buildings in Canyon 

to be considered for designation as a National Register Multiple 

Resource area since the structures were scattered throughout the 

town. The courthouse was prominently noticeable as the largest 

facility on the listing and "the oldest major public building in the 

county and one of the oldest most unique public buildings in the 

entire Panhandle area."^'' In a series of articles in the Canyon News 

the listings were described giving background information primarily 

gleaned from the Panhandle—Plains Museum archives. The article 

covering the courthouse appeared August 19, 1982, and discussed the 

heritage of the building. Concluding paragraphs mentioned the fact 

that there were current problems with bond issues to finance the new 
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justice center, and interestingly ". . . in July of 1937, the bonds 

in the original amount of $53,300 on the old courthouse were paid 

off." The final paragraph advances the opinion that "The Randall 

County Courthouse has long served the citizens of the county as the 

center of county activity, and its long occupation of the center of 

the public square has established it permanently as a part of 

Canyon's past."^^ The first talk of tearing down the structure came 

from Commissioner Gene Klein with the comment "I think the building 

has served its purpose. . . I honestly believe we'll not get much 

adverse response from the public if after 75 years we say it' s time 

to stop using it."^^ Little did he realize the ensuing battle over 

the building would reach such significant levels. The nominations 

were returned from the National Register due to changes in the 

requirements which called for a professionally written submission. 

Don Abbee, historian at the Center for Historic Preservation and 

Technology at Texas Tech University, was contacted to rewrite the 

nomination form; however, the refiling did not occur. 

During the first months of 1984, the sheriff's office and the 

jail inmates moved to the new facilities across the street from the 

old courthouse. The magnificent judge's bench was ordered to be 

refinished and to be placed in the largest courtroom for continued 

use. After receiving notification of pending demolition, the Texas 

Historical Commission filed and was granted a temporary restraining 

order from a Travis County district judge which halted removal and 

refinishing work on historic furnishings until March 11. 

The first days of March, 1984, the fate of the 75-year-old 

structure hung in jeopardy. The hearing to extend the injunction 

permanently was postponed on the first. The THC and the Randall 

County Historical Commission (RCHC) were worried whether the 

injunction would be continued when they received yet another blow. 

The Texas Antiquities Committee voted after hearing arguments against 

designation as a State Archeological Landmark by a vote of four to 

three. Dr. Holden Curry who cast the deciding vote against 
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designation said "- . . he might reconsider his vote if the Randall 

County voters show they want[ed] to save the building."30 An 

Archeological Landmark designation provides significant protection 

for a building. A demolition permit has to be issued to allow the 

razing of the building.^l A 1 1 over the state, newspapers ran stories 

telling the plight of the courthouse. It held the lure of good, old-

fashioned, gun-fight tales, of good guys trying to save a damsel in 

distress and of the bad guys trying to destroy her. 

The trial to set a permanent injunction against removal of any 

parts of the 1909 structure was rescheduled for June 18, 1984. 

However, just seven days prior to the trial, the RCHC and THC signed 

an agreement with the county commissioners contingent upon a bond or 

referendum vote by the residents to express their opinion on the fate 

of the historic building. The election was to be held within 12 

months of that date and the commissioners consented to continue 

maintenance of the building again with "their best reasonable 

efforts" as well as duplicate and reinstall those fixtures which had 

been removed from the historic courtroom. As in 1984 with the Texas 

Historical Commission agreement, the commissioners swore to maintain 

the building. To date, no fixtures have been reinstalled or 

duplicated; the building sets vacated and neglected. 

Many meetings and months later, the bond election was scheduled 

for February 23, 1985. The issue was given a $2.1 million price tag 

based upon the Bennett—Williams Preservation Analysis of projected 

costs for complete restoration. The additional $350,000 added to the 

$1.78 million in the Williams report was added by the commissioners 

to cover other architects, engineers and bond attorneys. The 

election was doomed to defeat before the voters made their choice in 

the opinion of many interested observers. Joe Opperman, Director of 

National Register Programs of the Texas Historical Commission, said, 

"Stabilization (was) the option voters should be considering since it 

(was) the least expensive alternative voters could approve and still 

keep the building." He noted further, " . . .it's very rare to 
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proceed on full restoration in one shot."^^ However, in Commissioner 

Roberts' opinion, with the fulfilled obligation to the THC agreement 

to hold the bond election, the control over the county building 

transferred back to the hands of the local officials rather than the 

Texas Historical Commission as it should have been whether the 

election passed or failed. 

The newspapers were brimming with editorials and articles in the 

weeks before the bond election. Accusations of "polite blackmail," 

"lack of vision," and "historic and economic blindness" were hurled 

at the county commissioners condemning their decisions to put the 

most expensive option to the voters.^^ Another concern of the voters 

was the possible 10 per cent increase in property taxes to finance 

the debt retirement. The rate at that time was $ 22.68 per $100 

valuation. The increase would have raised that to $ .25 per $100 

valuation. An $11.34 increase in the yearly taxes on a $50,000 home 

and $22.68 on an $100,000 home. Commissioner Paul Roberts stated, 

"What it comes down to is how much you want to pay for nostalgia. 

The cost to keep it outweighs the nostalgic or historical value of 

the structure." ^̂  AS happens all too often, the dollar became the 

primary consideration of whether to save the courthouse, the symbol 

of a different price paid by early settlers for the opportunity to 

live under a democratic government. 

A third side to the controversy revolved around those residents 

who were against both the bond election and the demolition of the 

structure. Most outspoken of these voters was C. N. Cosby, a Canyon 

resident who later brought suit questioning the commissioners' 

authority to demolish the county structure. One-hundred-eighty-first 

District Court Judge, George Dowlen, ruled against Cosby in that 

while state laws did not specifically give statutory authority to 

order demolition, laws that required them to maintain and repair 

county buildings implied authority of removal. Mr. Cosby continued 

to voice his freedom of speech right focusing on the actions of the 

Commissioners.^^ 
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The Bond Electinn 

The county seat contained only a seventh of the population of 

Randall County at the time of the bond election. The 1984 population 

estimates stood at 77,247 in the entire county with only 11,115 in 

Canyon. The majority of the other residents lived just south of the 

Potter County line that divided metropolitan Amarillo. Only 15 per 

cent of Canyon's registered voters took the time and effort to use 

their voting power which resulted in a 60-4 0 margin defeat of the 

$2.1 million restoration bond issue. However, a majority of only 656 

votes decided the issue. The county commissioners viewed the 

election with mixed reactions. Commissioners Fred Begert and Bill 

Thomas, who were against the restoration, saw it as voter apathy and 

economic prudence that would result in the demolition of the 

structure. Commissioner Walter Simms, a "pro" courthouse supporter, 

saw the vote only as a rejection of the "Cadillac" restoration 

package and that actually there was considerable voter support for 

the issue.36 

Interestingly, the failure of a bond election had not stopped the 

commissioners from building the new justice center and jail. When 

the bond election was defeated for that construction, certificates of 

obligation were issued and the building was still built. A 

determination to find solutions to the jail overcrowding and 

expansion needs was found through creative financing. (Fig. 3.8. and 

Fig. 3.9.) 

Cnmmunity nvolvement 

Although the bond election had failed to secure the people's 

approval to finance the entire project at one time, it had 

accomplished the much needed publicity to educate the residents about 

the situation. Many may not have wanted an increase in taxes, but 

they were not given the opportunity to express exactly what they did 

want concerning the historic courthouse. In a letter to the Editor, 

Panhandle Plains Historical Commission Chairman, Claire Keuhn, urged 
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citizens to write letters to newspaper editors in both Amarillo and 

Canyon voicing opinions as well as to respond to the appeal by Eagle 

Scout candidate Brian West. 

Sixteen-year-old Brian West chose the 1909 Courthouse as the 

object of his community service project. A Canyon High School 

junior, he designed a brochure, solicited financial support, and 

organized a county-wide survey to promote preservation of the 

structure. Brian's reception at the Commissioners' meeting to 

courteously inform them of his intentions was unexpectedly tense. 

The Amarillo Slofíe-News carried the story of "tough questions-such as 

where he (Brian) received his information and who (was) funding his 

project?" Accusations of a political ploy were hurled at the 

project. County Judge Charles Purcell, member of the Llano Estacado 

Council Executive Committee of the Boy Scouts, regarded the project 

as too controversial and saw Brian's father and scoutmaster, Harry 

West, as involving the Boy Scouts in a personal battle.^'' 

The project included distribution of 10,000 brochures, 3,000 in 

Canyon and the remaining 7,000 in South Amarillo by Troop 132 

members. Financial backing was in the form of printing and including 

the brochure in a coupon packet in return for the troop distribution 

in the ratio determined by the backers. Commissioners were concerned 

that the results would be "stacked" since the Randall County 

residents were clustered 90 per cent in South Amarillo which meant 

that 9,000 should be distributed there. To offset the bias of a 

disproportionate number surveyed in Canyon, Commission Walter Simms 

suggested sorting the responses according to the city's postmark.-^s 

The project was admittedly planned to target the precincts of 

Commissioners Bill Roberts and Paul Thomas who were against 

preservation of the courthouse. The Wests had been advised by 

attorneys that the project was in their opinion not political; 

however, ". . . if they could get 3,000 signatures from their 

[Roberts and Thomas] precincts, they [the commissioners] would be 

hard-pressed to ignore it."^^ This indicated that the survey was 
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intended to exert pressure on the contra preservation positions. In 

the political sense of relating to the affairs of government, the 

judge's comment was definitely substantiated; nevertheless, in a free 

society, any legal method of persuasion is permitted. Perhaps the 

attorney's advice to the Wests actually was that the survey as a 

positive influence was not illegal. 

The outcome of the survey was reportedly 95 per cent in favor of 

saving the courthouse despite protests from the Commissioners of its 

biased nature. In answer to the question "Do you want to keep the 

courthouse?" Respondents, numbering 645, favored retaining the 

structure. Of the returned questionnaires, 500 were from Canyon with 

only eight responding negatively. The brochure also stated that the 

February 23rd bond election was preconceived by commissioners to be 

defeated and that the election was a result of commissioners 

violating the law when they began removing furniture from the 

courthouse in the previous summer.''° The Amarilln Globe-News 

reported that Canyon voters were "heavily in favor of saving the 

courthouse" voting "70 per cent to 30 per cent in favor of saving the 

building" in the bond election.^i 

The National Trust for Historic Preservation supported Brian's 

commitment in a letter that arrived in the spring of 1985. "Without 

this kind of action, buildings, history, and culture that are so 

important to your area will be destroyed by those who are less 

sensitive, less caring and, ultimately, less informed." The letter 

goes on as follows: 

If the courthouse is to be saved, it must be because 
enough people in Randall County have come to realize, 
through educational efforts such as yours, that the public 
building that has served them well for so many years can 
continue to serve the community if its use can change as 
the community changes about it. Oftentimes, it is clearly 
the case that buildings are infinitely more flexible and 
adaptable than are the people who occupy and use them.^2 

Many citizens also joined in the fight for the old courthouse. 

A petition signed by 3,000 people was circulated. Later 2,000 more 
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signatures were added. Letters sent to the Antiquities Committee 

pleaded for the designation to be granted. Several mentioned the 

"tears of grief" of many older citizens at the thought of demolition 

of the old building that recalled many fond memories. Young and old 

alike gave their time, efforts and money to preserve the history of 

their community. 

Community Support Spreads 

Article after article throughout the summer voiced the support of 

the community for saving the structure. In a letter to the editor, 

Ethel D. Mullins of Canyon wrote concerning her feelings for the 

heritage symbolized in the old building. "When we destroy the 

heritage our ancestors struggled to give us, we weaken the fabric of 

freedom. Our forebearers sacrificed health, wealth, and security to 

'build a bridge' for us. Dare we betray their trust by tearing it 

down? . . . To tear it down is to pull up our roots."''^ 

As the weather heated up, so did the courthouse controversy. 

Canyon resident, C. N. Cosby, acting as his own attorney continued to 

seek clarification about the constitutional issue of ownership of 

public buildings. Although Judge Dowlen had denied the motion for a 

new trial after his ruling against Cosby's suite questioning the 

commissioners' authority to demolish the 1909 courthouse, Mr. Cosby 

vowed that "- . . we might take this all the way to the U. S. Supreme 

Court." Eloquently and colorfully, Cosby's letters to the Editor 

expressed his disgust and disappointment at the handling of the case 

by the Judge. A June, 1985, article reminds the people that "history 

warns of the danger of the noxious weeds of apathy destroying our 

fair fields of freedom."^^ 

By July the Canyon Chamber of Commerce endorsed a resolution 

favoring preservation of the 1909 structure. Ten of the 12 directors 

signed with the other two out-of-town at the time. The resolution 

read: 
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The Board of Directors of the Canyon Chamber of 
Commerce, believing that the issues surrounding the 1909 
Randall County Courthouse transcend economic and political 
consideration, endorse the preservation of this historic 
structure. 

Such action we believe would demonstrate the maturity 
of our community and our commitment to the quality of life 
in Randall County. 

We take this stand in the belief that the courthouse 
represents the nucleus of the community and is an 
essential part of our legacy for future generations. 

Chamber Manager Naomi Oltjen felt obligated to state that the 

resolution was not necessarily a reflection of the views of the 

entire membership although many did indeed support the premise.''^ 

Despite the continued wide-spread corroboration, by the end of July 

the county commissioners' voted by the usual three-to-two margin to 

budget $175,000 for demolition into the 1985-1986 budget. If the 

budget was approved later, Commissioner Bill Thomas stated he hoped 

demolition could proceed as early as October.^^ The possibility of 

the loss of the building loomed large if there were no more attempts 

to block the action. 

Again C. N. Cosby did not deny his obligation to voice objections 

in his letter to the Editor of the Amarillo Sundav Globe-News. 

Dear Editor: 
"Majority Rule," as exercised by free people in 

governmental affairs, is the backbone of Democrat or 
Republican form of government. It is the foundational 
bedrock of political freedom, such as the U.S.A. rests 
upon, and over which the Stars and Stripes still wave. 

As for me, I have no choice. I am honor bound to do 
all that is within my power to preserve our constitutional 
rights, as citizens of Randall County. And we, the 
owners, being denied the privilege of determining what 
disposition shall be made of our old courthouse, is an 
insult to our self respect, a slap in the face of our 
freedom of choice, and a curse upon our American heritage 
of independence. It puts us in the category of stooges, 
making us subservient to the lordship of our county 
employees, who disdain our contention for a voice in the 
matter of preserving or destroying worth, public property. 

To submit to such poignant endurance with placid 
tolerance is to invite agonizing consequences thereafter; 
for that sort of distressing pain is definitely indicative 
of a malignant tumor in the vitals of American freedom. 
And though it be declared legal, benign, that is not an 
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acceptable diagnosis. It is not legal in a true sense, it 
is lethal! 

C. N. Cosby, 
Canyon^^ 

His passionate cry in the name of democracy resounded off the 

walls of the old courthouse in whose name the efforts were being 

made. 

The Office of the Governor of Texas was also notified of the 

controversy by another Canyon resident. The Director of the Natural 

Resources Division, John Gosdin, responded to Mrs. W. E. Parker that 

although the election had defeated the proposal to spend $2.1 million 

in bonds, "The vote did not mean that the voters would not vote for a 

lesser amount, and it certainly did not mean the voters supported 

demolition of the courthouse. "''̂  It seemed as though the majority 

opinion was definitely in favor of preservation except on the county 

commissioner•s table. 

In August, a meeting to support the rescue efforts was an 

unexpected success. More than twice as many attended the meeting 

than organizers Harry West, Mary Parker, and Paul Smith had expected. 

Gathered at Canyon Community Center were 168 residents to hear 

eighty-eight-year-old C. N. Cosby and others speak out for 

preservation. Attorney for the group, Jim Brown, mentioned that if 

the 46,000 voters who participated in the last election donated $20 

per year for two years, almost $2 million could be raised to restore 

the building. Supporter Alfred Reeves Donnell rose from the audience 

and placed $40 on the table, followed by the passing of a white, 

straw cowboy hat by Earl Burtz collecting $1,103 for the cause. 

Banners, T-shirts, yard-signs, and publicity buttons proclaiming, 

"Save Our Historic Randall County Courthouse," were promoted as well 

as plans to place a sign on a city bus traveling a route in south 

Amarillo.^^ 

The Texas Historical Commission was kept informed of the case by 

activist Harry West. In a response to requests for clarification of 

their position in the case, the THC responded that they had " . . . 
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always encouraged the preservation of the Randall County Courthouse, 

which is a major landmark of not only Canyon and Randall County, but 

all of the Texas Panhandle." Joe Opperman, then Deputy State 

Historical Preservation Officer, went on to state that in his opinion 

the option presented by the bond election was "excessive" and "it 

presented, in the opinion of the Texas Historical Commission, a 

distorted impression of the cost of preserving the Randall county 

courthouse."5° By far the most vocal in the controversy were the 

pro-courthouse supporters. 

Commissioner Walter L. Simms decided to conduct his own survey 

concerning the courthouse as well as other issues facing the county 

administrators. Just prior to a scheduled meeting with the "Save the 

Courthouse" group, 1,000 surveys were mailed to constituents in his 

precinct. Simms reported that the result revealed an 80 per cent 

majority in favor of "mothballing the structure and making a decision 

when new space is needed." Only about 5 per cent were in favor of 

demolition.^l 

Much of the debate over the courthouse centered around the issues 

of unnecessary floor space, cost of restoration versus new 

construction, and interpretation of the wishes of the voters. New 

office space in the same footprint of the older building would have 

yielded two-to-three times the 17,000 net space available yet due to 

city building codes, parking requirements for that much space would 

have necessitated the destruction of the other parts of the town 

square. The cost debates seesawed between the commissioners touted 

$55 per square foot construction costs for a new jail and the 

exorbitant $110 quote for renovation of the courthouse. However, the 

costs seemed to compare apples to oranges since the higher figure 

included the total construction costs, while the jail figure only 

considered the cost of a shell for an unfinished special-use 

building. Arguments regarding the interpretation of the bond 

election results strongly suggested that the election failed to 

accurately pose the c[uestion of irreversible demolition versus the 
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other less drastic options available. The election ultimately caused 

more questions than it answered while other major issues continued to 

contribute to the controversy. 

Texas Laws Concernina thp 
Commissinner.-s Pnnrt 

Some questioned the actions of the public officials' authority to 

dispose of county-owned property while others claimed that the 

preservationists were only a very vocal minority who wished to save 

the 1909 structure. A key legal question revolved around the fact 

that "no precedent existed concerning the disposition of real assets 

of a county when no mandate exist (ed) . "̂ 2 Thg powers of the 

Commissioners Courts were generally explained in Vernon's Annotated 

Volumes of Texas Cnnst-i tutinn in Articles 5-18. The section began 

with the statement that "Commissioners Courts exercise only such 

powers as Constitution or statutes have specifically conferred upon 

them," and Article 10 stated the Courts have "no power except that 

specifically conferred . . . " on the same basis. In fact, Article 

11 went on to express that the Commissioners Court did not have 

"general authority over county business, but merely gave them special 

powers and jurisdiction over all county business (was) conferred by 

the Constitution. . ."̂ ^ 

The Texas Jurisprudence described the powers and duties as well 

as contained general comments concerning the actions of the 

commissioners court in the State of Texas. Section 35 stated that 

"Although commissioners courts have broad discretion in exercising 

powers expressly conferred on them, legal basis for any action by 

such court must be ultimately found in the Constitution or statute." 

Repeatedly the text expressed the importance of specifically 

conferred powers. It went on in general to say the "Legislature has 

by statute specifically enumerated the powers and duties of the 

commissioners courts." A key sentence was "Among these (powers and 

duties) are the establishment, maintenance and control of public 

ferries, bridges and highways; the construction and repairs of 
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courthouse, jails and all necessary public buildings, and county 

office buildings, or buildings supplemental thereto."^^ The question 

was raised by C. N. Cosby, but the decision by District Judge George 

Dowlen was based upon the extension of the power of "construction and 

repairs" to one that automatically included demolition. The defense 

counsel of the county commissioners, Deane Watson, based his 

arguments on the phrases "good faith, judgment, determination and 

appropriate management, etc." which referred to the elected 

officials.^^ Obviously, every question regarding the disposal of 

public property could not be put to the vote by the residents. 

The controversy also alluded back to the question of ownership. 

Cosby along with others contended that the courthouse was public 

property, therefore, belonging to the individual tax payer. A point 

was made that the Bill of Rights guaranteed that "No citizen of the 

State shall be deprived of life, liberty, property, privileges, 

immunities, or in any manner disfranchised, except by the due course 

of law." A mandate by a county court or a majority vote for the 

destruction of the 1909 building seemed to be the legal and 

democratic process to follow rather than a decision by three men. 

The fundamental importance in these proceedings revolved around the 

type of structure being considered. The courthouse as the strongest 

symbol of local self-government and more an embodiment of democracy 

than any other structure in the public domain deserved special 

considerations. The Texas Constitution further guaranteed that " 

. the perpetuity of the union depends upon the preservation of the 

right of local self government. . . All political power is inherent 

in the people, and all free governments are founded on their 

authority."^^ 

However in mid-September, the county commissioners voted by the 

usual three-to-two margin to notify the Texas Historical Commission 

of the intention to demolish the building as required by the landmark 

status of the structure. Despite the impending re-election of the 

three pro-demolition members, Roberts, Purcell and Thomas, the plans 
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for removal proceeded. The minds of many were on the high 

probability of the courthouse as a pivotal issue if the questions 

were not settled by voting time. The October meetings saw the 

process of advertising for bids for demolition of the 1909 justice 

facility begin. The loss of the historic structure seemed eminent. 

October held several significant events. At the end of the 

month, the Randall County Historical Commission through chairman 

Claire Keuhn, offered to lease the building from the county, pay for 

insurance and maintenance costs for a year. The expense amounted to 

approximately $10,000 which, in exchange, a stay in the demolition 

proceedings would be granted. This proved to be unsatisfactory as a 

solution to the basic problem of a guarantee not to demolish the 

building. At about the same time a "Citizens Posse to Save Our 

Historic Courthouse" was organized. The horse-mounted posse planned 

to ride to the courthouse for the Monday, October 28th commissioners 

court meeting. It was cancelled, however, out of respect for a death 

in the family of commissioners' legal adviser, Deane Watson. 

Another protagonist supporting the courthouse was accountant Paul 

Smith. His report on the cost effectiveness of preserving the 

building was succinctly presented to the meeting. His study showed 

that adaptive re-use at $1.9 million, which modernized the interior 

while renovating the exterior, would be less than new construction to 

gain a equivalent 21,000 square feet. A new building would cost 

$1.68 million for actual construction, but when the costs of a bond 

issue, interest, demolition expense and salvage costs were added, the 

figure rose to about $2.4 million. While the commissioners did not 

argue with the figures, they were not persuaded to change their 

minds. Although no actual studies had been conducted to predict 

future needs for county offices, the commissioners were blatant in 

their insistence from one side of their mouths that the county would 

not need the space for ten years while the other side promoted the 

expansion at the South .Amarillo annex or lamented the limited space 

available in the historic structure.^^ 
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The issue of scattering county offices between Amarillo and 

Canyon seemed to surface at inconvenient times for the Commissioners. 

The possibility of moving county government to the most populous 

section of the county loomed in the future. The residence location 

seemed to determine the viewpoint of the voters. However, if the 

possibility of moving the administration to South Amarillo were the 

issue, then why was the new justice center at Town Square North so 

recently built with additional money spent on the annexes of the 

older courthouse? State law also placed the question of dispersed 

county offices under scrutiny. 

The State Archeological Landmark Nomination 

An unexpected turn of events by the Texas Antiquities Committee 

appeared appropriately the day before Halloween of 1985 when the 

commissioners court was notified that the TAC would consider the 

nomination by Don Paxton and Attorney James Brown to designate the 

1909 structure as a State Archeological Landmark in their 8 November 

meeting. If granted, a deed restriction would be placed on the 

structure preventing any work to be done without a permit from 

Austin. Demolition bids ranging from $143,989 to $164,848 were 

tabled pending the results of the nomination. 

The battle heated up again when county commissioners hired an 

Austin lawyer, James Ludlum, to represent the county officials at the 

Landmark hearing. As spokesman for the Randall County Commissioners 

on the injunction filed by the TAC on November 7th to restrain any 

further action in regard to the 1909 Courthouse, Ludlum considered 

seeking an administrative hearing. Such a hearing would have been 

held in Canyon in order to allow local citizens to participate in the 

proceedings. 

In early December, Mr. Ludlum contacted the Attorney General of 

Texas' office concerning a continuance of the designation hearing. 

Fernando C. Gomez, Assistant Attorney General, responded to the 

request by granting a delay conditioned upon ". . . no action will be 
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taken to impair or demolish the subject courthouse until after the 

Antiquities Committee has completed all of its administrative 

deliberations and proceedings."^^ Gomez went on to stress that 

actions could include "both designation and demolition hearings and 

rehearings." Soon thereafter a letter was received by Dr. Walter 

Reeder, Chairman of the Texas Antic[uities Committee, containing 

assurances by Randall County Judge Charles Purcell that the 

commissioners court would not demolish the 1909 Courthouse until a 

settlement had been reached. It is important to note that prior to 

this time, most dealings that the Antiquities Committee had had with 

county commissioners, other officers only necessitated a reminder of 

the 1976 Texas Courthouse Act. This notice to pursue legal actions 

as far as hearings and rehearings represented an unusually strong 

recourse. 

Commissioners stated several reasons other than economics for 

their destruction position. Claiming the building was a fire hazard 

despite a State Fire Marshall report which showed its structural 

soundness and safety, was one of the questionable statements. 

Officials also declared that Archeological Landmark designation would 

take the authority over the primarily vacated building away from the 

taxpayers, meaning of course, the Court. Actually, the designation 

would only have jurisdiction over maintenance of the exterior and 

areas of public access. The end of 1985 again saw a battle over the 

fate of the 1909 structure with the injunction filed by the Texas 

Antiquities Committee in Travis County 200th District Court. 

Commissioner Paul Roberts also pointed out that the designation would 

also "apply to all buildings in the [town] square. . ."̂ ^ 

Meanwhile debates ensued over the necessity of insurance, in the 

eyes of the Randall Commissioners Court, on a doomed structure. As an 

alternative, the offer of a one-year lease was made to the Randall 

County Historical Commission. The terms were for the financial 

responsibility for insurance premium and the maintenance of the 

building; however, the RCHC voted unanimously to make no response to 
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the offer until the conclusion of the Antiquities committee 

hearing.^° 

The first months of 1986 saw several delays on the hearings to 

determine archeological designation. The March hearing was delayed 

because of a missing postage stamp which caused the Texas Antiquities 

notification to the Randall County Commissioners not to arrive 

promptly. The officers of the court then asked and received re-

scheduling for ninth of May. Accusations of delay to wear down 

opposition and to "avoid a head-on meeting on the issue" until after 

the April primaries where the three demolition supporters were facing 

re-election, was warned by Mary Parker of the Randall County 

Historical Commission.^l 

The May trial date was rescheduled and in June, Paul Roberts was 

defeated in his race for county commissioner. Fred Ritchey, who had 

run on a platform that included a pro-courthouse stance, was elected. 

His confirmation gave the preservationists in Randall County three of 

the five votes on the Commissioners Court and thereby the majority. 

However, the trial was pushed back again by the Antiquities 

Committee and the attorney for the defense due to his busy calendar. 

Correspondence dated 8 September 1986, requested a January 1987 date 

and went on to clarify the position of the commissioners court. He 

assured the Antiquities Committee that although demolition bids were 

solicited, the court had no plans to proceed with order to raze the 

building until "either judicial or administrative disposition was 

made of the matter."^2 Three days later a letter was sent to Bill 

Conover, Assistant Attorney General of the Texas Attorney General's 

Office. Victoria Guerra, another Assistant Attorney General, 

notified Mr. Conover of the commissioners bid solicitations. She 

explained that the recent election had replaced members of the 

commissioners court with pro-preservationists. However, due to the 

January swearing-in, the demolition could have possibly proceeded 

before that time. Guerra offered to be of any assistance to the 

Antiquities Committee through file sharing or in any other 
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capacity.^-' In response, Conover forwarded a copy of Ludlum's 

request for the January trial date along with assurances that the 

building was not in eminent danger of destruction. The promise to 

file a restraining order if it became apparent that the building was 

threatened was included in the correspondence.^^ 

Good news came to the preservationists when the National Trust 

for Historic Preservation notified the Randall County Historical 

Commission of a grant to match local funds of $1250. The allocation 

was to provide consultant services for a preservation plan for the 

1909 Randall County Courthouse. The Trust stated its position of 

strong support for the preservation of the building and complimented 

the application's success in competing with a large number of 

qualified candidates for limited funds. For use in press releases, 

the Trust supplied the statement, 

The citizens of Texas and New Mexico are looking 
for ways to insure that the rapid change occurring in 
their states does not destroy their irreplaceable 
heritage. They are interested in using the approach 
and techniques of historic preservation to make sure 
that their heritage is a positive force for the 
vitality and economic prosperity of their 

communities 65 

The funds were matched by the Randall County Historical 

Commission through ticket sales to a Taco Dinner fund-raiser held in 

the Canyon Community Center. These were used to solicit a Phase 

Exterior Preservatinn Studv by The Williams Company, AIA, since it 

had been three years since the initial study by the Company. Kim 

Williams, project architect, was commissioned to conduct meetings to 

review the status of the courthouse, its exterior details and a 

preservation approach. The resulting report was to be compiled and 

submitted to the National Trust for Historic Preservation and to the 

Randall County Historical Commission (RCHC). Claire Keuhn, Chairman 

of the RCHC, said the preservationists were encouraged by the funding 

and considered the appropriation as ". . . seed money; it's just the 

beginning."^^ 
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At the dinner, speakers included retired WTSU professor Dr. John 

Kahler, Commissioner Fred Ritchey, Eagle Scout Brian West and Justice 

of the Peace E. Jay Hail. Other participants also expressed their 

feelings about the preservation of the structure. Town square 

businessman, Danny Gamble, declared, "I want them to save it, and 

tear the annexes off. I want it beautified, with landscaping and a 

gazebo for entertaining." Dr. James Hale, a dentist from Amarillo 

and event chairman, asserted that the demolition of the historic 

building was an "atrocity." He went on to say, "Our local capitol is 

a symbol, just as much as the federal and state capitols are."^'' 

Williams reportedly feared that the three years elapsed since his 

first analysis would have seen noticeable deterioration, but was 

pleasantly surprised that the building was "holding its own." He also 

felt that most of the problems were a result of "improper maintenance 

and man-made altering through the years."^^ He continued to support 

preservation with consideration to the economic climate of the area. 

At that time, bond rates were low and construction relatively slow 

promoting the opinion that it was a good time to proceed with plans. 

When the official report was submitted, the findings reported 

minimal deterioration. However, exterior masonry problems were being 

neglected and becoming safety hazards as they continued to spall and 

drop. The southeast corner of the building as previously reported 

also continued to show stress cracks in the mortar and bricks were in 

"jeopardy of falling." The Williams report stressed that this did not 

reflect overall failure on the buildings structure, but rather the 

Court's serious disregard for maintaining the agreed upon " . . . best 

reasonable efforts to preserve the 1909 Randall County Courthouse" 

and could "be construed to reflect gross negligence on the owner's 

part."^^ 

The findings continued to discuss solutions for the problems of 

compliance with the 1977 Federal Office of Revenue Sharing 

requirement of handicap accessible restrooms in all counties 

receiving Revenue Sharing Funds. These alterations were required to 
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be completed by October, 1986. Although the State of Texas 

Architectural Barriers Department had given limited approval, it was 

pointed out that the north annex might be in non-conformance and 

subject to substantial penalties. 

The Williams Company had participated in 12 other similar 

projects since the December 1984, initial study had been done. The 

new cost projections were based on renovations methods rather than 

purely restoration procedures as in the first analysis. (Fig. 3.10.) 

Based upon 18,600 square feet, the projected estimate of basic 

interior work was $409,200.^° 

Phase I exterior work based on renovation costs were new roofing, 

$17,200; masonry cleaning and repair, $45,624; windows, $71,200; plus 

15 per cent contingency and general contractor fees, $20,772, and 10 

per cent architectural and engineering fee, $14,072. This brought 

the total interior and exterior renovation including handicap 

accessibility to $794,908, a very economical $38.00 per square foot 

compared to the new construction costs of $60 to $80 for office 

space.'l Besides being a sound and prudent investment of tax dollars, 

it would have been a balm to the volatile situation that had existed 

for almost a decade between the county government and many citizens. 

Commissioner Bill Thomas, long time courthouse preservation 

opponent, felt that the estimates were too low, even though Williams 

had recently completed several similar projects. His views were 

supportive of constructing a new building when the county expansion 

needs demanded the space. In his typical thinking "All this 

(proposed renovation) is doing is basically preserving the outside, 

but is not restoring the courthouse back to any historical 

significance. We're not utilizing the square footage of the building 

like we could a new building."^2 Many preservationist would prefer 

full historically accurate restoration to renovation; nevertheless, 

much preferred to demolition was the prospect of a useful renovation 

of the building. 
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Another series of events occurred in early November surrounding 

the scheduling of the Antiquities Committee hearing concerning 

Archeological Landmark designation and a proposed compromise 

originating from the Randall county criminal district attorney, 

Randy Sherrod. As spokesman for the pro-preservation group, Don 

Paxton sent letters protesting the 13 November date for the hearing 

due to the unavailability of committee members and strongly opposing 

the cost/benefit analysis requirement from the witnesses in favor of 

Landmark designation. The Assistant Attorney General from the 

Administrative Law Section, Bill Conover, fired back a letter to 

comment on the opinions of Paxton. After striking Paxton's latest 

filing from the records, Conover, as Hearings Officer, informed the 

preservationists that the advice received from the Texas Historical 

Commission (THC) was inaccurate in regards to requirements of 

pleadings. He further stated that the THC was not a party to the 

proceeding, and until such time as they might become involved, the 

Chairman of the THC would not participate in the designation hearing. 

Conover goes further to explain that 

For some reason, you seem to think that the TAC [Texas 
Antiquities Committee] should be supporting this 
designation instead of acting as an impartial decision 
maker on the issue of designation. Should TAC allow the 
preservationists to abuse the rules of procedure or 
purposely err on the side of preservation, any designation 
conferred could be reversed by the courts on appeal. If 
the TAC is to err, I advise that it err on the side of 
caution and prudence so that any decision reached by the 
members can be affirmed on appeal. 

. . . The parties were quite close to reaching such a 
(negotiated) settlement last spring and I hope you will 
consider reviving discussions. Mr. Houdashell of State 
Representative Smithee's office and Ms. Victoria Guerra, 
the Attorney General's representative to the THC, as well 
as Mr. Ludlum and I have all expressed interest in 
resolving the dispute. Unfortunately, the 
preservationists have failed to speak in a single, unified 
voice and have not had the legal guidance which I feel 
necessary to deal with the complex issues involved."'^ 

The overall tone of the letter was reprimanding and in the form of a 

directive. However, it was crucial to the success of mediation 
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proceedings that the TAC view itself not as a preservation advocate, 

but as one who weighs and balances preservation and project interests 

based on interpretation of Section 106 of the NPHA and the 1980 

amendments. The review process was viewed by the National Advisory 

Council who described its stance as "aimed at resolving conflicts . 

. in a manner that reflected the public interest . . . rang[ing] from 

complete demolition [of historic properties] to the purest 

preservation, depending on the circumstances," (ACHP 1980). The 

success, nevertheless, partially depended upon the strategy on which 

the bargains were implemented, and most importantly that "the 

consulting parties [were] held to their commitments."'''' 

Meanwhile, a suggested compromise from the district attorney, 

Randy Sherrod, was being considered. The temporary designation as 

Archeological Landmark until January 1992, would give the courthouse 

supporters four years to raise funds through private donations, 

grants, or county funding to renovate the building. Judge Charles 

Purcell was quoted as "absolutely not interested" in an informal 

agreement for temporary designation.^^ However, failure to fund the 

project would cause the maintenance authority to revert back to the 

county commissioners. It was a workable solution rather than 

pursuing a difficult and frustrating court decision. Corresponding 

with Ms. Claire Kuehn, the TAC notified the preservationists that at 

the 99th Meeting, 13 November 1987, the conditional designation as 

State Archeological Landmark status had been granted. In the 

Aareement for Designation as Texas Archeoloaical Landmark dated 12 

November 1987, signing county officials and preservationist agreed to 

a "Plan for Restoration" which, if not fulfilled by 1 January 1992, 

all parties also agreed to support a removal of the designation.'^ 

Noticeably absent signatures are those of Judge Charles Purcell and 

Commissioner Bill Thomas. Signing for the Commissioners Court were 

Randall L. Sherrod, Criminal District Attorney, Commissioners Walter 

Simms, Fred Begert, and Fred Ritchey. The preservationists were 

Donald Paxton, Paul D. Smith, Harry F. West, Mary Parker, Jim Brown, 
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attorney, and William C. Griggs, representative for the Texas 

Antiquities Committee. 

Immediately, plans were made to make renovation an economic asset 

with the leasing of courthouse space to the Texas Department of 

Health whose offices on the West Texas State University campus were 

being demolished. Although required by the Texas Purchasing and 

General Services Commission to first seek surplus governmental 

property and then historic designated property, the possibility of 

persuading the Director to stay in Canyon rather than move to 

.Amarillo seemed slim. 

However, on 11 January 1988, the commissioners court finally 

accepted the Williams' Exterior Phase I Plan and voted to hire Mr. 

Williams to draw plans, write specifications, and contract the repair 

of the brick work for the critical stabilization of the southeast 

corner and the ailing window arch system. As previously 

demonstrated, Judge Purcell and Commissioner Thomas were against any 

expenditure. Thomas, in fact, stated he felt "railroaded" by the 

preservationist to get county money for repairs on a non-existent 

liability from the loose masonry. The reporting and acceptance of 

the "Plan for Restoration" by Kim Williams, a noted historical 

architect, to the county commissioners court, fulfilled the terms of 

the Agreement dated 9 November 1987, according to correspondence from 

Judge Purcell to Mark Denton of the TAC. 

The repairs of the window and arch system proceeded as Mr. 

Williams contacted the Marvin Window Manufacturing Company, a 

nationally prominent fabricator of custom windows, for a proposal for 

the first replacement window. This window was agreed to be furnished 

by the donations from the community. The Rudd-Palmer Company, Inc. 

was also informed of the scope of the work in an on-site meeting and 

agreed to act as general contractor. Upon exploratory demolition in 

preparation for the window replacement, the original upper decorative 

sash was still in place reducing the expected cost by more than half 

(from $1400 materials to $600 for two new double hung sash windows), 
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although more on site restoration work was to be required. Upon 

closer inspection as the work progressed, it was noticed that the 

upper center window system on the east elevation was in a serious 

state of failure. The architect subsequently received a fixed price 

of $2950 from the contractor to repair the arch. As of 26 May 1988, 

it was left up to the commissioners whether to proceed with the 

repairs.^^ 

Some still strongly felt it unnecessary to restore the 1909 

structure and were vehemently against the cost incurred by the county 

over the past years since vacating the building. John A.Fulgenzi, 

former county commissioner, wrote in a letter to the editor of the 

Amarillo Sunday Globe-News that although being one of the first to 

"preserve historical buildings that reflect the culture of the past," 

he felt the building should also "convey a message to the future." 

He felt it an insult to convey the message to the future that the 

1909 structure was an example of the culture of our times. Fulgenzi 

went on the expound that his "pet rock . . . had more significance . 

. . than the old county courthouse."^^ 

The county grudgingly repaired the central arch at last; now the 

building sits patiently awaiting its fate. The Randall County 

Historical Society has been busily preparing since last summer for 

the centennial celebration of the organization of the county. 

Regrettably the 1909 Courthouse will not be a part, but stands as a 

silent reminder although discarded and despised by some, respected 

and beloved by many others. 

The commissioners have turned to other county business, while 

the supporters enjoy a "breather" from the desperate fight to save 

the treasured building. Time ticks by, inexorably toward the January 

1992 deadline when the control over the building will revert back to 

the county commissioners court. Hopefully, the momentum will not be 

lost by the preservationists in the fight. All but two of the 

original court members are out of office. Judge Charles Purcell is 

rumored to be retiring from his position before the deadline on the 
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designation expires. Currently new commissioners, Skip Husky, and 

John Currie, along with Fred Ritchie face the staunch dedication of 

Bill Thomas and Judge Purcell to demolish the 1909 structure. 

Commissioners Husky and Ritchie have evidenced pro-courthouse posture 

while Mr. Currie is the unknown element. 
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(Fig. 3.1) S i t e plan proposa l . 
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(Fig. 3.2.) Elegant oak judge's bench appears forced into 
undersized district courtroom in the 1984 Justice Center. Photo by 
a'ithor, 1989. 

(Fig. 3.3.) The Randall County Commissioners Court. Photo by 
author, 1989. 

115 



«»»».LlCO»«T»tO«" 

•iro'«:-"»«"»"'̂ ' 

\ 

W^' f ^ 
\ 

• ^ \ 

(Fig. 3.4.) Texas Historic Landmark. Photo by author, 1989. 
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(Fig. 3.5.) North Annex to the 1909 Randall County Courthouse. 
Photo by author, 1989. 

(Fig. 3.6.) Northwest corner of the town square. Photo by 
author, 1989. 
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THE RANDALL CODNTY COURTHOUSE OF 19 09 
A PRESERVATION ANALYSIS 

(Fig. 3.7.) The Randall County Courthouse of 1909: A 
Preservation Analysis. Courtesy 
Williams Company, Austin, Texas, 1989. 
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(Fig. 3.8.) View of the South Annex jail. Photo by author, 19 89. 
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(Fig. 3.9.) Plan of the South Annex jail. 
Randall County Buildings Supervisor, 1989. 

Courtesy John Dawson, 
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(Fig. 3.10.) L. G. Connor, left and John Knight; Connor's office in 
1909 displayed in the background the products of the new agricultural 
county. Courtesy Panhandle—Plains Museum. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESERVATION LAW AND A CASE STUDY 

Introduntinn 

Underlying all the controversy over the destruction of any 

courthouse is its fundamental symbolic importance to a democratic 

society. As children, all Americans are weaned on truths and rights 

that are " . . . self-evident." Constitutionally phrases such as "all 

men are created equal" and the rights to "life, liberty, and the 

pursuit of happiness" are so familiar that they become the basis of 

our views of self-worth. Many societies governed by dictatorship or 

autocracy elevate one man or group of men and their opinion over the 

public interest. That is why majority rule is such an integral part 

of a free society; where one man's ideas can often be selfish or 

biased, the general public rarely focuses on the needs or wants of a 

small portion of the people. 

In the early part of the 1900s, with the influx into Texas of 

European immigrants, of whom many had come seeking religious 

freedoms, the idea of self-government, majority rule and freedom of 

choice was important enough to cause movement from a homeland and 

generations of family ties to an often hostile environment. The 

courthouse was the symbol of all the hopes and plans for a better 

life, the chance for prosperity, opportunity for education of their 

children, and most importantly, to have an equal voice under the law. 

Law and order, the antithesis of which is inequality and chaos, is a 

necessity of a civilized society. Many Europeans had lived with that 

situation and determined to do anything necessary to avoid a 

continued existence where their lives were at the mercy of the whims 

of others. 

The courthouse is a powerful icon of self-government comparable 

to the symbolic meaning in a Christian cross for freedom of religion. 
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It is a wordless reminder of heritage, an object used to represent 

the abstract concept of democracy, and to communicate to outsiders 

what we hold important. The law is also a symbol of democracy and 

important abstract ideals. Appropriately, the structure symbolic of 

that law stood many times as the largest, most imposing building in 

the town. Society used this to convey to residents the central 

importance of the protection offered by the enforcement of laws. 

That there should be laws passed to protect these structures which 

themselves protected the people and stood to house the pleadings of 

guilt or innocence provided additionally appropriate purpose for 

their protection. 

Preservation as "(2.). . . a living part of our community life 

and development in order to give a sense of orientation to the 

.American people;" evidenced specially significant in relation to the 

county courthouse. Many enterprising pioneers filed on land and laid 

out a settlement with the idea of the town square location as the 

potential seat of county government. An essential focal point of the 

community, development would have passed on to other more stable 

areas without it. Its tower gave orientation from great distances 

especially on the treeless plains of the Panhandle. But more than 

physical orientation, it set the direction of the entire community by 

establishing the importance of the law and its administration as a 

primary goal of the community; it embodied both a geographical and 

social center of the town. 

This chapter overviews the national and state preservation laws 

pertaining to the courthouse issue as well as a case study related to 

a landmark decision, as well as examining other aspects of the 

development of preservation law. The case study of Penn Central 

illustrates the major shift of the government in their views on 

preservation. The governmental agency, the Texas Historical 

Commission, administers the National Historic Preservation Act of 

1966, while the Antiquities Code of Texas governs the Texas 

Antiquities Committee. In order to understand more fully their role 
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in the preservation question of the 1909 Randall County Courthouse, 

the chapter overviews these organizations and their functions. 

National Preservation Laws 

Since one of the primary functions of the federal government is 

to establish laws that promote and protect the general welfare, it is 

imperative that the national policy on historic preservation be clear 

and direct as to the intention of the government while deliberately 

open to interpretation in certain instances. These major statutes, 

only enacted in the twentieth century, appropriately form the 

foundation of a national posture on historic properties. In the 

United States, the Antiquities Act of 1906 soon protected the 

archeological resources of New Mexico and Arizona. This enactment 

came just six years prior to the time these states gained admission 

to our nation and attempted to halt the destruction and removal of 

valuable artifacts. " . . . [PJrimarily natural resources and scenic 

wonders," such as Yellowstone National Park in northwest Wyoming and 

southwest Montana, were under the protection of the War Department 

until 1916.1 p^^ that time the Act to Establish a National Park 

Service was placed under the guidance of the Department of the 

Interior. 

Acknowledgement of the national importance of the historic built 

environment came with the passage of the Historic Sites Act of 1935. 

Through this Act, the Secretary of the Interior was authorized to 

designate National Historic Landmarks. The Act further empowered the 

Park Service representatives to make surveys of nationally 

significant historic sites, buildings, and objects; and to acquire 

historic properties.2 The survey became the germination for the 

National Register of Historic Places. 

"The National Park Service conducts the National Historic 

Landmarks Program" which exists to "identify, designate, recognize, 

and protect buildings, structures, sites, and objects of national 

significance." The Park Service goes on to explain that "These 
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properties commemorate and illustrate the history and culture of the 

United States." The preservation of the "cultural resources for the 

benefit, enjoyment, and understanding of this and succeeding 

generations." is also part of the charge.3 One advantage to owners 

of designated properties comes through the evaluation of the 

historical significance of the property as a consideration in the 

planning stages of any federal project. It is the major program 

through which the federal government "weigh[s] the national 

significance of historic properties" and decides what to include in 

the National Park System and what to nominate to the World Heritage 

List.'' This listing, of course, contributes to the tourism of an 

area by inclusion into this elite group. If a property did not meet 

the criteria, it might still be listed in or eligible for the 

National Register of Historic Places, which is a list of districts, 

sites, buildings, structures, and objects significant in American 

history, architecture, archeology, and culture as authorized by the 

National Preservation Act of 1966. Importantly, designation as a 

National Historic Landmark allows that "the owner gives up none of 

the rights and privileges of ownership or use of the property; nor 

does the Department of the Interior acquire a legal interest in the 

property."5 The benefits of designation are often an increased 

public attention to and interest in the property as well as the focus 

on preservation efforts in general. Legally, designation helps 

preserve historic properties through the requirements to notify the 

Congress of threats to their integrity after which the Congress might 

consider legislation to aid their preservation. Federal projects 

that may effect the properties are also directed to minimize any 

damages that might be caused by their activities. Surface mining in 

areas near historic Landmarks also requires the Secretary of the 

Interior to report to the Advisory Council and obtain its advice. 

Available tax incentives and grants also benefit the owner of a 

Landmark property. 
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The approach of World War II caused the national attention to be 

diverted from the fledgling preservation movement. The Park Service 

only maintained properties rather than add to the initial surveys. 

After the war, the federal government instituted three major 

construction programs that were actually 'de-constructive' to many 

historic buildings. These much needed programs; interstate highways, 

dams and flood control, and housing and urban development; provided 

for the growth and well-being of the nation. However, many times 

planners gave inadequate consideration for the buildings that would 

be lost. Fortunately, the National Trust for Historic Preservation 

had been established in 1949 to encourage the preservation of 

historic property and to educate the public to the need to conserve 

historic built America. 

A building boom during the affluent decade of the sixties swept 

across the nation as cities expanded seeking a progressive image 

while in the process demolishing irreplaceable significant historic 

properties. Federal law failed to protect the precious artifacts 

until a Special Committee on Historic Preservation published a major 

book, With Heritage so Rich. which spawned the National Historic 

Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA).6 

The NHPA came at a time when the nation had turned its scrutiny 

inward; the ideal of a Great Society became the goal. The public 

awareness increased of the natural and the built environment. The 

United States Conference of Mayors organized the committee to 

research American and European preservation policies which ultimately 

resulted in their publication of Wittl Heritag^ So Rich. As the 

result, the NHPA now formed the foundation of historic preservation 

in the U. S. and primarily created four things; (l)created an 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, (2)required federal 

agencies to examine the effect their construction plans might have on 

historic sites and buildings as well as to give the Advisory Council 

an opportunity to review the proposals, (3)historic districts along 

with state and locally significance places were included in the scope 
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of the National Register of Historic Places, and (4)authorized 

matching federal grants-in-aid to states, public agencies, non-profit 

organizations, individuals, and the National Trust. The states 

willingly adopted the policy and each governor appointed a state 

historic preservation officer to organize their commission. 

The eloquent phrasing of the introductory section of the NHPA 

bears inclusion of the actual wording in order to understand more 

fully the intentions of the legislators. The first five passages 

read as follows in the Purpose of the Act: 

b. The Congress finds and declares that— 

1. the spirit and direction of the Nation are 
founded upon and reflected in its historic 
heritage; 

2. the historical and cultural foundations of the 
Nation should be preserved as a living part of 
our community life and development in order to 
give a sense of orientation to the .American 
people; 

3. historic properties significant to the Nation's 
heritage are being lost or substantially altered, 
often inadvertently, with increasing frequency; 

4. the preservation of this irreplaceable heritage 
is in the public interest so that its vital 
legacy of cultural, educational, aesthetic, 
inspirational, economic, and energy benefits will 
be maintained and enriched for future generations 
of Americans; 

5. in the face of ever-increasing extensions of 
urban centers, highways, and residential, 
commercial, and industrial developments, the 
present governmental and nongovernmental historic 
preservation programs and activities are 
inadequate to insure future generations a genuine 
opportunity to appreciate and enjoy the rich 
heritage of our Nation;- . . ̂  

With the purpose of establishing and maintaining an inventory of 

the nation's cultural resources that merited preservation, Congress 

established the National Register of Historic Places. There were 

more than 32,000 listings in 1985 that, although selected by a 
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variety of sources, theoretically all conformed to a uniform set of 

criteria. This designation marked these properties for unique 

protection and for the attention of the American public thereby 

stimulating an increased awareness of the special historical value of 

their surroundings. Protection primarily stemmed from Section 106 of 

the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and the 1980 

amendments in Section 110. Both obligated the federal agencies to 

consider historic property protection in any construction or 

demolition plans. Listing in the Register also made owners eligible 

for federally funded grant assistance and have also qualified owners 

for tax benefits from "charitable contribution of preservation 

easements to qualified non-profit organizations."^ According to the 

National Park Service document which seeks to explain the National 

Register, 

. . . The historic buildings in a community are tangible 
links with the Nation's past that help provide a sense of 
identity and stability.. . . Listing properties in the 
National Register changes the way communities perceive 
their historic resources and gives credibility to efforts 
of private citizens and public officials to preserve these 
resources as living parts of our communities.^ 

President Richard M. Nixon issued Executive Order 11593, entitled 

"Protection and Enhancement of Cultural Environment" in 1971, but it 

failed to "provide clear guidance and direction to federal agencies 

in carrying out the goals and policies of the National Historic 

Preservation Act."l° The Order "directed all federal agencies to 

adopt measures for identifying and nominating properties under their 

ownership or control which might be eligible for listing in the 

Register." It further directed government agencies "to maintain 

Register-listed properties at professionally determined standards, to 

develop internal procedures for procedures for preservation, and to 

give early consideration in project planning to properties which 

might be eligible for the National Register."" The 1980 amendments 

to the NHPA not only translated the order into law, but also 

basically altered the membership of the Advisory Council, gave added 
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strength to the protection of the National Historic Landmarks, and 

legally recognized the states authority as part of the federal 

programs. 

Charged as its purpose, the Advisory Council must communicate 

national preservation policy to the United States President and 

Congress. Review of federal projects that might negatively affect 

National Register properties continually occurs. The Council carries 

the additional responsibility of education of administrators of 

public agencies as to their preservation responsibilities as well as 

to be available for technical advice and assistance. 

Additionally, the National Park Service oversees the 

administration of nationally significant historic sites while 

conducts surveys, evaluations, and designations of National Historic 

Landmarks. The Park Service, while maintaining the National 

Register, also records historic structures with measured drawings, 

photographs, and histories under the Historic American Building 

Survey (HABS) and Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) 

programs. The Department of Interior, through the Park Service, also 

publishes the Standards and Guidelines fnr Rehabilitation of Histpric 

Property as well as administering matching grants-in-aid to states 

and the National Trust for Historic Preservation.12 

The NHPA requires each state's governor to appoint a State 

Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) who then works as the liaison 

between local governments, properties, and the federal government as 

administrator of the NHPA. Responsible for surveying and and 

recording the historic properties of his state, the usually small 

staff of each historical commission must also deal with litigation in 

many instances to halt demolition proceedings prior to review by the 

SHPO office. 

The General Services Administration (GSA) of the government is 

the caretaker of all federally owned buildings. Clearly then, the 

Executive Order 11593 greatly affected the policies of that agency in 
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their maintenance of facilities. The GSA, as well as all federal 

agencies, is directed to 

a. Administer the cultural properties under their 
control in a spirit of stewardship and trusteeship for 
future generations; 

b. Initiate measures necessary to direct their 
policies. . . in such a way that. . . significant 
(properties) are preserved, restored, and maintained for 
the inspiration and benefit of the people; . . . 13 

Additionally, the GSA was "charged with the responsibility of 

providing satisfactory space and facilities for the federal 

government while managing" these facilities, as well as "to give 

priority to the use of buildings which have historic, architectural, 

or cultural importance."l^ These responsibilities were to take place 

immediately upon receipt of the order and procedural plans filed with 

90 days of receipt of the command. This illustrated the primary 

status of this policy rather than the secondary position many 

bureaucrats viewed preservation from their position as overseers. 

Following the observation by congress that federal projects were 

destroying and damaging thousands of historic properties during the 

1950s and 1960s period of construction for the government, Section 

106 of the National Historic Preservation Act established a process 

to protect historic properties from unnecessary harm. Section 106 

review included steps to identify historic properties, determine the 

effect of the agency's proposed action, and if harmful, draw up a 

Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) which serves as the council's comment. 

The agency, the council, and each state historic preservation officer 

(SHPO) signed an agreement concerning ways to reduce that harm. If 

the principles of Section 106 were applied early in the planning 

process when changes could be made reactively easily, the potential 

for conflict and delays was significantly reduce. To understand that 

the protection extended to eligible unlisted properties became 

critical, therefore preservationists needed an understanding of what 

the criteria for listing included. 

131 



The 1980 amendments of Section 110 of the National Historic 

Preservation Act required governmental agencies to preserve historic 

properties under their ownership and to use them "to the maximum 

extent feasible" and also notably included the cost of preservation 

activities as "eligible project costs in all undertakings." This 

mandate was noticeably similar to the National Environment Policy Act 

(NEPA), section 4321, which directed that actions "to the fullest 

extent possible" comply with these directives. The Department of 

Transportation Act, Section 4(f) also used this terminology.15 

Undoubtedly, the congress intended that preservation be equal status 

with the condition of natural resources, air quality, and commerce. 

According to the U. S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia, 

Justice Skelly Wright held in determining the meaning of "to the 

fullest extent possible" that 

This language does not provide an escape hatch for the 
footdragging agencies; it does not make the NEPA's 
procedural requirements somehow discretionary. Congress 
did not intend the Act to be such a paper tiger. Indeed, 
the requirement of environmental consideration to the 
fullest extent possible sets a high standard for the 
agencies, a standard which must be rigorously enforced by 
the reviewing courts.16 

Various other cases have upheld this interpretation of the 

terminology used to describe the order as a clear example of the 

intentions of congress. The Act meant to prevent an "excessively 

narrow construction of an agency's existing statutory authorizations" 

in order to avoid compliance with mandated standards. 

As a method of review to establish whether or not the 

governmental agency had indeed tried to preserve historical 

buildings, sites, etc, congress intended to oversee governmental 

building practices. In Vieux Carre Property Owners, Residents and 

Associates, Inc. v. Pierce, 1982, the district court of New Orleans 

held that the City had used "significant efforts" to reduce the 

impact on adjoining property to the landmark Vieux Carre Historic 

District although an appeal was later filed. 
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In other disputes where antagonists failed to reach a compromise, 

the courts continued to reaffirm the importance of Section 106 by 

assigning non-compliance or compliance decisions to each case as 

warranted. In National Trust for Historic Preservation v. Corps of 

Engineers, 552 F.Supp.784 (S.D. Ohio 1982), the courts found that the 

Corps had violated Section 106 by prematurely issuing a permit for a 

barge-loading facility before the Council had completed its 

consultation process. The courts also supported Section 106 in its 

decision against Housing and Urban Development (HUD) in Morris County 

Trust for Historic Preservation v. Pierce 714 F.2d.271 (3rd Cir. 

1983.) The judgment supported the town of Dover, New Jersey in its 

right to change already accepted plans when it became apparent that 

the project involved the demolition of historic Old Stone Academy 

even though the a grant had been arranged prior to NHPA enactment in 

1966. Other cases continued to support the NHPA, Sections 106 and 

110, as well as give strength the Advisory role of the Council. 

Understandably, preservation policy took a long time for its 

acceptance to become widespread. An often heard expression, "the 

wheels of government grind slowly, but exceedingly small" appears 

appropriate here. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

promoted a study on the failure to accept preservation projects as 

viable alternatives to new construction of government offices. 

According to Robert R. Garvey, Jr., over 2,500 private commercial 

projects in 1983 proved successful with the adaptive re-use concept. 

The federal government, however, fell short of following their own 

directives and the GSA process of selection for expanded office space 

used very little opportunity to occupy historic properties. The 

Advisory Council gave three primary reasons as follows for its 

failure: 

1. The lack of on-going funding to support staff and 
report production had curtailed requests from the GSA for 
recommendations from the Advisory Council. 

2. The inability to incorporate outside influences on 
the decision-making process of the GSA in its primary role 
of locating and designing Federal Office buildings caused 
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the agency to reject the majority of recommendations by 
the Advisory Council. This occurred due to a feeling of 
compulsion to choose from a limited and restricted 
selection list. 

3. Lastly, the ideas of preservation have not been 
ingrained into the thoughts of government officials so as to 
promote the selection of these properties over new 
construction.l^ 

Recommendations included the development within the GSA of the 

capability in identifying the useful historic structures themselves 

through the state historic preservation officer and local historic 

preservation commissions as well as requiring a report to Congress 

which justified the results of each search. 

Although a suggestion by the authors of With Heritage So Rich. 

tax incentives as a means to promote preservation activities was not 

implemented until ten years after the NHPA. Politically 

controversial, the Congress withheld action until states began 

enacting their own tax programs. The Tax Reform Act of 197 6 

"align[ed] federal tax policy with preservation policy, made tax 

incentives available for rehabilitation and penalized demolition."l^ 

Following this action, the government enacted six other tax policies 

including the most recent legislation, the Tax Reform Act of 1986, 

which significantly reduced the use of the Rehabilitation Tax Credit 

by over two-thirds. However, legislators were regrouping to support 

the Community Revitalization Tax Act of 1989 in an effort to get 

developers re-interested in rehabilitating old buildings by giving 

they access to needed capital.i^ Although preservation may have 

slowed in some areas due to financial concerns, dedicated 

preservationists continued to work for a better climate both 

economically and politically. 

Federal Requirements of the State 
and Local Governments 

The states were charged with directing the National Historic 

Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) and the appointment of the state 

historic preservation officer (SHPO). The SHPO's responsibilities 
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were outlined as directing and surveying statewide historic 

properties, nominating qualified properties to the National Register 

of Historic Places, in addition to preparation and implementation of 

a statewide preservation planning process. This governor-appointed 

officer was also responsible for administering federal assistance 

programs such as the Historic Preservation Fund along with advising 

and cooperating with other preservation agencies. Another primary 

function was providing public information, education, training, and 

technical assistance to any preservation related activities while 

assisting city governments in the certification process. 

Following pressures by the city governments to be allowed a more 

direct role in the listings in the National Register of Historic 

Places and a request that grants-in-aid to the state preservation 

programs be shared with the cities, the 1980 amendments granted the 

entreaties. In November, 1983, the Department of the Interior issued 

final ruling on the 1980 amendments. The National Park Service was 

directed to administer grants-in-aid to approved state historic 

preservation programs while also establishing an avenue of access to 

the local governments. 

Procedures to qualify local governments as "Certified Local 

Government (CLG)," adopted as part of the 1983 Department of Interior 

final rulings, allowed funding to be transferred which enabled city 

officials to carry out their town's preservation efforts. An 

authorized part of the 1966 National Preservation Act as section 61.1 

charged the CLG with enforcing the preservation legislation, 

establishing a qualified historic preservation review commission 

composed of professional and lay members and maintaining a system for 

the survey and inventory of historic properties. Section 61.5 of the 

36 Code of Federal Regulations further defines the certified 

participants as having to provide for adequate public participation 

in the local historic preservation program, including recommendations 

to the National Register. Additionally, if the city failed to 

perform its responsibilities delegated under the Act and maintain 
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written records for state inspection, the designation as CLG could be 

removed.2 0 

In order for a city to be designated as a CLG, the chief elected 

official of the local government must request the designation from 

the SHPO. After receiving a written assurance that the requirements 

are met, the SHPO reviews the local historic preservation ordinance, 

the listing of the properties and districts, and lists of the local 

CLG members and their qualifications. He must also receive 

assurances by the local government of their intentions to retain 

professional/knowledgeable members or advisors. The local government 

must also make a proposal of reviewing properties for recommendation 

to the National Register if there are no professional participants, 

as well as submission of a local historic preservation plan. The 

SHPO must normally respond in 60 working days to the local government 

as to their designation status. 

Texas Historical Commission 

Many states followed the direction by the Federal government and 

established Historical Commissions with a governor-appointed state 

historic preservation officer (SHPO) . Created in 1953 as the Texas 

Historical Survey Committee by the Texas Legislature, the Texas 

Historical Commission (THC) now operates under the Texas Government 

Code, Chapter 442 (Vernon's Texas Civil Statutes 1978) and the Texas 

Local Government Code, Chapter 318 to administer a statewide 

comprehensive preservation program. Acting to protect all historic 

treasures as reminders of the past, as part of an education system 

for students, and as part of the quality of life in Texas, the THC is 

composed, with the advice and consent of the senate, of 18 members 

appointed by the Texas Governor. 

The major divisions in the THC help delegate the work in an 

effort to deal with the issues facing the state in the area of 

historic preservation. These are the Administration Department, the 

Office of the State Archeologist, the Division of Architecture, The 

136 



County Historical Commission and Museum Services Department, the 

Publications Department, and the Review and Compliance Department. 

Along with these are the other special efforts of the Sam Rayburn 

House Museum, the Texas Main Street Project, the State Marker and 

National Register Programs. 

The Commission works closely with the Administration Department 

and the Office of the State Archeologist to oversee preservation 

efforts. The Administration Department controls the budget, 

planning, and personnel activities. Its professional staff serving 

under the SHPO includes historians, archeologists, architects, and 

experts in related fields. It also awards the Texas Historical 

Preservation Grant Program which allocates matching grants to 

nonprofit groups and cities or counties in order to begin restoration 

projects. The State Archeologist is in charge of a comprehensive 

program to inventory, evaluate, preserve, and interpret the 

archeological resources of Texas for the public. There are more than 

35,000 recorded archeological sites in Texas which must be listed and 

preserved. Texas architectural resources, such as bridges, 

courthouses, and other public landmarks are monitored and technical 

advice is also offered by the Commission. 

The county historical commissions and over 400 heritage 

organizations in the state are assisted by the County Historical 

Commission and Museum Service Department, while the Sam Rayburn House 

Museum in Bonham is involved in interpreting the life and work of 

former Speaker of the U. S. House of Representatives. The house is 

the only historical site administered by the THC. 

The Texas Main Street Project is designed to bring commerce and 

activities back to decaying downtowns. Only five per year, however, 

are selected to participate with architectural consultation, 

marketing, and interior design training at no cost after the 

community hires a full-time project manager for three years. 

To educate the people concerning their historical heritage, 

efforts are made to provide the information on roadside markers, in 
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publications, and in a comprehensive inventory. Over 9,000 historical 

markers have been placed over the state by the state marker committee 

while another form of publicity for the state historical heritage is 

in the form of a monthly statewide newsletter, The Medallion. 

produced by the Publications Department. More than 1200 Texas 

properties are listed on the National Register following the 

compilation of a statewide inventory of significant Texas sites by 

the office of the National Register in Texas. 

The Review and Compliance Department watches over thousands of 

federal projects yearly that potentially may disturb a historical 

resource. These agencies carry out the work of the Texas Historical 

Commission along with thousands of volunteers statewide who are 

interested in preserving the heritage of Texas. Together these 

divisions work toward the common goal of protecting Texas cultural 

artifacts. 

Texas Antiquities Committee 

Created in 1969, three years after the National Historic 

Preservation Act, the purpose of the Antiquities Committee was to 

administer the Antiquities Code of Texas. The nine committee members 

were directed to identify, protect and preserve cultural resources 

located on publicly owned lands. These members include the Director 

of the Texas Historical Commission, the State Archeologist, Director 

of the Parks and Wildlife Department, the Commissioner of the General 

Land Office, the State Engineering Director of the State Department 

of Highways and Public Transportation, the Executive Director of the 

Texas Water Commission, and three governor appointees; one 

professional archeologist from a museum or university, one 

professional historian and the Director of the Texas Memorial Museum 

of the University of Texas System. 

Sharing the same building in Austin with the Texas Historical 

Commission, the TAC staff monitored over 2000 designated State 

Archeological Landmarks. Additionally, • the Antiquities committee has 
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directed the inventory of more than 1500 historic shipwrecks in Texas 

waterways.21 

S e c 4 4 ? 0 0 8 - ThA Art R e 1 ; i t i n g t n ^ h o 

P r e s e r v a t i o n o f H i s t n r i r Cnurthnu.oîo.^ 

Of the 254 counties in Texas, 140 late nineteenth- and early 

twentieth-century courthouses are still existing, however more than a 

one-third of them have been changed to keep up with the growth of the 

communities and the county.22 Many expansions and renovations were 

inappropriate to the architectural integrity of these older buildings 

and have greatly undermined their historic character. Many public 

treasures in the form of the county courthouse that were the most 

historically and architecturally important have been "sold, 

destroyed, irretrievably altered, or obscured by unsympathetic 

additions and modifications." 

Any building that has ever served as a county courthouse may not 

be demolished, sold, leased, or damaged, including by neglect, or 

otherwise have its integrity diminished. That integrity may be 

related to the history of the county, city, state or even the nation. 

It may be related solely to the architectural merit that the building 

possesses. Only after notification to the Texas Historical 

Commission of the proposed action at least six months prior to any 

action, may the building be considered disposable. 

If, after due consideration, the commission determines that the 

courthouse is significantly worthy of protection, there is an 

additional 180 days in which the commission can cooperate with any 

interested individuals in promoting and preserving the historical or 

architectural probity of the building. Following notification by the 

county, the commission has to respond within 30 days if they 

determine to pursue the courthouse conservation. This does not 

prevent the county from carrying out any ordinary maintenance or 

repairs without notification of the commission. According to 

Vernon's Annotated Civil Statutes, Article 6145, Section 18, lawsuits 

may also be filed by the attorney general or any resident of Texas in 
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response to any threatened violation of these laws as well as 

recovering civil penalties and costs of litigations. Fines for 

violation provide a penalty of not less than $50 or more than $1000 

for each day of violation.23 

Texas Antiouities Code: Subchapter D. 
^^191.92. 191.93 and 191.171 

Designation as a National Register site, State Archeological 

Landmark, and/or Recorded Texas Historic Landmark, the courthouse 

received further legal protection. "For courthouses listed in or 

determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, all 

proposed changes involving federal funds must be reviewed in 

accordance with federal regulations concerning National Register 

properties. "̂ '̂  

Any State Archeological Landmark must be reviewed under the Texas 

Antiquities Code which covers " . . . buildings. . .and locations of 

historical, archeological, scientific or educational interest. . . 

that are located in, on, or under the surface of any land belonging 

to the State of Texas . . . . "25 For a courthouse to be designated as 

a State Archeological Landmark, if must be either (1) the site of 

historically significant event to Texas or the United States; (2) 

associated with the life of an famous person; (3) significantly 

associated with an event symbolic of an important principle or ideal; 

(4) representative of a distinctive architectural type, period, 

style, or construction type; or (5) important as part of the 

heritage of a religious organization, ethnic group, or local society. 

Another important distinction of the State Archeological Landmark 

status is that the building must be listed in the National Register 

of Historic Places.26 The penalties for violation include those of 

the Texas Government Code, Chapter 4 42, and extend to a determination 

of a misdemeanor charge, and the possibility of a 30 day jail 

sentence. Section 191.171 (b) further states that "Each day of 

continued violation of any provision of this chapter constitutes a 

separate offense for which the offender may be punished." 
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The protection for Recorded Texas Historic Landmarks requires 

only a 60 day notice before any damaging actions may be started; 

however, the commission may waive the waiting period, or extend it 

another 30 days if it may enhance the chances for preservation. 

Expiration of the destruction notice to the commission expires 180 

days after receipt if action has not been taken by that time. Any 

changes to Landmark courthouses are now reviewed by the THC for 

compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 

Rehabilitation.27 The THC also administers the Texas Historic 

Preservation Grant Fund which was designed by the Texas Legislature 

to encourage preservation.28 

Protection under these laws depend on concerned and involved 

citizens bringing this legislation to the attention of county 

commissioners early in the planning stages of any changes to the 

county courthouse. By contacting the THC or the TAC quickly, 

potential problems may be resolved without the undue conflict similar 

to those developed concerning the 1909 Randall County Courthouse. 

Most preservationists realize that every building cannot be and 

should not be saved, but those that have special integrity to anyone 

should at least be given to opportunity of review before 

irretrievable actions are done. "Regardless of theory, regardless of 

common interests or differences between people, the cultural 

resources that exist have something to contribute to the lives of 

many."2 9 

Historic Preservation bv Counties 

Following appointment of at least seven county residents to a 

local historical commission by the county commissioners court or the 

county judge, these local delegates have initiated and conducted 

programs suggested by the same court and the THC. Reports are made 

concerning the existence of historical buildings, sites, collections 

or other past-related features of the county to the governing 

officials. A compilation of the collected information was to be made 
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as a county register. The local commission also designates 

historical trails that link significant sites, as well as erecting 

markers, monuments, and medallions; purchasing objects and 

collections; preparing a county history; and operating a museum. Tax 

exemption recommendation may come from the local commission following 

application by an owner and a review by the commission. The county 

historical commission then finally links the chain from the federal 

government intentions for preservation to the individual and the 

built environment. 

Å Case Study of Penn Central Transportation Co. 
V. Citv nf New Ynrk. 438 U.S. 104 (19781 

"Over one half of the buildings listed in the Historic 
American Building Survey, begun by the Federal Government 
in 1933, have been destroyed. . ."3° 

Rather than the widely known Penn Central case, the original case 

upholding a ruling based on architectural aesthetics was Welch v. 

Swasey, decided in 1909. In this case, the city was charged with 

unfairly forbidding the owner of a small multi-story building to 

replace it with an office tower on the basis of aesthetics, which the 

city claimed not a permissible basis for land use regulation.3i 

Aesthetics is defined by Webster's Dictionary as "the theories and 

descriptions of the psychological responses to beauty and artistic 

experiences."32 The 1978 litigation basically revolved around the 

designation of Grand Central Terminal, owned by the Penn Central 

Transportation Company, as a landmark structure by the New York City 

Landmarks Preservation Commission. The City denied a certificate of 

appropriateness to that Company to build a 55 story office tower on 

the site.33 The Company then claimed the City had used its police 

power resulting in a "taking" of the land by prohibiting the 

possibilities for considerable profit-making with the tower 

construction. A taking results when the owner is not fairly 

reimbursed for his land if the government puts restrictions on or 

occupies the property. A majority of U. S. Supreme Court held in its 
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decision that landmarks preservation law was valid and this was not a 

taking because "[t]he restrictions imposed are substantially related 

to the promotion of the general welfare and not only permit 

reasonable beneficial use of the landmark site but afford appellants 

opportunities further to enhance not only the Terminal site proper 

but also other properties."3^ without a doubt, the legitimacy of the 

police power of the New York City's landmark preservation ordinances 

were established in this decision. 

As background, the Grand Central Terminal opened in 1913 as a 

product of a joint venture between the New York and Harlem Railroad 

Company and the New Haven Railroad Company. This creative new land 

use plan placed the office building over the tracks at the present 

location of the Pan Am and Grand Central area.^^ Along with the 

Pennsylvania station, built 1907-13, these stations were of 

unprecedented architectural and engineering boldness. Architect of 

Grand Central, Whitney Warren of Warren and Whetmore, drew upon a 

suggestion in Charles Reed's planning concepts.36 The idea of a 

multilevel terminal with electric trains to eliminate smoke came from 

William J. Wilgus, Chief Engineer of the New York Central and Hudson 

River Railroad.3^ The development of air rights above the lowered 

train yard enabled several blocks in Manhatten, some of the world's 

most valuable real estate, to be developed. 

Grand Central's main concourse is similar to the Pennsylvania 

station design by Charles McKim of McKim, Mead, and White, which was 

their largest work and the last by McKim before his death in 1909. 

Although broader and lower in proportions than the Pennsylvania 

station, Grand Central also has six pairs of Doric columns which 

flank gigantic arched window openings that allow sunlight into the 

vast interior. The facade of Grand Central was derived from 

eighteenth-century France while the interiors were "unexpectedly 

spare in detail."^^ Although demolition in 1964 of the Pennsylvania 

railroad station was grievous, Grand Central still recalls the 

successful design that crowned the achievements of Beaux-Art trained 
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architects. The goals of "clarity of circulation and spatial 

grandeur" were realized in both of these stations although Grand 

Central "is more complex, more compact, and more successful in a 

fully urban sense than Pennsylvania Station."39 

Many considered one important aspect of the decision concerning 

Penn Central as that of advocacy, meaning the pleading of a case. It 

represented an important shift in the public view of preservation not 

just as interesting buildings to see, but as a matter of public 

necessity.^o ^he attitude of advocacy by the Municipal Arts Society 

also brought about the bold New York City Landmarks Preservation Law 

a year before the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 was 

passed. The fight for Grand Central Station was ". . . a choice of 

the ground on which to fight for the law and for the principles that 

it included" by the New York City commissioners.''l This represented a 

conscience choice to face months of dragging litigation on behalf of 

preservation; the involvement of the local Municipal Arts Society was 

crucial in helping decide which buildings were worthy of the 

designations as well as supporting the legal battles. 

For once, citizens were fighting along side City Hall rather than 

against it. In a previous proceeding before Supreme Court Justice 

Saypol, advocacy by the friends of the building was stymied by Mr. 

Saypol's attitude that Grand Central was a "faded and rather dirty 

beauty," therefore, since he did not like it, the regulations were 

invalid.''2 Following this ruling, the case to save the building was 

again brought before the Appellate Division by a special committee 

consisting of local organizations. The National Trust for Historic 

Preservation also participated in this pleading in a particularly 

crucial manner by supporting the action. "The court decision 

represent[ed] a substantial endorsement of preservation activity" and 

"even reluctant governments who now recognize that to lack a historic 

preservation ordinance is to be substantially behind the times."^3 

Another aspect of the Penn Central decision was that since the 

designation was a positive reinforcement for preservation, even more 
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test cases should be brought in order to clarify and further limit 

the loopholes of those who would try to skirt the restrictions. 

Although designations should be made with great caution in order that 

the courts may uphold them, without bold advocacy for preservation 

we will lose " . . . coherent, sensible, and beautiful communities." 

Herbert Gleason continued to say, "We would also accomplish a 

great deal more in historic preservation and in the preservation of 

the environment if we look at the whole setting which a building 

ornaments."'''' This brought in the issue of site preservation, which 

in the case of Randall County Courthouse was obviously a major 

problem. Parking requirements overshadowed the necessity for 

maintaining the original setting; nevertheless, if appropriate 

preservation guidelines were followed, the site must be restored as 

an integral part of the Courthouse design. 

Since the highest court in the land had already decreed that 

historic and landmark preservation was "a worthy goal[s] for public 

action " this important new decision now designated a single landmark 

rather than only large historic districts as had previously been the 

typical procedure.''^ Generally, it was viewed that landmark 

designation over a large area was a necessary basis to equalize the 

possible burden of preservation status; however, a majority of the 

Justices ruled it was not a requirement. 

The Penn Central decision also pointed out the issues of transfer 

of development rights (TDR) and of a reasonable return from a 

landowner's property. The railroad had argued that "taking" applied 

to any part even though the developer wanted to split off various 

parts of the development rights. The court ruled favorably on the 

transfer of all the development rights, but that it did not 

constitute a "taking" if one part was restricted. Most importantly, 

the Court upheld a basic principle of American land use law known as 

"the nation-wide rule." It supported "that so long as a landowner 

can still obtain some reasonable return from his land, land use 
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restrictions may substantially reduce the potential value of a 

developer's land."^6 

The courts continued to debate aesthetic judgement since it had 

held that it could be a legally supported reason for preservation 

restrictions. The courts had over the years been reluctant to give 

full credence to aesthetics as a basis for police power regulation 

without compensation to the owner. Aesthetic judgment, subjective in 

nature, required defined standards in order to assure equal treatment 

of all cases. Extremes of appeal of a junkyard versus the U. S. 

Capital building were easy to decide; nevertheless, what rules may be 

applied when opinions differ? If "beauty is in the eye of the 

beholder, " then each person's judgment was defensible and the laws 

became an administration nightmare. 

Each person has their own theory of what constitutes beauty or 

fine art, and a strict interpretation applicable to every case 

emerged as impossible. Therefore, in order to try to clarify 

appropriate methods of preservation as an integral part of 

architectural beauty, clear-cut criteria defining acceptable and 

unacceptable standards were set forth in the Secretary of the 

Interior's Standard's for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for 

Rehahilitating Historic Buildings. These standards became recognized 

by preservation architects and others in the field as "right-minded 

and useful" however, there were some concerns over two of the 10 

guidelines. Some ambiguity remained in the description of being 

"products of their own time" in Standard 3 and the exclusion of a 

using contrasting materials or structures to separate the historic 

from the non-historic in Standard nine caused conflicting 

viewpoints .''̂  But whatever the interpretation, the consensus appeared 

that these Standards represented an excellent effort to give uniform 

interpretation of what constituted a historic restoration, 

conservation, or replication. 

Interpretations in land use cases evolved over the years from the 

period when aesthetics were not regarded as a legitimate goal of the 
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police power regulations toward a full recognition of a sensitivity 

to beauty and uniqueness as a reason for governmental standards. By 

combining economic reasoning, such as the asset of tourists dollars, 

with aesthetics, historic district protection has been widely upheld. 

The courts were now in the period of extending the local powers "to 

protect the environment not only on the traditional grounds of health 

and safety, but also on broader aspects of the general welfare. . . " 

and defining that general welfare changed additionally to a regional 

matter, not just a local one.^^ This came after the courts realized 

that the municipalities in many instances abused their powers. 

The Supreme Court decisions represented the view of the Courts to 

take a closer look at what the local governments were doing with 

their powers, rather than taking the position of staying out of local 

affairs. Although, too much government was not beneficial, it became 

necessary if the local officials lost their farsight and only used 

"insight." The democratic responsibility lays with the people and 

the federal government to remind city officials to plan for the far 

distant future, not just today. 

In conclusion, public awareness of the preservation statutes 

greatly increases the possibilities that our national heritage will 

not be lost to the wrecking ball. Many examples exist that show 

other available options. Preservationists acknowledge the economic 

necessity of finding viable uses for historic structures in order 

that these buildings may survive. 

Proposal of Natinnal Historic 

T.andmark Status 

The 1909 Randall County Courthouse should be considered for the 

National Historic Landmark status as representative of the theme of 

the County Courthouse, on the following criteria: 

Since the Randall County Courthouse does "possess exceptional 

value in illustrating the heritage of the United States in history 

and culture as well as its high degree of integrity of location,. . . 

setting,. . . feeling and association" because of its membership in 
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an elite group of buildings known as the county courthouse that 

represent a strong thread of continuity throughout this nation tying 

each county to the next in a common bond of democratic government. 

Each piece that is removed weakens the fabric and may eventual 

represent the breaking point that results in a discarded cloak of 

justice. The Randall County Courthouse, therefore, 

1. (Is) associated with events that have made a 
significant contribution to and (is) identified with, or 
outstandingly represents, the broad national patterns of 
United States history and from which an understanding and 
appreciation of those patterns may be gained; (and) . . . 

3. (Represents the) great idea or ideal of the 
American people in their perceptions of self-government; 
and 

4. (Embodies) the distinguishing characteristics of an 
architectural type specimen exceptionally valuable for a 
study of a period . . .(i. e., the development of the 
Panhandle of Texas) , (and) that represent(s) a 
significant, distinctive and exceptional entity (i. e., 
the county courthouse) whose components may lack 
individual distinction; (and) 

5. (Is) composed of integral parts of the environment 
not sufficiently significant by reason of historical 
association to warrant individual recognition, but 
collectively compose an entity of exceptional historical . 
. significance (and) outstandingly commemorate(s) (and) 
illustrate a a way of life or culture. . . .̂  
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CHAPTER V 

A CURRENT CONDITIONS STUDY OF THE 1909 STRUCTURE, 

1984 JUSTICE CENTER AND 

CONCLUSIONS 

Introdnntinn 

Currently the courthouse stands empty, used only as a passage to 

the primarily storage area of the south annex building. A 

photocopied notice of landmark status was precariously taped by an 

exit; another page having fallen, was stuffed between a side door and 

the door facing. After all the debates, expenditures of time and 

money, an observer expected an Archeological Landmark of the State of 

Texas designation to have been more than a photocopy taped to the 

wall. It seemed no one would fully commit to restoration or 

renovation until permanent recognition was given to the building. 

(Fig. 5.1.) The Texas Antiquities Committee would not award 

continuing designation until restoration or renovation was evidenced 

and a dedication by the county to attempt preservation of the 

Courthouse was apparent. The situation appeared to be 'catch-22,• 

defined by Webster's dictionary as "a paradox in which seeming 

alternatives actually cancel[led] each other out, leaving no means of 

escape from a dilemma." This circular argument that wasted valuable 

resources of all involved parties eventually lead to a conclusion 

that the county leaders must make the commitment if preservation was 

to be a viable part of the community. (Fig. 5.2.) 

Structural and Mechanical Conditions 

Numerous reports testify to the structural soundness of the 1909 

Courthouse although the mechanical conditions need extensive up-

dating to conform to present usage requirements. Solid-brick masonry 

bearing walls with wood floor and roof joists comprise the structural 

support elements. The building is three and one-half stories high; a 

central, brick clock tower has been removed; research did not reveal 
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exact reasons; however, recurrent leakage problems were mentioned. 

(Fig. 5.3.) The interior load bearing walls carry the floor loads to 

brick spread footings with a brick and concrete foundation 

construction. Deflection of some floor joist must be expected 

considering the excessive loading by numerous file cabinets. To 

handle this problem, file cabinets should be placed near the 

perimeter of the rooms near bearing walls would help to prevent 

further sagging of the floors, as well as the transport of 

unnecessary files to a storage room more frequently. Major file 

storage should also be in developed basement or ground floor areas 

when possible. The Tunnell report suggests placing a row of columns 

in what was the District Clerk's office to help distribute the weight 

to the bearing wall below. 

In a truncated Mansard, the roof is finished with a built-up 

asphalt roofing and gravel covering; asphalt composition shingles 

cover the sloping portion. Originally, the sloped portion appears to 

have been covered with a slate-like material applied in a "fish 

scale" pattern. The terra-cotta parapet cap and the gutter are 

coated with hot mopped asphalt presumably to stop leaks. The down 

spouts deposit water run-off at the corners of the building causing a 

settling problem primarily at the southeast corner even though the 

majority of the water runs across concrete sidewalks. These 

additions because initially excess run-off drained through concealed 

piping in hidden chases probably to a cistern; the system should 

eventually be restored.l The roof currently seems water tight, but 

the roofing materials are very deteriorated. Replacing the original 

material, which was likely a flat-seamed metal roofing, with a 

single-ply watertight roofing membrane is an appropriate choice since 

it is not visible from street level. 

All the analyses, including the original T. R. Daniel's 

engineering report dated 27 May 1981, agreed on building soundness. 

The number one yellow pine floor joists were rated at 1500 p.s.i. 

while calculations were done with a conservative 1100 p.s.i. to allow 
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for any unknown joist deterioration.2 The Williams' analysis adopted 

this report although recommending a detailed exploration of the 

structural flooring system to verify 100 pounds per square foot code 

requirements. 

The steam-heat boiler system, located in the basement, falls 

below standards and requires total replacement. (Fig. 5.4.) The 

steam pipes, probably installed in the 1920s are unsafe, corroded and 

unsound. The inadequate window air-conditioning units detract from 

the exterior appearance and should be replaced by a new central air-

conditioning and heating system as an integral part of any 

restoration or renovation program. 

The electrical system is primarily carried through exterior 

conduits and also detracts from the historical appearance. 

Considering modern demands for electrical power to computers, 

telephones, and copiers, not to mention the requirements of a central 

HVAC system, the logical move would be to totally replace the wiring 

during the up-grading process to avoid future problems. (Fig. 5.5.) 

Fire exit and alarm systems require compliance with modern codes. 

The exterior fire exit from the third floor has been plastered over 

and should be reopened to allow egress. The exterior fire exit, 

although antique, should remain following restoration although an 

enclosed fire stairs are now necessary. An existing fire and smoke 

detection system should be also brought up to code requirements. 

The Exterior Conditions and the Site 

Medium-reddish-brown, oversized brick highlighted by light-stone 

trim elements veneer the solid-brick masonry walls. Concrete, 

painted white, forms the base with a light terra-cotta water table. 

Above this ground anchor, the brick courses imply a deeply rusticated 

base reflective of Renaissance cut-stone work. Each sixth course 

protrudes, creating a strong shadow line until terminated by a light-

stone beltcourse at the second floor level. Resting on the 

beltcourse, the giant order brick pilasters continue upward. 

155 



terminated by cut-stone capitals, apparently supporting the strongly 

emphasized entablature which is a composition of ornamental brick 

courses and cut-stone work. (Fig. 5.6.) 

Expressing continuity with other courthouses of the period, the 

typical five-bay by three-bay configuration of the plan helps to 

emphasize the entry with its stepped out design. Additionally 

enhancing the four entries, one on either side, an elaborate cornice 

of cut-stone and terra-cotta shelters the doorway. (Fig. 5.7.) 

Elegant brackets support the console while an unusual cartouche form 

crowns each entry. A flat brick arch with a limestone keystone and 

cornerstones cap the transom windows over the doors. In photographs 

the original doors appear to have been solid wood with raised panel 

inserts. The rectangular transom light over the double doorway 

allowed light to enter the central hallways. 

Basically intact, the exterior walls still contain their original 

elements. The usual up-dating in the 50s and 60s replaced the wooden 

windows and doors with aluminum systems. Removal of these windows 

appears to be the cause of the mortar failure throughout the exterior 

wall facade. Although the steel lintels originally installed are 

still in place, the aluminum windows allowed deflection as evidenced 

in cracked glass in some places and other instances of mortar cracks 

due to this lintel deflection. According to the Williams' analysis, 

"this deflection is actually pulling several lintels out of bearing 

positions. . . Some upper masonry arches and terra-cotta cornice and 

pilaster detailing are in jeopardy of falling away from the 

building."3 

Replacement of the aluminum window systems is the optimum choice 

not only to restore the original appearance, but also to reinforce 

the openings. As noted at the conclusion of Chapter III dealing with 

the architectural feasibility studies, one of these windows has been 

replaced. To the delight of preservationists, the original arched 

glass is still in place thereby reducing the replacement costs as 

well as adding to the integrity of the restoration work. Mr. 
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Williams supervised the replacement and repair of the failing mortar 

over two windows on the east facade. 

The addition of incompatible modern elements inherently plague 

historic buildings. Although relatively easier to maintain, these 

contrast in a very unattractive manner with the Classical design 

features. The aesthetic appeal of these major architectural elements 

becomes apparent when comparing todays appearance with the original 

attractive image. (Fig. 5.8.) 

The site, as previously noted, has been badly altered with the 

addition of the North annex for offices and the south annex which 

served for a time as the jail facility. The asphalt areas of parking 

on the site detract immeasurable, but alternate solutions prove 

difficult to project due to the already obvious razing of other town 

square buildings for parking to the south southeast of the 

courthouse. The 'car culture' we now live in seems to preclude the 

alternative of parking a block away and walking to the building. 

The landscaping needs extra attention. The trees planted by the 

town 70 years ago are huge, and need the care of a professional 

landscaper. Other vegetation should be researched to determine 

historic plantings in addition to the original grid tree layout. 

(Fig. 5.9.) 

The Interior Conditions 

The interior walls and room layouts remain generally in original 

condition requiring basically only cleaning and painting to restore 

to useful condition. Although some spatial modifications may be 

necessary to accommodate the final functional recfuirements, also 

depending on the degree of restoration possible, the interior appears 

in good condition. The building totals approximately 21,000 square 

feet of potential office space. The major draw-back is the 

inaccessibility for handicap usage. Although the elevator has been 

added where one side of the double stairway was ripped out, it 

remains marginally operative, but fails to meet handicap 

requirements. Restoration would remove the elevator and reconstruct 
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wooden stairs to match the remaining side. The elevator should be 

more sensitively located such as the Williams' report suggested for 

installation in the West hall near the entry. 

The interiors of each story varies in condition and some fixtures 

are missing. Nonetheless, the original plans are easily 

recognizable. Subdivision of some spaces to create smaller offices 

occurred on the first floor as well as the addition of a terrazzo 

flooring around 1967. (Fig. 5.10.) Primarily the public restrooms 

do not meet the handicap code and must be upgraded. (Fig. 5.11.) 

Following the move to the Justice Center, some historical doors and 

their hardware were removed and reinstalled across the street in the 

new courtrooms. Since these do not fit contextually in the modern 

atmosphere of the building, they should be reinstalled in the 

restored courthouse with reconstructed imitations or other modern 

doors placed in the newer building. 

The second floor primarily needs cleaning and painting in 

addition to the mechanical up-dating. In the past there had been a 

connecting bridge, now removed and the opening closed, to the south 

annex. The window should be replaced to match the other restored 

window. An enclosed fire stair requirement must also be added to 

meet safety codes for upper floor occupancy. However, many 

decorative details remained, such as the staircase and vault doors 

which add to the historic atmosphere. (Fig. 5.12.) 

The next floor contains the district courtroom which has been 

denuded of its etched entry doors, massive oak furnishings and 

interior window pediments. Original plaster ceiling details are 

surprisingly still located behind the dropped acoustic ceiling of 

both third floor courtrooms. (Fig. 5.13.) Some moisture damaged 

appeared on the southwest corner room ceilings.^ 

The fourth floor jury rooms and attic space remain basically 

unchanged. Evidence for construction details, finishes and other 

research can be found in the unspoiled rooms. The two rooms of the 

attic are the tower base room and the unfinished under-roof area. 
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These are structurally sound, but need some attention paid to the 

areas showing previous water damage. 

Other integral elements of the interior are the lighting, doors, 

flooring, as well as the stair, wall and ceiling constructions. As 

evidence of historic lights found by the Almond—Delara research, 

they were chain hung brass with single truncated globes (school house 

type), or with tear drop globes. Many fluorescent fixtures installed 

as part of remodeling should be removed with a more sensitive 

approach to lighting should be taken. The interior doors are 

horizontal, raised-panel doors with transoms. "Many of the office 

entry doors are two lower panels with a single light of glass 

above."5 The upper floors are constructed of three and one-half inch 

tongue and groove wood flooring covered with vinyl linoleum. The 

walls and ceilings are plaster on wood lath with later ceilings 

composed of 1 x 2 ft. or 2 x 4 ft. acoustical tile suspended from a 

drop grid. The stairs are a simple oak and pine construction with 

simple turned balustrades. One side of the original double 

staircase, as previously mentioned, was removed to accommodate the 

elevator. 

The Most Recent Findinas 

In October of 1987, Kim Williams, AIA, The Williams Company, 

presented the Phase I Analysis for the Randall County Courthouse. The 

National Trust for Historic Preservation, Fort Worth Regional Office, 

and the Randall County Historical Commission (RCHC) sponsored and 

jointly funded the report. Community donations matched a contribution 

from the Meadows Preservation Planning Grant Fund. An introduction 

makes note that the Randall County Commissioners Court did not 

officially support nor were they involved with the contents of the 

analysis. After mentioning the citizens' support which prevented 

demolition, Williams pointed out the lack of maintenance to the 

structure by the county despite agreements to do so and despite the 

Courthouse Act which requires at least minimal maintenance to 
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historic courthouses. Because of this lack of upkeep, some 

deterioration was present and unsafe conditions were the result. 

Noting the importance of this case as a "serious statewide 

preservation issue," Williams hoped that the report would help to 

reach a "reasonable compromise solution."6 

As evidence of the integrity of the building construction, an 

inspection revealed "surprisingly minimal deterioration" accelerated 

in the three years since the initial preservation analysis in 1984. 

The terra-cotta of the entablature area in some places continued to 

spall and drop to the ground; however, the primary concern focused 

upon the mortar failure over the third floor southeast window which 

endangered pedestrians. A common problem in older buildings, it 

represented "serious maintenance neglect" and not overall failure of 

the building structurally. Very strongly warning the county that 

continued failure to remedy this problem could be a liability issue, 

the report stated possible accusations of "gross negligence on the 

owner's part." 

The Federal Office of Revenue Sharing required that, by 1977, 

all counties receiving Federal Revenue Sharing funds must be in 

compliance with handicap access codes. The north annex building of 

the 1909 structure has only limited approval from the State of Texas 

Architectural Barriers Department and would not be upheld against any 

federal charge of non-compliance. The south annex, which does comply, 

is considered a separate building and therefore could not substitute 

for the requirements. The 1985 restoration/renovations plans meet 

federal code requirements. 

Issues of fire and structural safety, building use flexibility, 

and others were negated with an appeal by Williams to reference all 

previous structural and fire marshall reports which agree on the 

basic soundness of the building. Based on 6200 square feet per floor 

and three floors, the projected costs for basic interior renovation 

was $409,200.8 
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The primary goal of the update, however, targeted the exterior 

renovation as opposed to the radically different concept of full 

restoration. In an expected full cooperation with the Texas 

Historical Commission, this plan offered a reasonable option to pure 

restoration standards. This computed over the 21,000 square feet of 

the building resulted in a $38 per square foot average renovation 

costs, which compared to the $60 to $80 per square foot average for 

new construction and represented a very pragmatic solution to the 

controversy. If a prudent management plan had been adopted in 1981 

after the first historical survey, the projected costs by architect 

Pat Tunnell of "$412,000" would have saved the county almost half of 

the currently projected costs and a decade of disputes and ill-will.9 

Despite Williams professional experience and participation in 

more than a dozen courthouse restoration/renovation projects 

statewide over the past few years, Commissioner Bill Thomas, "an 

engineer and long-time courthouse opponent/' disputed Williams' 

estimates. (Fig. 5.16.) 

My feeling is that he is probably $12-18 too cheap. About 
$50-56 dollars a square foot would be more like it. Instead 
of renovating the courthouse, the county could build a new 
office building [on the courthouse square] for about $60 per 
square foot. 
All this [proposed renovation] is doing is basically 
preserving the outside, but is not restoring the courthouse 
back to any historical significance. We're not utilizing 
the square footage of the building like we could a new 
building.10 

Historic significance comes from associations with the past. It is 

not something that can be restored; it is inherent in the structure. 

Its significance can neither be taken away nor can it be given back. 

An appreciation of that distinction comes from understanding the 

importance of history and its impact on daily lives. Fortunately, 

two weeks later the Texas Antiquities Committee, the courthouse 

preservationists, and three of the commissioners agreed to a 

settlement of temporary Landmark designation. 
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DeSJqnatÍOn Of the Randall Cnnntv Cnnrthnn^^e 

as ã State Archeoloainal T,AnHm^T)^ 

"At the 99th meeting, November 13, 1987, the Texas Antiquities 

Committee passed a motion to conditionally designate the State 

Archaeological Landmark status ..." to the 1909 courthouse.n (Fig. 

5.17.) Members of the Canyon Commissioners Court, Walter Simms, Fred 

Begert, and Fred Ritchey signed an agreement with the Panhandle 

Historical Society representatives, Judge Charles Purcell and 

Commissioner Bill Thomas did not participate. The agreement drawn 

under the Section 43.22 of the Texas Antiquities Committee Rules of 

Practice, provided for an informal disposal of the conflicts. Donald 

Paxton, Paul D. Smith, Harry F. West, and Mary Parker added their 

names to the agreement along with Attorney, Jim Brown and Texas 

Antiquities Commission Representative, William C. Griggs. 

The parties consented to support requests for "the removal of 

designation, . . . , allowing reversion of the authority over the 

1909 Randall County Courthouse to return to the Randall County 

Commissioners Court if sufficient funds are not raised for 

restoration . . ."12 The moneys must be raised for the restoration 

work according the architect's "Plan for Restoration" by 1 January 

1992. 

Although agreeing to maintain the building, commissioners allow 

the current conditions of the building to be dismal. The stairs are 

barricaded with a plywood barrier. The upper floors evidence neglect 

from a lack of cleaning and the removal of portions of the ceilings 

and walls to expose structural and mechanical conditions. Careful 

restoration or renovation is imperative to prevent further 

unnecessary deterioration. 

The 1984 Justice Center 

Across the street to the southeast from the historic courthouse 

stands the newest building to house the Randall County District Court 

and Jail. Easily mistaken for any modern office building except for 

its lack of windows, its only distinguishing element resembles a 
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greenhouse feature. Oddly, the glass projection faces the west which 

creates a tremendous araount of heat gain and solar glare even though 

probably double-paned and somewhat reflective. (Fig. 5.18.) 

Especially in the summer, the third floor lobby undoubtedly becomes 

quite uncomfortable for waiting court participants not to mention the 

additional air-conditioning load. The primary view as one steps from 

the elevator is not only of the 1909 courthouse surrounded by stately 

trees to protect it from summer heat, but also the unsightly annex 

additions. 

In an interview maintenance supervisor, John Dawson, discussed 

candidly the current conditions of the newer building. Initially 

research intended to include a post-occupancy evaluation of the 

building; however, the interview became the only source of 

information since the occupant surveys were not returned, feedback 

from the daily building users was precluded. Mr. Dawson stated that 

approximately 169 county employees occupied six buildings with around 

25 in the town square south Justice Center. 

The technical elements of the Justice building, in Dawson's 

opinion, rated highly. Fire safety considerations were of necessity 

high due to jail standards; however, smoke removal equipment had just 

been upgraded to meet code requirements from six up to four air 

changes per minute to rid the cells of any smoke from a fire. Inmate 

smoking and mattresses were mentioned as extra fire-load materials. 

The need for an occupancy code rating was also cited. Structural 

integrity seemed good in the steel column and masonry load-bearing 

wall construction. Fresh air ventilation, missed by many occupants 

of today's sealed buildings could have been improved with some 

provision for operable windows in appropriate areas. Electrical 

provisions were adequate. Similar to the the Lubbock jail problems, 

the concrete and cinder block construction of the inmate areas and 

around the front door had evidenced some cracking. 

Under functional considerations, access and security rated 

equally high although parking continued to be a major problem for the 
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officers as well as visitors and employees. Under responsiveness to 

changes over time, the need to remodel the dispatch area was 

mentioned, although other spaces seemed adequate. Storage was not a 

problem since the entire second floor had never been completed. 

Storage was plentiful there, but inadequate on the first and third 

floors. Dawson described a major draw-back of the functional 

elements, under specialization within the building category, as, 

handling prisoner transport to the courtrooms. Prisoners were 

brought out into the public lobby on their way to court appearances 

because the elevator from the first floor jails cells opens there. 

(Fig. 5.19.) A redesign due to problems with blind-spots in the 

detention areas caused the relocation of the elevator. The hall 

access lacks security for the public and was particularly noticeable 

as a design flaw. 

Discussing the unfinished state of the second floor, acoustics 

were cited as a problem due to use of part of the space as a 

gymnasium for prisoners. Basketball goals and weight machines 

allowed exercising; however, the noises reverberated to the upper and 

lower floors. Apparently, the second floor was not finished as 

initially planned, due to economic considerations and uncertainty of 

future usage which ultimately caused the voluminous waste of space. 

Although the research was unable to compile user responses, after 

a tour of the facility that the building appeared functionally 

adequate in a majority of aspects. (Fig. 5.20.) Despite this, a 

nagging question returned concerning the use of the second floor as 

well as the problem of the building image. When asked if a stranger 

would recognize the building as the seat of county justice, Dawson 

candidly responded that even with the name on the front, "It looks 

like a Gas Company."i3 

pjpal Cnnnlusions 

"All architecture proposes an effect on the human mind, 
not merely a service to the human frame." 

John Ruskin 
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This thesis initially states "The 1909 Randall County Courthouse 

is of significant value both historically and architecturally to the 

Citizens of Randall County as well as to the State of Texas." Some 

still strongly hold contrary opinions on this issue regardless of the 

evidence presented. Those opposed to saving this building may have a 

valid attitude from their viewpoint, whether it be economic reasoning 

or a sincere belief that it is best for the public at large to 

demolish the structure. However, the ultimate decision concerning 

public property still belongs with that public. When such a 

widespread outcry against a proposed decision arises, the court is 

duty and honor bound to listen. That country's basis of self-

government rests on these principles. (Fig. 5.21.) 

The citizens have spoken out clearly concerning their opinions of 

whether the building is significant personally to them as well as 

historically and architecturally. Dozens of letters to the Texas 

Antiquities Committee pleading for help in saving their courthouse 

reveal the caring attitude of the people. Not only the older 

citizens who have lived with the courthouse most of their lives, but 

also the community businessmen, professionals, young people and 

school children support saving the structure. Five expert reports 

agree on the building's viability both economically and structurally. 

How many more studies does it require? Two State agencies charged 

with protecting historically significant sites believed enough to 

file restraining orders to stop demolition, the first time in Texas a 

courthouse has been safeguarded through the legal actions. The 

protective actions clearly and substantially outweigh the destructive 

moves; however, the fate of the building still hangs in the balance. 

(Fig. 5.22.) According to Vierkandt's sociological law on the 

succession of destructive and constructive phases in the evolution of 

a society, some destruction must occur before building can occur.i'' 

Preservationists are the first to agree that every building cannot 

and should not be saved; however, it is definitely not necessary in 
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every case to destroy in order to create, to digress in order to 

progress. 

Interestingly, in Texas many people are fiercely proud of their 

heritage and strongly sentimental about their Texas roots. Many 

inhabitants claim fifth generation roots as the descendents of 

pioneer homesteaders. However, often times demolition actions reveal 

an antithesis to the regard felt for historic structures. Only 

recently has this nation and state paid more than a "passing 

attention to our own historical evolution and the places that 

commemorate it."i5 Economically, the general attitude has been that 

only new buildings are valid expenditures of large funding. Sadly, 

more public recognition to new buildings and their builders occurs 

than to those who would preserve antiquity, those who rescue and 

repair. Perhaps if the names of the people most responsible for the 

preservation, rehabilitation or re-use of a building, such as the 

1909 Randall County Courthouse, were inscribed on the cornerstone, 

more structures would be saved. Public donations toward plaques 

similar to the Texas Historical Markers program would promote 

preservation perhaps more than all the legal muscle has been able to 

accomplish. Financial backing by the state for preservation of 

public buildings would also enable many citizens to restore older 

buildings to a useful status in the community. 

In a phone interview project architect, Kim Williams, expressed 

his thoughts about this "difficult and challenging project." He 

commented that in his opinion a personal position had been taken by 

Judge Purcell and others that was "illogical and inconsistent." The 

county most needed an objective study of their requirements over a 

five-year period, especially since the New Justice Center was full 

and, in fact, obsolete the day of the move. Regardless of this, the 

county refused to entertain the possibility of usage of the 1909 

building. 

Williams disclosed other disappointments with the project noting 

that in his opinion the State preservation agencies that had been 

166 



inconsistent in their dealings with each other.l6 The case became 

very political and the Antiquities Committee was under a great deal 

of pressure to "settle the issue." Claire Keuhn, past chairman of 

the Randall County Historical Commission, agreed with these 

observations referring to the initial injunction to halt demolition. 

"The State Attorney General did not care for the bad publicity and 

ordered immediate settlement by the Texas Historical Commission 

whether or not they agreed with the terms."l'' 

Regarding the 1909 Courthouse as a test case and the 

Commissioners questioning Williams' cost estimates, the architect was 

very matter-of-fact. Although regularly running into situations that 

could test the courthouse law, "Randall County was a very important 

case questioning the authority of the commissioners in regards to 

that law" cited Williams. And about his construction figures, since 

1985 he has completed 15 other full restoration projects that were 

within budget estimates. 

The interview concluded with Mr. Williams commendation of Randall 

County citizens for their diligence in saving the Courthouse. Many 

times after dealing with officials, he had vowed to step aside; 

however, the sincerity and desperation of the preservationists in 

Canyon persuaded him to try again, and even at times he waived fees 

except travel expenses. He had hoped the actual work done on the 

windows could persuade the Commissioners of the validity of the 

project, especially since the repairs were easier than expected. 

Regrettably, this has not been the case. 

While recently reading an article in the National Geographic on 

Small Town America, the parallels to Canyon, as well as many other 

panhandle towns, were apparent. (Fig. 5.23.) The article described 

the downtown areas where businesses were gone "victims of huge 

discount marts, chain stores, interstate highways, and the demise of 

the family farms [and ranches]."l8 In the past the quality of life 

was such that people had a sense of common purpose and shared values, 

and "the constable always [knew] which boys were sneaking 
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cigarettes." In those days, everyone helped look out for one 

another; it was a matter of survival for the pioneers because at some 

point, every family needed their neighbors. 

Nostalgically, we look back at the days when the relative 

isolation promoted a sense of security. Henry Seidel Canby, editor 

of the Saturday Review from 1924 to 1936 recalled his boyhood, " . . . 

you belonged and it was up to you to find out how and where. There 

has been no such certainty in American life since." Preservation of 

the built environment promotes feelings of security in these days of 

instability and uncertainty. Subconsciously, that may be why 

especially the older citizens wept at the thought of losing the 

symbol of security and safety in their community. 

Fast-paced changes in technology as well as those alterations in 

thinking and in attitudes of people today has contributed to the 

demise of small towns. World War I caused the enlisting of rural 

people and suddenly opened the outside world to them. All the 

enticements of a more glamorous life 'suddenly were available to the 

isolated families. The advent of automobiles and highways "banished 

the historic logic of small towns - a days wagon ride." 

One plague of preservation is always the economic side made 

doubly difficult by smaller populations with slow to no growth 

figures. Despite the necessity of saving these cultural artifacts in 

the smaller towns of America, beyond the strictly utilitarian aspects 

of a building, communities must adopt a "Preservation Policy" that 

they are willing to support through tax dollars and donations. (Fig. 

5.24.) 

Preservation also can be an economic support to a small town 

through increased jobs and the tourist dollar. Most important to the 

continuance of a town are additional jobs and "a will to survive." 

Our communities are vulnerable to collapsing oil prices, drought, 

world market prices for beef and agricultural products, so their fate 

depends on luck, courage and management which the elected officials 

must demonstrate. 
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At the opposite of the urban scale, historian Edward Gibbon 

recounts the efforts of young Emperor Majorian (435 A.D.) and his 

valiant efforts to preserve the historic built environment of the 

Roman Empire and thus revive interest in its ancient patriotism. 

(Fig. 5.25 and Fig. 5.26.) The scene Gibbon describes reminds us of 

attitudes of many local officials today; however, there also fails to 

be a strict enforcement of today's laws even though our articles are 

much more timid than Majorian's: 

The monuments of consular or Imperial greatness were no 
longer revered as the immortal glory of the capital: They 
were only esteemed as an inexhaustible mine of materials, 
cheaper, and more convenient, than the distant quarry . . 
. Majorian, who had often sighed over the desolation of 
the City, applied a severe remedy to the growing evil. He 
reserved to the senate the sole cognizance of the extreme 
cases which might justify the destruction of an ancient 
edifice; imposed a fine of fifty pounds of gold (two 
thousand pounds sterling) on every magistrate who should 
presume to grant such illegal and scandalous license; and 
threatened to chastise the criminal obedience of their 
subordinate officers by a severe whipping and the 
amputation of both their hands. In the last instance, the 
legislator might seem to forget the proportion of guilt 
and punishment; but his zeal arose from a generous 
principle, and Majorian was anxious to protect the 
monuments of those ages in which he would have desired and 
deserved to live. 

Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire 
Volume 2, 315. 
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(Fig. 5.1.) An antique lawyer's bookcase and clock. 
Photo by author, 1989. 

(Fig. 5.2.) Antique chairs placed in the waiting areas. 

Photo by author, 1989. 
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(Fig. 5.3.) An attic structural detail; it reveals masonry bearing 
walls with relatively recent m'-rtar repairs. Photo by author, 1988. 

>f 

r 
(Fig. 5.4.) Exposed steam pipes and coils in first floor hallway. 
Note plywood barracade surrounding the staircase. Photo by author, 
1988. 
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(Fig. 5.5.) mterior view of steam radiators; typically placed in 

front of windows. Photo by author, 1988. 

1^1« f' t^.,. • mj^-vr^imm' '• 

(Fig. 5.6.) Repaired central arch sys 
1909 structure. Photo by author, 1989 

ystem; the east facade of the 
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(Fig. 5.7.) Elaborate entry detailing; it displays cartouche, 
brackets and entablature. Photo by author, 1988. 
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(Fig. 5.8.) Plywood covered entry; the appearance repels citizens as 
well as vandals. Photo by author, 1988. 
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(Fig. 5.9.) A slightly stepped out central pavilion; it displays a 
typical five-bay by three-bay configeration emphasizing the entry. 
Courtesy of the Williams, Preservation Analysis, 1984. 
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(Fig. 5.10.) Third floor restrooms need restoration; renovation will 
meet handicap codes. Photo by author, 1988. 

(Fig. 5.11.) Heavy antique vault door; it incorporates decorative 
entablature and protective lion's head in the detail trim. Photo by 
author, 1988. 
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(Fig. 5.12 
by author. 

.) Terrazo 
1988. 

flooring and staircase newel post base. Photo 
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(Fig. 5.13.) Decorative egg and dart molding still in tact. 
Interior view looking up past removed acoustical ceiling tile. 
Photo by author, 1988 

I. General work (interior) 
including repairs, walls, floors, etc. 

II. Mechanical Systems; new 
central 2-pipe heating and A/C 

III. Plumbing; all new interior 
plumbing and handicap restrooms 

$8.00/sq.ft. 

$8.00/sq.ft. 

$3.00/sq.ft. 

IV. Electrical; all new electrical system 
(note much of the existing could possibly 
saved with more detailedstudy thereby this cost) 

S3.00/,qq.ft • 

Total interior costs $22.00/sq.ft. 

(Fig. 5.14.) 1987 Project Costs Figures. The reasonable interest in 
renovation of the first floor for office space resulted in the 
following quotes: 
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Roofing: 

Flat roof = 42 squares @ $125/sq. $5,250 
Tower curb framing [for future tower 
replacement] 3,000 

Shingles @ slope = 23 squares @$250/sq. 
[hexagon slate-like shingle] 5,750 

Gutters & downspouts = 316 in. ft. ØSlO/ft. 
[built-in system] 3.20O 

17,200 

Exterior Masnnry 

Masonry area = 11,812 sq. ft. x $2/sq.ft. 
[cracks repaired, masonry cleaned 
and repointed] $23,624 

Masonry and terracotta painting 
[details repaired and repainted] 10,000 

Special masonry structural work 
[damaged window arches repaired] 12.000 

Masonry Subtotal $45,624 

Windows: 
Window replacement = 24 @$2,800 ea. 
[wood windows with integral 
structural support] $67,200 

Window painting = 52 @ $45 ea. 4. 000 
$71,200 

Therefore, the exterior renovation subcontractor 
total $134,024 

A 5% contingency should be added 6,700 
Subtotal $140,724 

General Contractor [10%] $14,072 
Architectural and Engineering Fee,10% $14.072 

fTotal $794,908' 

(Fig. 5.15.) Renovation Option Figures. In an expected full 
cooperation with the Texas Historical Commission, the above plan was 
offered as a reasonable option to pure restoration standards. 
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(Fig. 5.16.) Austin preservation architect, Kim Williams. Defends 
his credentials before the commissioners court. The Canyon News. 14 
January 1988. 
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(Fig. 5.17.) Interior view of denuded district Courtroom; the 1909 
Randall County Courthouse. Photo by author, 1988. 

182 



(Fig. 5.18.) New Justice Center has a blank stare appearance; 
compared to the character in the 1909 Randall County Courthouse 
facade, the newer building seems simplistic. Photo by author, 1989. 

183 



(Fig. 5.19.) Atrium lobby of the Justice Center; it displays an 
interesting atmosphere from which people can view the historic town 
square. Photo by author, 1988. 
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(Fig. 5.20.) Third floor plan of the Justice Center, built in 1984, 
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(Fig. 5.21.) An unusual pair of windows beside the staircase; 
presumably used for security. Photo by author, 1988. 

(Fig. 5.22.) Interior investigation revealed ghost of a 'floating 
pediment'; the interior window, also revealed the original glass 
which remained intact behind lath and plaster cover. Photo by 
author, 1988. 
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(Fig. 5.23.) View of the Canyon townsquare on the northwest corner; 
original storefronts remain hidden by modernized facades. Photo by 
author, 1989. 
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(Fig. 5.24.) The Randall County Courthouse in 1988, 
Photo by author, 1988. 
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(Fig. 5.25.) Rear view of cartouche form; 
it displays deterioration of mortar joints. 

located over the entry, 
Photo by author, 1988. 

(Fig. 5.26.) Mortar deterioration of rooftop chimney on the 1909 
Randall County Courthouse. Photo by author, 1988. 
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Hays, Lavern. "Courthouse longtime county activities center," Canyon 
News. 19 August 1982. 

Mullins, Ethel D. "Building sacred to many, " Amarinn .qundav New.s-
Glohe, 30 June 1985. 

Paxton, Donald. "Courthouse editorial challenged, " Amarillo Sunday 
Globe-New.°i. 8 September 1985. 

Shoen, Judith. "Commission bemoans crumbling courthouse," Amarillo 
Daily News, 26 July 1980, 1(B). 

Simpson, Doug. "Court majority eyes demolition, Restoration could 
mean 10% tax hike, " Canyon Sunday New.s. 17 February 1985. 

. "Election leaves questions unanswered," Canyon News. 
February 1985, 1(A) 

"Youth presents courthouse plan," Canyon News. "Save Our 
Historic Randall County Courthouse," unpublished portfolio of 
newspaper articles, pamphlets, letters to the Texas Historic 
Commission, 1985. 

Thogmartin, Kimberly. "Courthouse fight fired up again," Canyon News. 
23 August, 1985. 

. "Historical group vetoes courthouse lease offer," Canyon 
News, 28 November 1985. 

Williams, Partrick. "Courthouse bond vote Saturday," Amarillo Sunday 
Globe-News. 17 February 1985, 1-2(A) 

. "Results of survey say save the courthouse," Amarillo 

Globe-News. 24 June 1985. 

"Funds Set Aside For Demolition," Amarillo Globe-News, 30 

July 1985. 

195 



Perindiral .; 
Bonderman, David. "Consequences for Agencies and Groups Responsible 

for Historic Preservation Programs," Pace T.aw p^.How, vol. 1, 
1981, 605-609. —.-.^-.«._.ÍS^:L-.^, 

Byard, Paul Spencer. "Historic Preservation Law and Advocacy," Pare 
Law Review, Vol. l, 1981, 615-618. 

Dennis, Stephen N. "Historic Preservation Court Decisions," North 
Carolina Central Law Jnnrn;̂ i ̂  Spring 1980, 341-361. 

Dittman, Stephen. "Perspectives of a Landmark Owner," Pace Law 
Review, Vol. l, 1981, 603-604. 

Gleason, Herbert. "Terminal Litigation and Likely Impacts on State 
and Municipal Government Programs," Pace Law Review^ Vol. 1, 1981, 
611-621. 

"Help on Way for Rehab Tax Credits," Historir Preservatinn. 
March/April, 1989, 8. 

"Randall County: THC fights for Courthouse," The Medal inn, Vol. 21, 
No. 4, April, 1984, 1. 

Smith, Griffin, Jr. "Small-Town America, An Endangered Species," The 
National Geographirr Vol. 175, No. 2, Feb. 1989, 186-195. 

"What Price Success? P/A Roundtable: Federal Government in 
Preservation," Progressive Architecturer Novemher, 1985, 107-111. 

Telephone Interview 
Forbes, Judge John, District Judge, Cottle, Collingsworth, Donley, 

Hall, & Donley Counties. Telephone interview with the author, If 
March 1989. 

Williams, Kim. Telephone interview with the author, February 1989. 

Unpublished Papers 
Bennett-Williams Co. in association with the Mitchell/Sims 

Architects. "The Randall County Courthouse of 1909, A 
Preservation Analysis," unpublished report submitted to the 
Randall County Commissioners and the Texas Historical Commission, 
December 1984. 

DeLara Almond Architects, Inc "Visiting Specialist Report", 
unpublished summary, 7 March 1984. 

Kuehn, Claire. "Historical Development of the Area," from the files 
of the Panhandle—Plains Museum, Canyon, Texas. August, 1989. 

196 



Keuhn, Claire. "Multiple Resource Nomination to the National 
Register of Historic Places for Canyon, Texas, June, 1981," from 
the files of the Panhandle—Plains Museum, Canyon, Texas. August, 
1989. 

McClure, Charles Boone. "A History of Randall County and the T-
Anchor Ranch." Masters Thesis, University of Texas, Austin, 1930. 

Roberts, Johnson and Mitchell, Associated with Arthur D. Thompson. 
Jail Feasibility StUdy: Demographic and Cnst Analysis. Randãll 
County. Texas. unpublished study, 1981. 

"Save Our Historic Randall County Courthouse," unpublished portfolio 
of newspaper articles, pamphlets, letters to the Texas Historic 
Commission, 1985. 

Smith, Paul D. "Cost Comparison Survey." A Presentation to the 
Texas Antiquities Committee Designation Hearing on the 1909 
Randall County Courthouse, 1985. 

Smith, Paul D., Kuehn, Claire R. Canyon, Texas and Paull, Coralee. 
"R. G. Kirsch, The Architect." Unpublished research, St. Louis, 
Missouri, April, 1986. 

Tunnell, Pat A., and Ensign, M. Howard. "Historical Survey of 
Randall County Courthouse," unpublished report to the Randall 
County Commissioners' Court, October 1981. 

Mi.qrellaneous 
West, Brian. "Save Our Historic Randall County Courthouse," survey 

questionnaire for Eagle Scout project, Boy Scout Troop 132, 
Canyon, Texas. April, 1985. 

197 



APPENDICES 

A. THE WILLIAMS COMPANY DRAWINGS; 
SECTION AND PLANS. 

B. SEQUENCE OF EVENTS 

C REPRESENTATIVE LETTERS FROM 
PRESERVATION SUPPORTERS 

D. COURTHOUSE MATRIX 

198 



APPENDIX A: THE WILLIAMS COMPANY DRAWINGS; 

SECTION AND PLANS 

Section drawing of the 1909 Randall County Courthouse, Option C 
Courtesy Williams Company, Austin, Texas, 1989. 
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First floor plan drawing of the 1909 Randall County Courthouse, 
Option C Courtesy Williams Company, Austin, Texas, 1989. 
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4= *-v,= iQflQ Randall County Courthouse, 
Second floor plan drawing of the l^^^/^^'Í'^^^^^g \QQQ 
Option C Courtesy Williams Company, Austin, Texas, 

201 



-<i s-:-n—=_-c—H" n j 

Third floor plan drawing of the 1909 Randall County Courthouse, 
Option C Courtesy Williams Company, Austin, Texas, 1989. 
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Fourth floor plan drawing of the 1909 Randall County Courthouse, 
Option C Courtesy Williams Company, Austin, Texas, 1989. 
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APPENDIX B: SEQUENCE OF EVENTS 

Tftg M T̂. Q^ Comment.s 
^^^^ 1-03-84 Claire Keuhn communicates with Gerron 

Hite. 
1-11-8Í Commissioners vote to demolish 1909 

Structure. 
2-06-84 Graves and Hite attend Commissioners 

Mtg. 
2-13-84 Commissioners Court passes Resolution 

No. 84-7 regarding the 1909 Randall 
County Courthouse. 

2-17-84 Tunnell receives letter regarding 
continued furnishing removal. 

3-01-84 Temporary Restraining Order No. 358,978 is 
issued. 

MTG 73 3-07-84 Committee voted not to accept 
nomination by Claire Keuhn as SAL. 

3-08-84 3-09-84 hearing is postponed and 
restraining 
order is extended 10 days to 3-21-84. 

3-09-84 Hearing for temporary injunction is 
scheduled. 

3-11-84 First restraining order deadline 
expires. 

4-04-84 THC V. Randall County Commissioners, et 
al•, Temporary Injunction and Order 
granted. 

4-10-84 Randall County Commissioner's Court 
passed Resolution No. 84-31: Complete 
Settlement Agreement between the 
Commissioners Court and the THC 

4-30-84 THC V. Randall County Commissioners. et 
âi 
Jury trial postponed; rescheduled for June 
4, 1984. 

MTG 74 4-25-84 Nomination re-submitted; removed from agenda 
and postponed. Nominator: Curtis Tunnell. 

5-03-84 THC authorizes settlement agreement at 
quarterly meeting in Lubbock, Texas. 

5-10-84 Proposed Settlement Agreement prepared by 
THC 

5-25-84 Final Settlement Agreement prepared by THC. 
6-11-84 Final Settlement Agreement signed by Curtis 

Tunnell and Judge Charles Purcell. 
6-18-84 Date hearing had been scheduled. 

12-20-84 Bennett-Williams Preservation Analysis 
completed. 
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1985 

9-10-85 Randall County Commissioner's Court notified 
THC of intent to demolish Courthouse. 

10-03-85 Citizens and legal representatives request 
nomination of 1909 Courthouse as SAL. 

^^^ °^ 11-08-85 Committee voted to accept nomination by 
D. Paxton & J. Brown. 

1986 

"̂̂ ^ ^^ 3-14-86 Designation postponed at request of County 
and TAC 

^'^'^ ^^ 4-18-86 Designation postponed; continuance granted 
to County. 

'̂̂ ^ ^2 9-12-86 Designation postponed; continuance granted 
to County. 

10-13-86 Randall County Commissioner's Court opened 
bids for demolition of Old Randall County 
Courthouse. 

1987 

2-09-87 Randall County Commissioner's Court voted 
3-2 not to demolish Old Randall County 
Courthouse. 

3-10-87 Preservationist compromise received by TAC 
MTG 96 3-13-87 Designation postponed; continuance granted 

to County, Committee authorizes Motion of 
Non-Suit regarding TAC v. Commissioner's 
Court of Randall County. 

3-17-87 TAC V. Commissioner's Court of Randall 
County. Plaintiff's Motion for Non-Suit 
filed. 
Proposed Agreed Order Designating State 
Archeological Landmark prepared and 
distributed to parties by Bill Conover, TAC 
Counsel. 

3-24-87 TAC V. Commissioner's Court of Randall 
County• Order granting Non-Suit signed by 
Judge Paul R. Davis, Jr. 

4-06-87 TAC V. Commissioner's Court of Randall 
County. Attorney General's file closed. 

4-06-87 Second Proposed Agreed Order Designating 
State Archeological Landmark prepared and 
distributed to parties by Bill Conover, TAC 
Counsel. 

MTG 97 5-08-87 Designation postponed; continuance granted 
to County Meeting Canceled. 

MTG 97 7-10-87 Designation postponed; continuance granted 
to Preservationists. 

MTG 99 10-29-87 Pre-Hearing Conference, Austin, Texas. 
11-07-87 TAC V. Commissioner's Court of Randall 

County.Plaintiff's Original petition and 
Application for Temporary Injunction and 
Permanent injunction filed by TAC. 
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11-09-87 Randall County Commissioners Court voted 3-
to sign compromise supporting conditional 
designation. 

11-13-87 Designation postponed; continuance granted 
to Preservationists 11-05-87. 

11-13-87 Designation set for regular agenda item; 
evidentiary hearing cancelled 11-09-87. 

The basic listing source was by Molly Godwin, Texas Antiquities 
Committee, Austin, the Randall County Courthouse files with additions 
by this author. 
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APPENDIX C: REPRESENTATIVE LETTERS FROM 

PRESERVATION SUPPORTERS 

BALDWIN J . STRIBLING 

600 1 Sth StfLíeX {S06)65S-Z40S 
Cani/on, JÍXOJ, 7901 5 

March 6, 1984 

To Whom I t May Concern: 

I have been deeply concerned over the attempt of the Randall County Com-
missioners to demolish the present Randall County Courthouse erected in 
1909 and one of the few landmarks of tha t perlod l e f t standing. 

In addi t ion to i t s h i s t o r i c a l value as a reminder of our her i tage and 
legacy from our forebearers i t i s s t i l l a s t r u c t u r a l l y sound and se rv ice -
able f a c i l i t y in which to conduct the continuing a f f a l r s of the county. 

Such a move to demolish t h i s building i s p a r t i c u l a r l y dis turbing to me 
in the l i gh t of the fac t that the community was led to believe at the 
time of the bond issue to build the neu J u s t i c e Building that in addi t ion 
to the need for more adequate and accredi ted j a i l f a c i l i t i e s the only other 
space chat was to be provided was to prevent overcrowding in the courthouse. 
To now learn from the commissioners tha t the old courthouse building i s no 
longer needed i s qu i te a su rp r i s e . 

And of course if no other f a c i l i t i e s a re needed, the removal of the old 
courthouse would c e r t a i n l y leave an unsightly void in the town square 
unless an extensive amount of money was used to erect another f a c i l i t y 
''which i s reported as not needed) or landscape che area . 

I am ce r t a in ly not opposed to the need for progress . T voted e n t h u s i a s t i c -
a l l v for the bond issue to build the new j a i l f a c i l i t i e s and for add i t iona l 
space to reduce crowding in the courthouse. However T think that we too 
eas i ly s ac r i f i c e a c r u c i a l qua l i ty of l i f e if we do not do everything poss ib le 
to preserve chose roo ts in l i t e r a t u r e , music, a r ch i t e c tu r e , and in ora l and 
wr i t t en h i s tory tha t l i nk us to our pas t . 

I would strongly encourage that everything be done Co preserve the present 
courthouse as a l iv ing testimony to that pas t . 

Sincgrre 

'Éaldwiil J . S t r ibr îng 
Presbyter ian Minister 
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fJC/ 2 7 :9PS 

D€ LGfQ (xmonD orcHiTGCTS, inc. 

:.ove nbsr 21 , l ?:'5 

.villiîn 3. Resder , Ch,=iirTian 
r,?̂ <aT -\n t i 1 aí "•. les C.:)rr.mittee 
T' xa^ H L̂ -̂ . :;i: i ca l -Commis s Lon 
?.C. Bcx L2276 
•\js,^in, rexa^ 78711 

jear '•'.r . ReerJer , 

I am Arit:i.nj "lo expcess my supoort for the noini n ̂ ti.'̂ ri 
0." the RanTall County Cocrthouse. I made a •/isitinq 
3peciali3t Report Eor the Te><a'j Historical Commi.' si.on on 
'•larcn 7, 1984. rhis Ttracture, which I have toured 
extensively, is tne raost significant public structare in 
Randall County. Because of its age, it is one of the most 
ãigniîicant historic and architectural structares in North 
Texas. 

Please qive careEul consideration to this important 
landmar'-c for our state. 

Respectfully, ví""""^^ 

Killis P. ALmcnd Jr., A.I.A 

KPA/síTi 

_ J2 '.VIL- t N S 5A rg i N T O N i O TEAAS '8210 TEL i5 l2)532 32'2 
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^^ 
AMARILLO tlISTORICAL P RESERVATI tl FOUN ATI N 

P. 0. BOX 1168 AMARILLO, TX. 79105 

November 25, 1985 

úr Wm. G. Reeder 
Chairman, Texas Antiquities Commission 
P. 0. Box 12275 
Austin, Tx. 78711 

Re: 1909 Courthouse 
Randall County, Texas 

Dear Or Reeder: 

We know you realize this is the oldest public building in 
Randall County. The courthouse was added on to from both 
the north and the south sides. Rer.ioval of this courthouse 
would only amount to about 8000 square feet which could only 
be used for parking. Of course parking is not a problem in 
Canyon, Texas, since their population is rather llmited. The 
demolition of this property would be a disaster. The building 
is functional, as well as having the architectural and histor-
ical amenities. If this building were owned or operated by a 
free enterprise company, I assure you it would be utilized 
and not be demolished. 

We ask that you get this property approved for the antiquities 
commission and on behalf of the Amarillo foundation, we are 
prepared to assist you in any way. 

u 

Y 0 u r s 'V^x 11" u 1 y 

C. R 

CRG:gg 

C l a i r e Kuehn 
503-A H a r r e l l Lane 
C a n y o n , T x . 79015 

209 



"•est Texas State Univers. 

i Ofílce OI' 'Jie Sv^ler.: .3-; -^r^ 

?06 ' 56 -

% ^ 

® SSJ 
May 5, 1986 

lexas .nntiquities î -Dmmittee 
p .o . Box ; ; ;76 
-\ascin, Tx 73711 

'J £ iJ ••/' T 

^^î "'m!m caw '/.SS'fi« 

Dear CoinT.ittee Members, 

I am wntir.g chis letter in regards to the restoration of the Randail Countv 
Courthouse. 

I grew up in Canyon, and I iove the Panhandle. We have an established heritage 
to be proud of in this ^rea. Part of that heritabe is the Randail County Court-
house. The courthouse was built in 1909 and it is a pretty building. The 
county commissioners have ruined some of the inside of the building, and tney 
have done their best to see that the whole building get torn Jown. I believe 
the commissioners should think again before they contmue with this plan. 

I graduated from Canyon High in 1983, and I am currently attendmg West Texas 
State University in Canyon, at which I am the Student Government President. 
I am very proud of the history of Canyon and Randall County I also strongly 
believe we should do everything we can to preserve our past to heip the kids 
of today and the future. They need to be able to see some of our heritage 
in order to understand the past. They also need some history to be proud ot. 

I strongly recommend that the Texas Anciquities Committee accept the Randali 
County Courthouse as a historic iandmark. We need our past to buiid on. 

Sincerely, 

Scott Robinson 
^ t u a e n t Government President 
West Texas State L'niversity 

JSR/jv 
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Canyon, Texas 79015 
September 22, 1985 

Mr. Scan Graves 
P.O. Box 12276 
Austin, Texas 78111 

I am a citizen of Randall County. I like living here very niuch, because 
for the most part the people are wonderful. Recently by a three to 
two vote the County Commissioners and County Judge have declared that 
they are going to demolish our Courthouse, and have put $175,000.00 in 
their Budget for this purpose. I oppose this action very much, and it is 
my feeling that a very large majority of the people of this County feel 
the same way. The pioneer people of Sandall County sacrificed financially 
a great deal, and contribuced many free hours of labor in order Co 
provide us with the mosc beauciful, and funccional building on che High 
Plains ac Che time it was built, 1909. 

Below êire some of the reasons why I think the demolition of che Court-
house would noc be co the besc inceresC of the citizens of Randall 
Councy. 

1. We believe chac Che Courchouse cruly belongs co che cicizens of 
Randall CounCy, and should noc be demolished unless che people of 
our County, chrough an orderly eleccion voced co do so. 

2. The Courchouse has a greac hiscorical significance, and cherefore 
should be pceserved for postericy. 

3. Ic jusc does noc make sense Co Cear someching down Chac is usable. 
Wouldn'c ic be to the besC inCeresc of che CounCy Co spend 
$175,000.00 on repairing and modemizing someching chac you already 
have, chan co demolish ic and have NOTHING? 

4. To keep the Courthouse in ics presenC locacion will be good for the 
business people of Canyon. This has been the cenCer where people 
have assembled for years. 

5. The inCerior of Che building can be modemized as needed, and, 
therefore, will noc be a financial burden on anyone. 

6. From a dollar and cencs scandpoinc I just feel Chac ic is good 
business noc to tear ic down. 

Thank you for your consideracion in this matcer. 

Sincerely yours, 

^e A. Gibson 
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Plemona- Eakle Neighborhood Ass'n. 
1803 3. Van Buren 
Amarlllo, Texaa 79102 
November 27, 1985 

Dr. Willlam G. Reeder ^ -, ^ ^ 
Chairman % ^ í F i W (F íl l 
Texa3 Antiqultiea Commleaion |n( "̂  ̂'-̂ 'J u u=, 
P.O. Box 12276 U U • -. , \V) 
Auatin, Texas 76711 ^ ' " ''"' 
Dear Dr. Reeder: h.'}'\ /ÍIS C.yL'.í.! Cij'îMKxír,,, 

The Board of Direotors of the Plemons-Eakle Neighborhood 
Assoclation haa directed me to expre33 to the Texaa Antiquitiea 
Committee our aupport for the effort by the people of Randall 
County to save their hiatorlcal oourthouse.. Our neighborhood 
is looated in one of the oldest parts of Amarillo, and we belleve 
that the preservation of our historioal homea and other important 
buildlnga will enrioh the llvea of our ohildren and grandohildren 
and provide a tangible reminder of our oity's heritage. 

The Randall County Courthouse has been a signifioant public buildlng 
in the lives of Canyon and Randall County reaidents. Deaigned in 
Jlaasical .Tevival style, it is an impressive structure on its 
courthouae aquare. Thus, we would like to add our endorsement 
to ita nomination as an archeological landmark. 

Sincerely yours. 

Haskel Sikea, vice-preaident 
Plemona-Eakle Neighborhood Ass'n. 
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COURTHOUSE MATRIX 

Year 
BuiH 

1894 

1906 
1909 

1908-09 

1910 
1912 

1913 
1915 
1922 

1922 
1923 
1925 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 
1930 
1931 

1931 
1931 
1939 
1949 
1950 
1950 
1950 
1986 

Sourc* for « 

County Name 

Oonl«y County 
Hartley County 
Hemphlll County 
Randall County 

Hale County 
ArmstrongCounty 

Roberts County 
Oldham County 

Dallam County 

Sherman County 
Hall County 
Wheeler County 
Hutchinson County 

Ochiltree County 
Gray County 

Cottle County 
Moore County 
Collingsworth County 

Hansford County 
Potter County ( 
Chikfress County 

Motley County 
Carson County 
Floyd County 
Lubbock County 
New Justice Centar 
Randall County 

Cost of 
Construction 

$30,500 
$10,525 
$31,278 
$53,000 

$70,651 
$40,000 

$43,000 
$35,000 

$200,000 

$62,500 
$150,000 
$80,000 
$341,880 
$80,217 
$213,354 

$150,000 
$155,000 
$150,000 

$41,449 
$391,000 
$250,000 

$246,150 
$465,000 
$275,000 
$900,000 

»1 flguree primarily \was the Texas Co 

No. Of 
Courthouses 

1 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 

2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
3 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
1 

jrthouses put 

Traditional 
Town square 

Oríginal 

Wndws ar l Drs. 
Architectural Integrity 

yes 
no 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
ye» 

yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 

yes 
yos 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
no 

yes 
yes 
yes 
no 
no 

unknown 

yes 
no 
yes 

partial 
no 
yes 
yes 

unknown 
yes 
yes 
no 
yes 

no 
yes 
yes 

yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yas 

tlication by June Rayfield Welch^ 

Sensítive 
Annex/ 

Addition 

no 
yes 

none 
no 

yes 
yes 

none 
none 
yes 

unknown 
none 
none 
none 

no 
yes 
none 
yes 
none 

yes 
none 
none 
none 
none 
none 

yes 
none 
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