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CHAPTER I 

BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION 

Broadly speaking state parks are areas of public land 

designed to provide recreation in natural settings. In 

Texas today they are the mainstay of public recreation. 

Texas boasts 136 state parks, encompassing more than 500,000 

acres of land, and over 26 million people visit Texas's 

state parks each year. The Texas Parks and Wildlife 

Department administers the Texas state parks system, which 

grew from a national movement to set aside public lands as 

recreation areas. 

The idea of protecting lands for parks, or as 

designated areas of relaxation and recreation, is not new. 

In fact, scholars have traced the idea of parks from Ancient 

Sumer some 4,000 years ago through the Hanging Gardens of 

Babylonia about 3,000 years ago. In the following centuries 

Assyria, Persia, Greece, and Rome boasted nature 

sanctuaries, and even later the nobility in Great Britain 

established private hunting reserves. Ruling elites created 

most of the early parks for personal pleasure and prestige.^ 

Ĉ. Frank Brockman and Lawrence C. Merriam, Jr., 
Recreational Use of Wild Lands. 2d ed. (New York: McGraw-
Hill Book Co., 1973), p. 31; Charles E. Doell and Gerald B 
Fitzgerald, A Brief History of Parks and Recreation in the 
United States (Chicago: The Athletic Institute, 1954) p 
12. 



The public was not ignored in such projects. Ancient 

peoples used parks for recreational games and dances, which 

were often associated with religious celebrations. City and 

state administrators established public squares in Greece 

and Rome for athletic contests. The contests became 

decadent in the eyes of early Christians, a trend that 

increased in the sixteenth century with the spread of 

Calvinist beliefs. Only during the Early Modern Era, 

through the encouragement of Michel de Montaigne, John 

Locke, and other intellectuals, did recreation become 

accepted for school children.^ 

The idea of public reserves spread throughout Europe 

and eventually manifested itself in America. Spaniards in 

1565 established the first municipal meeting place in North 

America in its first settlement at St Augustine, Florida. 

Colonists in Boston by 1634 had established a commons area 

as a meeting ground, and by 1640 they had passed laws 

designed to protect it and similar places from despoliation. 

In 1641 the Massachusetts Bay Company opened all ponds of 

ten or more acres for public hunting and fishing. Such 

areas filled a need for recreation even though they were not 

specifically planned for that purpose.^ 

vay S. Shivers, Principles and Practices of 
Recreational Service (New York: The Macmillan Co., 1967), 
pp. 15-16, 19, 29, 32, 34. 

•̂ Brockman and Merriam, Recreational Use of Wild Lands, 
p. 32; Doell and Fitzgerald, A Brief History, pp. 24, 83; 
Shivers, Principles and Practices of Recreational Service, 



The reserves that early Americans established differed 

from the large parks of today. People of the seventeenth, 

eighteenth, and early nineteenth centuries viewed the wild 

in a different way than do many people today. They saw 

nature as a force to be reckoned with, to be defeated. 

Through the early nineteenth century, humans considered 

themselves a higher life form, and therefore, nature existed 

only for the sake of mankind. The wilderness had to be 

controlled in order for civilization to proceed; wildness 

was equated with savagery.* 

Appreciation for wilderness began with intellectuals in 

cities. During the mid-eighteenth century early Romantic 

beliefs helped start a movement toward preserving wild 

areas. The movement associated beauty and godliness with 

nature and strengthened the respect for wilderness. Because 

a wider population never embraced the respect for nature 

shown by the Romantics, an aversion to wildness remained. 

An increased awareness of the general aesthetic value of 

pp. 35, 114. 

*J. Baird Callicott, "Traditional American Indian and 
Traditional Western European Attitudes Towards Nature: An 
Overview," in Environmental Philosophy: A Collection of 
Readings, eds. Robert Elliot and Arran Gare (University 
Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1983), pp. 231, 
238; Frederick Turner, Beyond Geography: The Western Spirit 
Against the Wilderness (New York: Viking Press, 1980), p. 
255. 



nature, however, induced a bit of gratitude for wilderness 

5 
areas. *' 

Not until the mid-nineteenth century was wilderness 

seen as an asset. Europeans discovered its value first 

because no wild places remained in Europe. By the early 

1800s many people in the United States, especially such 

easterners with artistic or literary talents as Thomas Cole, 

Charles Lanman, John James Audubon, and Francis Parkman, 

Jr., professed sadness at the disappearance of wilderness. 

As others bemoaned the loss of wilderness, George Catlin, a 

painter of American Indians, suggested preserving natural 

areas through a system of national parks. Catlin advocated 

preserving " . . . man and beast, in all the wild[ness] and 

freshness of their nature's beauty."" 

National parks historian Alfred Runte argues that the 

real impetus behind the development of a parks system in the 

United States was the reaction of European visitors to 

Niagara Falls. Europeans condemned the commercialization of 

the falls, which they considered the eastern United States's 

most valuable and beautiful natural asset. The Europeans 

accused Americans of raping the scenery for money. The 

^Roderick Nash, Wilderness and the American Mind. 3d 
ed. (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1982), pp. 44, 
46-47, 60, 65. 

^George Catlin, North American Indians, edited by Peter 
Matthiessen (New York: Penguin Books, 1989), quote on p. 
263; Brockman and Merriam, Recreational Use of Wild Lands, 
p. 35. 



disparagement was painful. Americans believed the Europeans 

had accused them of having no pride in their past, or 

indeed, of having no past of which to be proud. Reasoning 

that their country had little to compare to Europe's history 

or culture, Americans turned to the scenery and 

monumentalism, or the sheer size and majesty of nature's 

features, to compensate. Many people, writes Runte, 

advocated creating national parks in the West to redeem 

America from "the shame of Niagara Falls and to prove its 

citizens worthy of great landmarks."' 

Influential authors, such as Andrew Jackson Downing, 

supported the idea of a national parks system. Between 1846 

and 1852, Downing, the publisher of The Horticulturist, 

wrote several articles advocating national parks. 

The writings influenced Frederick Law Olmstead who also 

recognized the need for places designed to provide 

"refreshment of mind and nerves."° Through his writings, 

Olmstead, who designed New York's Central Park in 1853, 

proposed a system of city parks consisting of "pleasing, 

natural scenery" where people could escape from the 
Q 

realities of industrial life.' Olmstead eventually served 

as superintendent of Central Park, which he hoped would 

Âlfred Runte, National Parks: The American 
Experience, 2d ed., Revised (Lincoln: University of 
Nebraska Press, 1987), pp. 5-9, quote on p. 8. 

D̂oell and Fitzgerald, A Brief History, p. 30. 

'ibid., p. 33. 



provide visual refreshment and mental exercise as well as 

invoke a spirit of pride in the United States. Scholars 

credit Olmstead with promoting the first park movement in 

the United States, and his Central Park served as the 

precedent for national parks.̂ '̂  

A call for wilderness preservation complemented the 

national park movement. Henry David Thoreau saw the 

tendency in Western society to cut down forests and destroy 

wild places. He recognized the need to preserve wild nature 

through formal means. He advocated the preservation of not 

only distant wilderness areas but also of those near him in 

Massachusetts townships.^^ 

A significant start for the state and national parks 

systems came in 1864 when the federal government granted 

Yosemite Valley to California for use as a public park. 

John Muir helped bring the idea of wilderness preservation, 

including the preservation of Yosemite, to the public 

consciousness. Muir believed that people needed wild land 

to refresh and soothe them. Seeing the effects humans were 

having on his beloved Yosemite, Muir realized that 

•̂̂ Ibid. , pp. 23, 30, 33; Albert J. Rutledge, Anatomy of 
a Park: The Essentials of Recreation Area Planning and 
Design (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1971), pp. 2, 8-9; 
Runte, National Parks, p. 4. 

^̂ John Muir, Our National Parks (Madison: University 
of Wisconsin Press, 1981), pp. 5-6, 12-13; John Muir, The 
Yosemite (Garden City: Doubleday and Co., Inc., 1962); 
Dennis Williams, "John Muir, Christian Mysticism, and the 
Spiritual Value of Nature, 1866-1873" (Master's thesis, 
Texas Tech University, 1989). 



wilderness and civilization were incompatible. He urged 

people to make the area into a national park. Not long 

afterward Yosemite, because the state did not administer it 

properly and the park suffered from neglect, reverted back 

to federal ownership. It became a national park in 1890.̂ ^ 

Yellowstone National Park, which had become a national park 

in 1872, and Yosemite were huge successes; the public used 

them eagerly. The success of Yosemite and Yellowstone led 

to the creation of more parks, such as Sequoia and Mount 

Rainier, before the turn of the century.̂ ^ 

The passage of the Antiquities Act in 1906 fortified 

the preservation movement. The law allowed the President, 

through proclamation, to create national monuments around 

historically or scientifically significant places.̂ * The 

reserves created through the measure were administered 

through the Department of the Interior. 

W. B. Acker, an assistant attorney for the Department 

of Interior, served as acting parks director until 1916. 

19 

'̂Robert Shankland, Steve Mather of the National Parks 
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1951), pp. 46-47; Muir, The 
Yosemite, pp. 105-106, 122, 128-129; Williams, "John Muir, 
Christian Mysticism," p. 2. 

"̂'Nash, Wilderness and the American Mind, p. 108; 
National Geographic Book Service, America's Wonderlands: 
The Scenic National Parks and Monuments of the United States 
(Washington, D.C.: National Geographic Society, 1959), p. 
28. 

^̂ National Geographic Book Service, America's 
Wonderlands, p. 28. 



Working only part time, he found that keeping everyone happy 

was difficult. 

One critic was Steven T. Mather, a wealthy Chicago 

businessman. Mather wrote to his friend. Secretary of the 

Interior Franklin K. Lane, suggesting that the department 

was doing a poor job with the parks. Lane reportedly 

replied that if he thought the parks were in such poor 

shape, Mather should come and run them himself. Mather 

responded by journeying to Washington where he 

enthusiastically proposed a plan for a specialized park 

service. In response. Congress created the National Park 

Service (NPS), which was designed to administer areas that 

would "conserve the scenery, the nature and historic 

objects, and the wildlife therein . . . [and] provide for 

enjoyment of the same in such a manner and by such means as 

will leave them unimpaired." Mather became the first 

director of the NPS, a mainstay agency of American 

conservation.^^ 

Until after World War I, open land was plentiful and 

many people lived in rural areas. Agriculture was 

economically unstable in the twenties and, when they lost 

their livelihoods, many farmers moved to cities, initiating 

a trend toward urbanization. As they became more urbanized. 

^̂ Ibid., p. 29; Doell and Fitzgerald, A Brief History, 
quote on p. 39. 

8 



people needed a means of escape from city life. They looked 

to nature and saw the national parks.̂ ° 

At the same time, the introduction and widespread 

acceptance of automobiles made people more mobile and also 

enabled them to visit remote parts of the country. 

Population growth, higher incomes, shorter work weeks, and 

paid vacations also increased the need for national 

17 reserves .̂' 

Partly in response, the number of parks grew. In 1924, 

nineteen national parks encompassed five million acres. 

Congress by that year had appropriated over seven million 

dollars for roads to and through the national parks. In the 

1920s the NPS under Mather used an effective advertising 

blitz to promote the parks, and in 1924 over eleven million 
10 

people visited the parks.̂ ° 

Congress established most parks because it recognized 

the importance of recreation areas. Well meaning people 

inundated National Park Service Director Mather with 

requests to evaluate sites they considered monumental 

scenery and important enough to be classified as national 

^̂ T. R. Fehrenbach, Lone Star: A History of Texas and 
the Texans (New York: Collier Books, 1968), p. 647; Freeman 
Tilden, The State Parks: Their Meaning in American Life 
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1970), p. v; Pat Neff, The 
Battles of Peace (Fort Worth: Pioneer Publishing Co., 
1925), p. 127. 

^̂ Ibid. 

^4bid. 



parks. Many of these places Mather judged as worthy of 

being preserved, but he did not think they were nationally 
10 

important.^' 

As people brought pressure on him to create what he 

believed to be inferior parks, Mather looked for a solution. 

The answer was a nation-wide, organized state parks 

movement. It took the pressure off Mather to create 

national preserves and provided alternative preserves to the 

existing national parks, which were suffering from overuse. 

To provide recreation and relaxation, Mather envisioned a 

system of reserves in each state. Until 1920, however, only 

twenty states had parks and only half of those states had 

any sort of "system." Encouraged by Secretary of the 

Interior John Barton Payne, Mather contacted 

conservationists to serve as deputies in organizing a 

national meeting. He planned to use the initial meeting to 

devise uniform legislation for all the states in order to 

make as large a number of state parks as possible.*" 

Mather announced the state parks planning meeting at 

the 1920 Conference of Governors. Afterward, he and his 

cohorts sent out over three thousand invitations to a 

National Conference on State Parks, where Mather intended to 

unveil his plans. He sent invitations to the governors of 

^̂ Tilden, State Parks, p. v; Runte, National Parks, pp 
XX, 12, 55; Shankland, Steve Mather, p. 185. 

^^Shankland, Steve Mather, pp. 185-186; Tilden, State 
Parks, p. 3. 

10 



each state and to many highly placed political officials, 

91 

including President Woodrow Wilson.*̂  

The Conference convened in January 1921 at Des Moines, 

Iowa. Two hundred delegates, representing twenty-five 

states, eighty-four towns, and several conservation groups, 

attended. Among the latter were the Sierra Club, the Save 

the Redwoods League, the Garden Clubs of America, and the 

Ecological Society of America. Interior Secretary John 

Barton Payne served as chairman. The meeting allowed state 

parks proponents to inform the public and state officials of 

the value of state parks for the preservation of wildlife 

and the conservation of national scenery and cultural 

resources. Mather also wanted "comfortable camps all over 

the country, so that the motorist could camp each night in a 

good scenic spot, preferably a state park."" 

Delegates to the Des Moines conference adopted a 

statement of purpose to take back to their respective 

states. According to the statement, delegates were to 
urge upon our governments, local, county, state, 
and national, the acquisition of additional land 
and water areas suitable for recreation, for the 
study of natural history and its scientific 
aspects, and the preservation of wild life, as a 
form of the conservation of our natural resources; 
until there shall be public parks, forests, and 
preserves within easy access of all the citizens 
of every state and territory of the United States; 

^^Shankland, Steve Mather, p- 186. 

^̂ Doell and Fitzgerald, A Brief History, p. 48; Tilden, 
State Parks, p. 3; Shankland, Steve Mather, pp. 187-188, 
quote on p. 187. 

11 



and in educating the citizens of the United States 
in the values and uses of recreational areas.^ 

Because NPS Director Mather supported the state parks 

movement vigorously, the NPS promised to help by (1) serving 

as a clearing house for information, (2) supplying fund 

raising publicity, (3) showing the locations of state parks 

on NPS maps, (4) providing advice on administrative 

problems, (5) providing game from Yellowstone for stocking 

purposes, (6) assisting in the procurement of federal lands 

for state parks, and (7) assisting in timber preservation.^* 

The Des Moines National Conference on State Parks 

served as the starting place for the state parks movement 

across the United States, thus beginning "one of the most 

popular and useful enterprises" of the early twentieth 

century. After its formation, the National Conference met 

annually at various state parks around the nation, and the 

development of many state parks systems grew from the 

meetings. The Texas parks system is an example of a state 

parks organization growing from the Conferences.^^ 

It seems clear, then, that although the idea of 

preserving public land for recreation is old, the movement 

^̂ Tilden, State Parks, p. 4. 

^^Shankland, Steve Mather, p. 188. 

^^U.S., Department of Interior, Annual Report of the 
Director of the National Park Service to the Secretary of 
the Interior for the Fiscal Year Ending June 30. 1924 
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1924), p. 
16. 

12 



that led to the Texas state parks system dates only from the 

early twentieth century. It grew from both national ideas 

about land preservation and local forces that suggested that 

a growing urban America needed parks and rural pleasuring 

grounds. In Texas the movement began in the 1920s. 

13 



CHAPTER II 

THE STATE PARKS MOVEMENT IN TEXAS 

The Texas state parks system traces its roots in the 

1920s to a national conference on state parks held in 1921 

at Des Moines, Iowa. Several Texans, including Governor Pat 

Neff, attended the meeting, became enthusiastic about the 

idea of state parks, and returned to their state determined 

to secure a parks system for Texas. Subsequently, the Texas 

legislature, bowing to public pressure to join the nation

wide parks crusade, created a Texas State Parks Board and 

the infrastructure for a parks system. It failed, however, 

to support its parks with adequate funding, and as a result, 

the early state parks movement in Texas struggled in the 

1920s to get underway. 

Although the idea of protecting designated areas as 

places of relaxation is very old, Texas, prior to its state 

parks movement, had only a limited number of historical 

sites set aside as public parks. Officials reserved areas 

for use as public picnic grounds, and for camp meetings and 

political rallies. All were small, isolated, and 

underdeveloped. None provided camping or recreational 

facilities.^ 

Steven Chalmers Head, "A History of Conservation in 
Texas, 1860-1963" (Ph.D. dissertation, Texas Tech 
University, 1982), p. 274; Texas Legislative Council, Texas 
State Parks: A Survey and An Analysis, A Report to the 56th 
Legislature (Austin: The State of Texas, 1958), p. i; H. 
Allan Tolbert, "Texas History: A Resource for State Parks" 

14 



The early historical parks included Gonzales, 

Washington, the Alamo, Goliad/Fannin, and San Jacinto State 

Parks. Texas had also preserved King and Sam Houston 

Historical Parks (see Figure 2.1). Each of these parks 

venerated the people and events of Texas's struggle for 

independence from Mexico. 

Some citizens wanted to memorialize other important 

figures. The idea for a public park commemorating Governor 

James Stephen Hogg (Hogg Memorial Park) surfaced in 1907. 

Hogg, governor of Texas from 1891 until 1895, was the first 

native-born Texan elected to the position, and as governor 

he established a state commission to regulate railroads and 

promote fair business practices. The plans for a park in 

Austin to honor Hogg died in a legislative committee. 

Afterward, a newspaper reporter stated that he could "not 

believe there was a city in the country as big as Austin 

without a public library and public parks." The reporter 

(Master's thesis, Texas Tech University, 1965), pp. 1-3; 
Neff, The Battles of Peace, p. 129; A. T. Jackson, "State 
Parks for Texas," Texas Monthly, August 1929, pp. 63-75; 
Sharon Morris Toney, "Caprock Canyons State Park: The 
History of a Land Preserve on the Texas Plains" (Master's 
thesis, Texas Tech University, 1992), p. 15. 

15 
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lamented that the lack of funds meant that there was no 

place for people in Austin to gather after dark.^ 

One possible reason for the lack of gathering places 

was that there was no one agency to administer all of the 

historical parks or to lobby for funds. The city of San 

Antonio had managed the Alamo from 1891 until 1905 when the 

Daughters of the Republic of Texas took responsibility for 

it. The San Jacinto Battleground had been under the 

jurisdiction of the State Superintendent of Buildings and 

Grounds until the legislature created the San Jacinto Park 

Commission in 1919. The other historical parks fell under 

the auspices of individual commissions or the State Board of 

Control. The lack of a controlling agency left Texas parks 

without state direction and adequate funding. When she died 

in 1923, for example, Isabella Neff, Governor Pat Neff's 

^Governor Hogg died in 1906 at the age of 55. The 
twenty-seven acre Governor Jim Hogg Shrine State Park in 
Quitman was acquired by the state in 1946. The park 
contains several buildings displaying the Hogg family's 
personal items, a playground, picnic area, and the Old 
Settler Tabernacle, which was built in 1906. Texas has also 
recognized Hogg with the Jim Hogg State Historical Park at 
Rusk. "Governor Hogg Shrine State Historical Park," PWD-BR-
4502-035-2/90; Quote from "Parks are Discussed," 1907 
newspaper clipping in "Texas Parks Scrapbook," Box 3L426, 
Center for American History (CAH), University of Texas, 
Austin, Texas; Uncredited essay, "Governor James S. Hogg 
Memorial Shrine," in Texas State Parks Research and Texas 
Technological College, "Historical Data Connected with Some 
State Park Sites," undated manuscript in Mike Herring Files; 
Mary Love Bigony, "Biography of a Native Son," Texas Parks 
and Wildlife Magazine, February 1990, pp. 4-10; Leroy 
Williamson, "Hogg Family Homes," Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Magazine, February 1990, pp. 11-13; Randy Mallory, "The Hogg 
Family Legacy," Texas Highways, April 1994, pp. 4-9. 

17 



mother, willed six acres near Waco to the state of Texas for 

"religious, educational, fraternal, and political purposes," 

but no one in the state government had the authority to 

accept it.̂  

The cultural conformity of the early 1920s, which 

stemmed in part from the patriotic fervor inflamed by World 

War I, led some Progressive Texans to stress administrative 

reorganization, good roads, improved schools, health care, 

and public parks. The need for Progressive reforms within 

the state government prompted Pat Neff to enter the 

governor's race in 1919. He won and then won re-election in 

1921. Although the legislature defeated most of the reform 

measures for which Neff campaigned, some permanent 

improvements were made. He used his influence to promote a 

good roads program, for example, and to promote the 

""Sources differ on the date the land was donated. 
Allan Tolbert ("Texas History," pp. 3-4) and Texas Parks 
and Wildlife (Undated, untitled manuscript, subtitled 
"State Parks Board, 1923-1963," Johnny Buck Files) contend 
that the transfer was in 1916. J. M. Dawson ("Why Texas 
Owns More Parks Than Any Other State," Kind Word, A Paper 
for Young People, 10 June 1928, p. 5, U.T. Vertical File, 
Box 496, Sam Houston Regional Library and Research Center, 
Liberty, Texas, hereafter cited as SHRLRC) and Stephen Head 
("Conservation in Texas," p. 276) argue that Isabella Neff 
died in 1923, only having made her wishes known in 1922. 
Mother Neff State Park is adorned with ancient groves of 
oaks, elms, and pecans. Caves in the park provided shelter 
and burial places for Tonkawa Indians. Interior, Annual 
Report 1924, p. 16; Toney, "Caprock Canyons," pp. 15-16; 
Steve Hill, "Mother Neff's Legacy," Texas Highways. July 
1989, pp. 10-13; Quote from Texas Legislative Council, Texas 
State Parks, p. 1. 

18 



conservation of public resources, he encouraged the 

establishment of state parks.* 

Governor Neff believed that state parks allowed urban 

children to experience nature and learn to value it. He 

argued that parks served as social centers and provided 

relief to weary travelers. Parks, he reasoned, allowed 

average citizens to travel to see Texas. He summed up his 

feelings to the State Bankers Association: 

Regardless of whether other states need parks or 
not, the time has come in Texas when someone, 
somewhere, in some manner or another, must start a 
movement looking to the creation and development 
of a system of state parks in order that our 
citizenship may grow along symmetrical lines 
rather than one sided, due to the predominance of 
commercialism and industry.^ 

Neff, a governor of vision, wanted more than just the 

creation of parks. He wanted systematic development of 

them. Neff and some Texas representatives attended the 

National Conference on State Parks in 1923. At the 

conference an enthusiastic Texas delegate suggested the 

slogan "A State Park Every Hundred Miles." Caught up in the 

R̂obert A. Calvert and Arnoldo De Leon, The History of 
Texas (Arlington Heights: Harlan Davidson, Inc., 1990), pp. 
280-281; Norman D. Brown, Hood. Bonnett. and Little Brown 
Jug: Texas Politics, 1921-1928 (College Station: Texas A&M 
University Press, 1984), pp. 15-17; Toney, "Caprock 
Canyons," p. 16. 

W f f credited his mother with instilling in him the 
desire to preserve natural beauty and native wildlife. 
Interior, Annual Report 1924, quote on p. 17; Neff, Battles 
of Peace, pp. 130-131; Pat Neff, "State Parks for Texas," 
Holland's, January 1925, pp. 842-843, U.T. Vertical File, 
Box 696, SHRLRC; Toney, "Caprock Canyons," pp. 16-17. 
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state park fervor, Neff asked the legislature to create a 

Parks Board to select, approve, and oversee development of 

park lands. He prompted legislators "to encourage Texans to 

see Texas first" and to promote tourism by developing state 

parks.° 

While he played an important role in establishing a 

parks system in Texas, Neff did not start the movement for 

parks in the state. The thirty-seventh legislature was 

responsible for the parks movement. In 1921 Representative 

B. J. Stewart from Balmorhea introduced House Concurrent 

Resolution (H.C.R.) 17, which provided for a legislative 

committee to inspect the Davis Mountains for suitable state 
7 

park sites. 

The measure passed and in September of 1921 a group of 

legislators and other concerned citizens left Fort Worth to 

tour Palo Duro Canyon, the Davis Mountains, and Frio Canyon. 

Upon completing their tour, the inspectors concluded that 

the Davis Mountains was the most important potential park 

setting. The site, they reasoned, would preserve 

^Raymond Brooks, "The Birth of Texas' Great State 
Parks," Austin American Statesman, February 1966, as quoted 
in Ross A. Maxwell, Geologic and Historic Guide to the State 
Parks of Texas (Austin: Bureau of Economic Geology, 
University of Texas, 1970), p. 1; Tilden, State Parks, pp. 
8, 21; Quote from "State Acquires Forty-two Tracts for 
Parks," Semi Weekly Farm News. 23 January 1925, U.T. 
Vertical File, Box 40, SHRLRC; Toney, "Caprock Canyons," p. 
17. 

^Texas, House Journal, 37th Leg., 2d C.S., 1921, p. 17; 
Texas, House Journal, 38th Leg., Reg. sess., 1923, p. 1654. 
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picturesque canyons and the habitat of several big game 

animals, but they also believed that Texas had many sites 

worth preserving as state parks. They contended that the 

Davis Mountains and Frio Canyon sites could easily be 

developed into tourist-attracting parks. They concluded 

that although Texas should have established parks when it 

had owned most of the land in Texas, the state should 

endeavor to acquire suitable sites now under private 

ownership for state parks. The inspection committee 

reported to the thirty-eighth legislature, during its 

regular session, in January 1923. Legislators on the 

inspection committee endorsed the creation of state parks 

and encouraged other legislators to pass laws to provide for 
0 

state parks in Texas." 

A few months later, in May, Governor Neff recommended 

preserving places suitable for park purposes. During the 

thirty-eighth legislature's second called session, Neff 

called for the creation of a six-member State Parks 

committee (to be appointed by the governor with the approval 

of the Senate) to oversee the acquisition and development of 
q 

State parks.' 

^Texas, House Journal, 37th Leg., 2d C.S., 1921, pp. 
22-23; Texas, House Journal, 38th Leg., Reg. sess, 1923, pp 
1653-1654. 

^Letter to the 38th Leg. from Governor Pat Neff, 1 May 
1923, Texas, House Journal, 38th Leg., 2d C.S., 1923, p. 
163. 
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Instead, the thirty-eighth legislature created the 

Parks Board, consisting of five members appointed by the 

governor on the advice and consent of the Senate. The 

legislature did not specify criteria for Parks Board members 

or for parks. The Parks Board's primary functions were to 

solicit donations; to evaluate the potential sites, 

accepting or rejecting them based on their suitability for 

park use; to ascertain terms for acquisition; to arrange for 

park keepers; and to report to the legislature.^° 

Officials divided the state into five areas by 

population with a Parks Board member presiding over each 

district. The legislature refrained from granting money for 

salaries for Parks Board members or staff, but authorized 

reimbursement of travel expenses. The Board met only on 

call, and reported to the legislature every two years to 

make recommendations about park sites. The legislature had 

to approve all land transfers, in or out of the system.̂ ^ 

^̂ General and Special Laws of Texas. Acts 1923, 38th 
Leg., 2d C.S., ch. 25, p. 58, §2; Dick Smith, A Layman's 
Guide to Texas Administrative Agencies. (Austin: Bureau of 
Municipal Research, University of Texas, 1945), p. 193; 
Texas Legislative Council, Texas State Parks. p. ii. 

^̂ Office supplies seem to have been in short supply 
too, or Parks Board members simply practiced an early form 
of recycling, using the backs of paper previously used by 
other offices. Multiple pages were often held together with 
straight pins rather than with paper clips. The legislature 
retained authority to review title transfers until 1939. 
Brooks in Maxwell, Geologic and Historical Guide, p. 1; 
Texas Legislative Council, Texas State Parks. p. 13; Ottis 
Parr, "The Public Services of Pat Neff" (Master's thesis, 
Texas Tech University, 1951), p. Ill; Cathryn Anders 
Rodgers, "Texas State Parks," (Master's thesis. Southwestern 
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Three women, socialite Mrs. W. C. Martin of Dallas, 

Mrs. James Walker of Victoria, and newspaper columnist Phebe 

K. Warner of Claude; and two men, Hobart Key of Marshall and 

D. E. Colp of San Antonio, comprised the first Parks Board. 

Martin concluded that women were the logical choice for 

Parks Board members because women had "always been most 

vitally interested in establishing parks and playgrounds."^^ 

D. E. Colp, chairman of the Parks Board, was president 

of the Texas Park Association, a group that existed to 

encourage and assist the legislature in establishing a state 

parks system. He also served as the manager of the Glacier 

to Gulf Highway organization, founded to promote the 

construction of a road from the national parks in the 

northwestern United States to the Gulf Coast. Texans knew 

and respected Colp. He tried to improve the roads in Texas 

University, 1948), p- 8; Tolbert, "Texas History, p. 5; 
Russell Ludwig Stubbles, "The History and Spatial Impact of 
the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department's Public Policy of 
Acquisition and Development: 1920-1975," (Ph.D. 
dissertation, Texas A&M University, 1979), p. 29; Head, 
"Conservation in Texas," pp. 275-277; Neff, "State Parks for 
Texas," pp. 842-843; General and Special Laws of Texas. 
Acts 1923, 38th Leg., 2d C.S., p. 58, ch. 25, §1§2; Acts 
1937, 45th Leg., p. 360, ch. 174, §1; Acts 1939, 46th Leg., 
p. 516; Jackson, "State Parks for Texas,", p. 69; Toney, 
"Caprock Canyons," p. 17. 

^^Rodgers, "Texas State Parks," p. 6; Tolbert, "Texas 
History," p. 5; Stubbles, "History and Spatial Impact," p. 
29; Head, "Conservation in Texas,: pp. 275-277; Quote from 
Mrs. W. C. Martin, Vice President, Texas State Parks Board, 
"What the Texas State and City Parks Are Doing for the 
Children," undated manuscript, Colp Papers, Box 2H447, CAH; 
Neff, "State Parks for Texas," pp. 842-843; Toney, "Caprock 
Canyons," p. 17. 
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as a member of the Texas Good Roads Association, an 

organization designed to emphasize the need for a central 

authority to plan and maintain state highways. His efforts 

in that group led to a song about him entitled "When Colp 

Pulls Texas Out of the Mud." He proved to be an important 

leader during his twelve years on the Parks Board.̂ ^ 

The Texas State Parks Board came equipped with 

enthusiasm and optimism. Unfortunately, it did not come 

with money. The legislature, showing a distinct lack of 

interest, support, and foresight, failed to allocate funds 

to acquire, develop, or operate parks. 

Texas was the only state annexed into the union to 

retain her public lands. At the time, 1845, few pioneers 

realized the value of natural areas and fewer had leisure 

time. Most did not even recognize the beauty of Texas's 

wildness. None foresaw a time when people would want places 

to get away from everyday life in the cities. Texas 

lawmakers, as a result, set aside very little of Texas's 

public domain for state operations. They chose to use the 

state's public lands to pay the debts of the Republic, to 

reward Confederate veterans, and to build the state capitol 

and railroads. Land grants funded education, the promotion 

of citizenship and immigration, and internal improvements. 

^̂ Head, "Conservation in Texas," pp. 276-277; When Colp 
Pulls Texas Out of the Mud, words by G.A. McNaughton, music 
by John S. Caldwell, published by A. W. Perry's Sons in Colp 
Papers, 1917-1936, CAH; Calvert and De Leon, History of 
Texas, pp. 268-269. 
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resulting in ninety-eight percent of all Texas's land being 

privately owned. Thus, Texas lacked a public domain to 

preserve. The legislature as a result charged the Parks 

Board to solicit donations of land for parks.̂ * 

Parks Board members took the duty to solicit land very 

seriously, but they were short of funds. They received an 

allotment of only fifteen hundred dollars per year during 

the next eight years and the money was to be used for travel 

to evaluate potential sites. Governor Neff believed that 

"state parks should dot the map everywhere for the 

convenience of tourists as well as for the convenience of 

the people of Texas." The Parks Board members thought that 

each county should have at least one state park and worked 

to obtain them. To provide for cooperation between the 

^̂ Between 1852 and 1882, Texas gave away over 38.9 
million acres. J. G. Burr, "Conservation of Texas Wildlife 
Began Almost a Century Ago," Texas Game and Fish, September 
1949, pp. 5, 24-25; Tolbert, "Texas History," p. 5; Texas 
Legislative Council, State Owned Lands: A Report to the 
56th Legislature (Austin: Texas Legislative Council, 1958, 
p. 31; Guide to Volunteer Trail Building on Public and 
Private Land in Texas, Austin: Texas Parks and Wildlife, 
1985), p. 4; General Land Office, History of Texas Land 
(Austin: General Land Office, 1958), p. 8; Neff, Battles of 
Peace, pp. 128-129; Jackson, "State Parks for Texas," p. 68; 
"Resolution Annexing Texas, 1 March 1845" in Documents of 
Texas History, eds. Ernest Wallace and David M. Vigness 
(Austin: The Steck Co., 1963), pp. 146-147; Toney, 
"Caprock Canyons," pp. 17-18; General and Special Laws of 
Texas, Acts 1923, 38th Leg., 2d C.S., p. 58, ch. 25, §3; 
Acts 1937, 45th Leg., p. 360, ch. 175, §1. 
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counties and the Parks Board, each county had a 

representative who served as a liaison.̂ ^ 

Texas started behind many other states in obtaining a 

state parks system (see Table 2.1). As of 1 January 1924, 

Texas had no preserves for camping and recreation. Other 

states had amassed a total of 3,292,649 acres of park lands. 

Michigan had thirty parks, Connecticut had twenty-five. New 

York spent twenty-five million dollars to purchase its 

twenty-two parks. New Jersey's parks cost at least twenty 

million dollars. Several states, including Massachusetts 

and New York, had official agencies to oversee parks.̂ ^ 

Because Texas had no money appropriated for parks, the 

Parks Board launched a campaign to encourage donations of 

land. Governor Neff supported the Parks Board and joined 

the park crusade. He not only donated land for a park, but 

also helped organize a statewide tour to examine possible 

park sites and encourage donations. During 1924, he and 

Parks Board members traveled 8,150 miles in donated cars to 

promote parks. Their goal was to acquire fifty parks before 

January 1925. They visited eighty-two counties and Neff 

^̂ Texas Legislative Council, Texas State Parks, p. i; 
Brooks in Maxwell, Geologic and Historic Guide, p. 1; Quote 
from "Neff and His Parks," Austin American. 1927, Box 3L426, 
CAH; Neff, "State Parks for Texas," pp. 842-843. 

^^Massachusetts established a board to control parks as 
early as 1870. It established an official state parks 
administration agency in 1891. Head, "Conservation in Texas," 
p. 301; Toney, "Caprock Canyons," p. 19; Dawson, "Why Texas 
Owns," p. 5. 
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Table 2.1. Establishment of State Park Agencies 

Year 
Created State 
1885 New York 
1891 Massachusetts 
1902 Ohio 
1904 Rhode Island 
1906 Maryland 
1907 Wisconsin 
1907 Montana 
1909 New Hampshire 
1912 Connecticut 
1915 North Dakota 
1915 New Jersey 
1916 Indiana 
1917 Illinois 
1917 Oregon 
1919 Idaho 
1919 Michigan 
1919 Missouri 
1919 Washington 
1920 Iowa 
1921 Nebraska 
1923 Alabama 
1923 Pennsylvania 
1923 Texas 
1924 Kentucky 
1925 Florida 
1925 Georgia 
1925 Kansas 
1925 Minnesota 
1925 North Carolina 
1925 Tennessee 
1925 Utah 
1925 West Virginia 
1926 Louisiana 
1926 Mississippi 
1926 Virginia 
1927 Arkansas 
1927 California 
1927 Delaware 
1927 Oklahoma 
1927 South Carolina 
1927 Vermont 
1933 Maine 

Year 
Created State 
1935 Nevada 
1935 New Mexico 
1935 South Dakota 
? Alaska 
? Arizona 
? Hawaii 
? Wyoming 

From Head, "Conservation in Texas," p. 301. 
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made 110 speeches. On 16 March 1924, the governor announced 

the donation of thirteen sites by individuals and 

organizations and the possibility of six additional 

donations. The acquisition of fourteen more parks was 

announced in July. In all, the state acquired fifty-one 

tracts: forty-two deeded and nineteen more promised, varying 

from two to fifty acres and worth 1.3 million dollars. The 

public used most of the plots for picnic grounds and meeting 

17 

places.' 

The 1924 National Conference on State Parks lauded 

Texas's success at gaining park sites. The chairman 

remarked, "as a result of Governor Neff's preaching parks, 

forty-two beauty spots of every size and description have 

been set aside as state parks." Delegates to the National 

Conference helped Texas plan a "State Park-to-Park Highway," 

connecting all of the parks to facilitate their use (see 

Figure 2.2) .̂^ 

^ The number of parks donated varies by source. Warner 
noted that forty-five parks totalling 3,511 acres had been 
accepted, nineteen more parks (9,454 acres) were promised. 
Brooks in Maxwell, Geologic and Historic Guide, p. 1; Parr, 
"Public Services," pp. 109, 111; Tolbert, "Texas History," 
p. 6; Untitled, undated, non-credited manuscript in Colp 
Papers, Box 2H447, CAH; Gordon K. Shearer, "Texas State 
Parks," The Texas Geographic Magazine. Vol. XII, No. 1, 
Spring 1948, pp. 1-5, U.T. Vertical File, Box 696, SHRLRC; 
Ft Worth Record, 16 July 1924, Box 2H444, Colp Papers, CAH; 
Phoebe K. Warner, "Opportunity for Parks Great in Texas," 
East Texas, March 1927, U.T. Vertical File, Box 696, SHRLRC; 
Toney, "Caprock Canyons," pp. 19-20; Dallas News. 16 January 
1926, U.T. Vertical File, Box 40, SHRLRC. 

^̂ Texas Legislative Council, Texas State Parks, p. 25; 
Interior, Annual Report 1924, quote on p. 17; Tolbert, 
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1. Campbe11 
2. Barreda 
3. Beeville 
4. Johnson 
5. Foster 
6. Big Spring 
7. Wayside 
8. Ferguson Brothers 
9. Frio 
10. Gardner 
11. McAUen-Mission 
12. Macken 
13. Mayhew 
14. Thomas 
15. Tips 
16. Schreiner 
17. Robinson 
18. Buescher 
19. Jeff Davis 
20. Young 
21. John Henry Kirby 
22. Weslaco 
23. Davis Mountains 
24. Caddo Lake 
25. Memphis 
26. Plainview 
27. Benjamin 
28. Moss 
29. Leonard 
30. Atlanta 
31. Tahoka 
32. Stamford 
33. Linden 
34. Abilene 
35. Gladewater 
36. Cisco 
37. Eastland 
38. Cleburne 
39. Longview 
40. Guadalupe 
41. Meridian/Clifton 
42. Eden 
43. MaiStrom 
44. Mom Neff 
45. Fort Stockton 
46. Katemcy 
47. Bel ton 

48. Fredericksberg 

49. Berg 
50. Sanderson 
51. Hallie Maude Neff 
52. BracketviUe 
53. Champion 
54. Southerland Springs 
55. Karnes City 

A state park 

State Park-toPark Highway Figure 2.2 

Source- Based on National Conference of State Parks^ 
Source, aas^^ ^^^^^^ Park-to-Park Highway map in Colp Pap ers . 
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In early 1925 the Parks Board held the titles to forty-

five park sites. Governor Neff's January 1925 message to 

the legislature included a recommendation for it to accept 

the sites for which the Parks Board had titles. The 

governor urged legislators to make available fifty thousand 

dollars for the improvement, maintenance, and support of the 

state parks. 

Legislators seemed to support the idea of parks as long 

as the parks did not cost the state money. Neff's 

suggestion that the state provide funding to establish the 

parks led some representatives to introduce House Bill 323, 

legislation to repeal the act creating the Parks Board. The 

measure required the legislature to refuse to accept the 

deeds to the proposed parks and to return the donated 

14 

lands.^ 

While it did not pass House Bill 323, the legislature 

enacted Senate Concurrent Resolution 16. The resolution 

pointed out the state's financial restraints and the needs 

of other, established state agencies. The financial 

requirements of institutions of higher learning, 

eleemosynary units, and other agencies made the creation of 

state parks impractical, or so the resolution stated. 

Therefore, legislators resolved to allow the Parks Board to 

accept the donated sites, provided that the Attorney General 

^^Texas, House Journal, 39th Leg., Reg. sess., 1925, 
pp. 17-18, 293. 
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approved the deeds to each tract. Legislators included a 

provision that maintenance and improvements in donated parks 

had to be guaranteed by the donors. The legislature did not 

accept the sites as parks. Its refusal meant that Texas had 

no official state parks.̂ ^ 

The official Texas state parks system began in 1927 

when the fortieth legislature accepted the deeds (already 

held by the Parks Board) to the sites donated as State 

Parks. Because its failure to accept the sites in 1925 had 

led some donors to repossess their lands, the legislature in 

1927 approved only twenty-three sites (see Table 2.2). 

Legislators tentatively accepted a twenty-fourth site at 

Marshall provided the deed was clear. The legislation 

formally accepting the sites. Senate Concurrent Resolution 

13, expressly stated that the state was not beholden to 
91 

provide any funds to support or maintain the parks.'̂  

While Texas had received some park lands, the quality 

and suitability of many of the sites proved inadequate. 

Because of their incompatibility with the state parks' 

purpose, most of them eventually reverted back to their 

donors. ̂^ The purpose was to save scenic, beautiful, and 

historic areas; to preserve clean accessible beaches, lake 

2°Ibid. , pp. 362-363. 

^̂ Texas, House Journal, 40th Leg., Reg. sess., 1927, 
pp. 1543-1544. 

^̂ Texas Legislative Council, Texas State Parks, p. 25; 
Tolbert, "Texas History," p. 6. 
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Table 2.2. Parks Accepted in 1927 by the Legislature 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 

11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 

16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 

21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 

Park 

Campbell 
Barreda 
Beeville 
Johnson 
Foster 

Big Spring* 
Wayside 
Ferguson Brothers 
Frio 
Gardner 

Crosby 
Macken 
Mayhew 
Thomas 
Tips* 

Schreiner* 
Robinson 
Buescher* 
Jeff Davis 
Young 

John Henry Kirby 
Womack 
Davis Mountains 
Caddo Lake+ 

Location 

Campbellton 
Brownsville 
Beeville 
San Angelo 
Sterling City 

Big Spring 
Wayside 
Crowell 
Dilley/Pearsall 
Palestine 

Crosbyton 
Laredo 
Alto Frio 
Van Horn 
Three Rivers 

Kerrville 
Llano 
Smithville 
Hillsboro 
Canadian 

Fort Worth 
Lovelady 
Fort Davis 
Marshall 

Acres 

20 
75 
128 
50 
53.5 

200 
120 
35 
50 
25 

30 
118 
25.5 
80 
30 

44 
69 
100 
35 
10 

100 
30 
300 
120 

Source: Texas, House Journal. 
pp. 1543-1544. 

40th Leg., Reg. sess., 1927 

*Still in Texas State 
+Tentatively accepted 
still in system. 

Parks System. 
in 1927, formally accepted in 1929, 
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shores, and woodlands; and to preserve the history of the 

state. Parks would preserve the rapidly disappearing 

aesthetic beauty of Texas, promote health and happiness, 

provide outdoor recreation, foster tourism, and check vice, 

crime, and sickness.^^ 

Stipulations requiring development accompanied many of 

the sites donated to Texas, but the lack of funds for 

development caused some lands to revert to the donors.̂ ^ 

Many of the parks that remained open did so because the 

donors paid for development. Pat Neff spent his own money 

to add a speaker's pavilion, flagpole, and tabernacle to 

Mother Neff State Park. Cities that had donated parklands 

continued to provide improvements and all of the required 

maintenance. -̂ 

The legislature encouraged private interests to develop 

parks by building lodges and other facilities. Such parks 

as Caddo Lake, Bastrop, Garner, and Huntsville benefitted 

from the generosity of private sponsors. While such a plan 

^̂ Texas Legislative Council, Texas State Parks. p. i; 
San Antonio Express, 5 May 1923, U.T. Vertical File, Box 
966, SHRLRC; Dallas News 29 April 1923, U.T. Vertical File, 
Box 966, SHRLRC; Neff, "State Parks for Texas," pp. 842-843; 
Toney, "Caprock Canyons," p. 19. 

^̂ Texas Legislative Council, Texas State Parks. p. 25; 
Tolbert, "Texas History," p. 6. 

^̂ Texas Legislative Council, Texas State Parks, p. 25; 
Tolbert, "Texas History," p. 6; William J. Lawson, "The 
Texas State Parks System," Texas Geographic Magazine. 
December 1938, pp. 1-12; Maxwell, Geologic and Historic 
Guide, pp. 1, 2; Dawson, "Why Texas Owns," p. 5. 
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helped some parks, many others suffered. The lack of a 

general plan for the Texas state parks system left most 

state recreation areas in disrepair.^^ Author Freeman 

Tilden remarked that "Texas may be taken as an example of 

what can happen when enthusiasm for a state park[s] system 

is not coupled with a well developed plan."̂ ^ 

To develop and expand the parks, Neff asked the 

legislature in 1925 to appropriate $100,000 for the 1926-

1927 biennium. He and D. E. Colp believed that the money 

plus the authority to use convict labor in parks would 

produce a first rate parks system, one equal to that of New 

York (whose parks had cost in excess of twenty-five million 

dollars). Colp argued that the appropriation would mean 

that the Parks Board would never have to "ask the State for 

another dime for parks." Legislators denied his request.^° 

In 1926 the parks system was in such poor shape that J. 

L. French, director of the Division of Fish Hatcheries, Game 

Preserves and State Parks of the Texas Game, Fish and Oyster 

24bid. 

'̂This statement was later refuted by the Texas 
Legislative Council, who reported that Texas's state park 
system was established with "architectural precision." All 
sites were said to have been chosen according to a master 
plan; certain standards and criteria were used so as to have 
a well-balanced program. Tilden, State Parks, quote on p. 
21; Texas Legislative Council, Texas State Parks, p. 25. 

^̂ Texas, House Journal, 39th Leg., Reg. sess., 1925, 
pp. 13-18; Lawson, "The Texas State Parks System," pp. 1-
12; Quote from Dallas Morning News, 16 January 1926, U.T. 
Vertical File, Box 40, SHRLRC. 
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Commission, recommended that six state parks be turned over 

to his department. French argued that parks should be 

widely separated, with all sections of the state having at 

least one. He believed that parks should be selected for 

scenic beauty or historical significance, not just 

haphazardly accepted from donors.^' 

Determining the criteria for selecting suitable state 

parks was one of the biggest problems faced by park 

enthusiasts during the early years of the parks system. The 

thirty-eighth legislature in 1923 charged the Parks Board to 

solicit "tracts of land, large or small," for parks and 

recreation areas. It authorized the Parks Board to accept 

parklands of "any size whatsoever."^^ Governor Neff 

stressed that "the size of a park is not the important thing 

. . . small parks with local characteristic beauty" were 

also desirable. In fact, Neff argued that almost any wooded 

site with water was acceptable.^^ As it evaluated 

potential parks, the first Parks Board reasoned that its 

primary criteria should include adequate water supplies, 

proximity to state highways, and plentiful shade trees. 

9Q 

"Eight parks were located in Southwest Texas, sixteen 
other were spread out across Texas's 271,415 square miles. 
Stubbles, "History and Spatial Impact," p. 30; Head, 
"Conservation in Texas," pp. 279-280, 281; "Neff and His 
Parks," Austin American. 1949, Box 3L426, CAH. 

"̂General and Special Laws of Texas. Acts 1923, 38th 
Leg., 2d C.S., ch. 25, p. 58, §2§3; Acts 1937, 45th Leg., i 
360, ch. 175, s 1. 

^̂ Neff, Battles of Peace, quote on p. 132. 
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Parks supporters, including the Dallas Morning News, echoed 

earlier arguments that the Parks Board should only accept 

sites with distinct historical significance or scenic 

19 

beauty." 

Parks became an important issue in Texas during the 

1920s in part because statistics showed that Texans had been 

spending some eight million dollars annually to travel 

throughout the world "seeking beauty and recreation."^^ 

Many people theorized that all available monies should be 

directed towards acquiring and developing an extensive tract 

in the Davis Mountains to keep Texans at home while 

encouraging out-of-state visitors to come to Texas. The 

legislature supported the theory. Through the act that 

created the parks system in 1923, the legislature charged 

the Parks Board with evaluating the Davis Mountains as a 

national park site. Others argued that the Guadalupe 

Mountains and Palo Duro Canyon deserved park status because 

of their awe-inspiring beauty."" 

Some groups, especially farm groups, opposed the entire 

parks system. They argued that Texas could not afford the 

^̂ Dallas News. 21 January, 25 January, 26 March, 21 
April 1925, U.T. Vertical File, Box 966, SHRLRC. 

^̂ Phebe K. Warner, "Opportunity for Parks Great in 
Texas," East Texas, March 1927. 

^^Jackson, "State Parks for Texas," pp. 71-75; General 
and Special Laws of Texas, Acts 1923, 38th leg., 2d C.S., p 
58, ch. 25, §3; Acts 1937, 45th Leg., p. 360, ch. 175, §1. 
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parks. Many people contended that by accepting all offered 

parks, the Parks Board simply created tourist camps that 

would prove too expensive to maintain. Some insightful 

Texans even predicted that Texas would eventually have to 

"appropriate large sums of money to beautify" the parks.̂ ^ 

Despite detractors, the Parks Board continued acquiring 

small tracts of parkland. In 1929, the system included 

sixty-three parks worth about one million dollars.̂ ^ 

The apparent prosperity of the 1920s failed to reach 

the Texas state parks system. The legislature, parsimonious 

by nature, refused to allocate money to buy or improve 

parks. Nevertheless, because of the enthusiasm of Governor 

Neff, the Parks Board, and generous citizens, the parks 

system took shape in Texas. The shape it took, however, was 

decidedly haphazard, without systematic planning and without 

clear-cut goals. The problems faced by the Parks Board in 

establishing and developing parks multiplied during the 

decade of the 1930s as the nation succumbed to an economic 

depression. Yet the programs designed to provide relief 

from economic hardships provided help and hope for Texas 

state parks. 

^̂ Dallas News, 21 January, 26 March, 21 April 1925, 
U.T. Vertical File, Box 966, SHRLRC. 

^^Jackson, "State Parks for Texas," pp. 70-71. 
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CHAPTER III 

THE PARKS BLOSSOM 

The economic prosperity most of the nation enjoyed 

during the 1920s collapsed after the stock market crashed in 

October 1929. Banks closed, unemployment increased, income 

declined, businesses failed, and many people suffered. Yet, 

as federal programs tried to mitigate the effects of the 

ensuing economic depression, Texas parks blossomed. When it 

acquired several parks and improved existing sites, the 

Texas State Parks Board laid the foundations of a quality 

parks system for the state during the 1930s. 

As Texas moved into the depression, the Parks Board 

continued to encounter financial problems. It lobbied 

legislators in 1931 to introduce a bill to appropriate 1.5 

million dollars to buy land for four parks. The Parks Board 

proposed buying sites in Palo Duro Canyon (40,000 acres), 

the Guadalupe Mountains and Carlsbad Cave (39,000 acres), 

Caddo Lake (10,000 acres), and as per the request of the 

1923 legislature, over twenty thousand acres in the Davis 

Mountains. Legislators soundly defeated the bill. To 

palliate the effects of the defeat, the legislature passed 

measures to encourage cooperation between counties, cities, 

and states in establishing, developing, and maintaining 

parks. The legislature authorized the Parks Board to let 

limited concession contracts and to use convict labor in 

parks. Legislators in 1931 also appropriated five hundred 
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dollars for 1932 for travel expenses incurred by Parks Board 

members.^ 

Legislators believed that income from concessions would 

add greatly to the Parks Board's budgetary power. Yet, 

concession contracts failed to help the parks system because 

the management of the park went with the concession. The 

practice led to abuses of the parks; park keepers emphasized 

aspects of the parks that brought in revenue and allowed 

non-revenue producers (such as picnic tables) to fall into 

disrepair. In 1938 revenue figures proved that parks 

managed directly by the Parks Board outproduced those leased 

to concessionaires.^ 

Xarlsbad Cavern (already a national park) extended 
sixty miles under Texas. The Parks Board believed it could 
make an entrance into the cavern in the Guadalupe Mountains. 
Tolbert, "Texas History," p. 7; San Antonio Express, 1 
January 1931, U.T. Vertical File, Box 966, SHRLRC; Texas 
Legislative Council, Texas State Parks, p. 2; Harold D. Toy, 
"Compendium of Historical Events," unpublished manuscript, 
July 1973, p. 2, in Jerry Sullivan Files; Toney, "Caprock 
Canyons," p. 21; Op. Atty. Gen. 1952, No. V-1558 in Revised 
Civil Statutes of Texas. Title 103, Art. 6070a, p. 18; 
General and Special Laws of Texas, Acts 1931, 42d Leg., p. 
287, ch. 168, amended by Acts 1941, 47th Leg., p. 691, ch. 
431, §1. 

^Tolbert, "Texas History," p. 7; Texas Legislative 
Council, Texas State Parks, p. 2; Mathis Theron Waddell, 
Jr., "The Merger of the Game and Fish Commission and the 
State Parks Board of Texas," (Master's thesis, University of 
Texas, 1963), p. 20; General and Special Laws of Texas, Acts 
1931, 42nd Leg., p. 287, ch. 168; Minutes, Texas State Parks 
Board Meeting, 22 February 1934, 12 December 1938, 10 July 
1939. Minutes of Board Meetings are housed in the Texas 
State Library and Archives, Austin Texas, hereafter cited as 
TSA. Microfilmed copies are available at the Southwest 
Collection, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas. 
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Money from concessions went into Special Park Fund 64 

for park maintenance. The legislature controlled the fund 

at first and did not allow the Parks Board to use all of the 

money in it. In 1932-33, lawmakers appropriated only one 

thousand dollars from the Special Fund to supplement the 

Parks Board's annual five hundred dollar stipend for 

travel. Because of the parsimonious nature of the 

legislature, the Parks Board, during the first ten years of 

its existence, added only "a few cheaply built picnic units" 

(and those often donated) to the parks.* Under the system 

"practically no park in the state [was] properly 

maintained," despite the fact that in 1940 deposits from 

park revenues equalled $27,250.^ 

•5 

••The State Parks Board was officially a state agency 
charged with generating a park system for the "benefit of 
people generally, for benevolent purposes of promoting 
health, happiness, and general welfare." The agency was not 
designed to provide revenue for the state, yet for several 
years revenue from the parks sat in the State Treasury until 
the Legislature saw fit to permit the Parks Board to spend 
it. State of Texas v. Brannan (Civ. App. 1938) 111 
S.W.2d347 in Revised Civil Statutes of Texas. Title 103, Art 
6067, p. 11; Tolbert, "Texas History," p. 7; Texas 
Legislative Council, Texas State Parks, p. 2; Waddell, 
"Merger," p. 20; General and Special Laws of Texas. Acts 
1931, 42nd Leg., p. 287, ch. 168; Minutes, 22 February 1934. 

^Lawson, "The Texas State Park System," p. 1. 

B̂y 1940 the Board had more control over the Parks 
Fund. That year Board members voted to require park 
managers to keep expenditures below revenues, indicating 
that the Board had authority to permit parks to draw on 
revenues. E. B. Camiade, "Development of the Texas State 
Park System," undated manuscript (c. 1963), p. 3, in John 
Williams Files; Rodgers, "Texas State Parks," quote on p. 
15; Minutes, 11-12 July 1940. 
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When in 1931, they authorized the use of convicts in 

state parks, legislators did not implement a revolutionary 

concept. As early as 1903 a small number of prisoners 

worked on state owned farms. Others worked "on shares" with 

area farmers, allowing the state to get half the profit from 

the crops produced. The state leased the majority of 

prisoners to railroads and farmers, for which it received 

fifteen to twenty dollars per month. The lease system was 

heavily criticized because conditions were severe.^ 

Legislative authority to use prison labor came after 

Governor Pat Neff's 1924 authorization to work convicts in 

state parks. Using a truck loaned by the federal government 

and camping gear borrowed from the highway department, eight 

prisoners, working without guards (on the "honor system"), 

improved the parks by fencing, cleaning, and building 

benches, tables, and cooking ovens. Philanthropic citizens 

bore the expenses. Most of the improvements at Hallie Neff 

State Park at Boerne came during 1926 through convict labor. 

The Parks Board also used convict labor between 1931 and 

T̂he seventy acre Hallie Neff Park was donated to the 
state in 1925. It reverted back to the donors before 1933. 
Charles S. Potts, The Convict Labor System of Texas. 
(Publications of the American Academy of Political and 
Social Sciences, No. 383, 1903), p. 429, U.T. Vertical File, 
Box 332, SHRLRC; "Eight Convicts and Truck to Help Neff 
Build State Parks," Austin American. 1924, Box 3L426, CAH; 
Lawson, "The Texas State Parks System," pp. 1-3; Jackson, 
"State Parks for Texas," p. 71; Texas Legislative Council, 
Texas State Parks, p. 2. 
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1938 to build roads and barracks in such parks as Normangee 

and Longhorn Cavern.^ 

As the Parks Board implemented the new powers bestowed 

upon it by the legislature, the economic depression 

worsened. People clamored for the federal government to 

provide relief. President Franklin Roosevelt's New Deal 

programs, designed to help the country recover from the 

depression, proved a boon for Texas parks. New Deal 

agencies provided jobs and income for citizens while 

preserving natural resources and developing park lands. The 

Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC), the National Youth 

Administration (NYA), and the Works Progress Administration 
g 

(WPA) helped make park sites accessible and useable." 

Such agencies did not automatically come to Texas. The 

state needed its own agency to work with the federal 

officials. While the obvious agency to spearhead 

development in the state parks appeared to be the Parks 

Board, the Texas Rehabilitation and Relief Commission (RCC) 

assumed the responsibility. The Parks Board requested the 

RCC to administer park improvements because the duty came 

Îbid. 

^Texas Almanac 1947-48 (Dallas: Dallas Morning News, 
1948), p. 319; Texas Legislative Council, Texas State Parks, 
p. i; Maxwell, Geologic and Historic Guide, p. 1; Austin 
American Statesman, 15 September 1934, U.T. Vertical File, 
Box 696, SHRLRC; Toney, "Caprock Canyons," pp. 21-22; Phebe 
K. Warner, "Depression Boosts State Parks," Texas Federation 
News, April 1933, p. 5, U.T. Vertical File, Box 966, SHRLRC; 
Camiade, "Development of the Texas State Park System," p. 1. 
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with a price tag. The RCC expended between five hundred and 

one thousand dollars per month in connection with having the 

CCC camps in Texas. The agreement between the two agencies 

did not delineate clearly the responsibilities of each 

agency. When it became disenchanted with the Parks Board's 

failure to live up to the bargain, the RCC requested the 

Parks Board to assume full responsibility for the parks. 

The Parks Board protested. In September 1933 the Texas 

Attorney General opined that the Parks Board did not have 

the authority to delegate the duties imposed upon it by the 

legislature (supervision of the parks) to the RCC, forcing 

the Parks Board to shoulder the burden.^ 

The job of coordinating the efforts of federal agencies 

in the Texas parks proved burdensome. Federal authorities 

approved seventeen work camps for Texas parks, but they did 

not establish the camps until Texas assured them that the 

state would maintain all improvements.^ The 1933 

legislature showed meager support for the parks by reducing 

the Parks Board's appropriation for travel to $375 annually 

for the 1934-1935 biennium. Legislators allowed only $375 

per year to support and maintain Mary Campbell State Park 

near Campbellton. No other parks received funding.^' 

^Minutes, 16 September 1933, 9-10 November 1933. 

^"Minutes, 30 September 1933. 

^^Texas, House Journal, 43d Leg., Reg. sess., 1933, p. 
2429; Texas, Senate Journal, 43d Leg., Reg. sess., 1933, pp 
1840-1841. 
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Because legislators did not. Governor Miriam Ferguson 

proposed legislation to provide adequately for the parks. 

Her bill authorized fifteen thousand dollars to maintain the 

parks and facilities improved by the federal agencies, but 

legislators relegated the bill to the Appropriations 

Committee, where it died. Despite the governor's specific 

request for funds for park maintenance, the legislature 

failed to act. As the legislature proved unwilling to 

support the parks. Governor Miriam Ferguson in 1933 made an 

emergency appropriation so that the CCC could begin work in 

Texas, and shortly afterward the CCC and NYA established 

programs in Texas parks.^^ 

The CCC, established in 1933 as part of the Emergency 

Conservation Works Program, provided relief by making jobs 

available for single, unemployed young men between the ages 

of eighteen and twenty-five. Each young man employed by the 

CCC earned thirty dollars per month to help support his 

family. The CCC, with the help of the National Park Service 

(NPS) and the United States Army, established work camps 

across the nation in order that its employees could work on 

public lands. The Army helped organize the camps and 

^̂ Toy, "Compendium," p. 4; Minutes, 1 March 1934, 20 
April 1934; Letter to 43d Leg., 1st CS, from Governor Miriam 
Ferguson, 25 September 1933 in Texas, House Journal. 43d 
Leg. , 1st C S . , 1933, p. 75. 
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provided provisions, recreation, and discipline. The NPS 

coordinated efforts to improve the parks.̂ ^ 

In Texas the CCC established fifteen camps, housing 

over 2,620 men, within six months of its inception. By the 

end of 1933, the CCC had spent over one million dollars in 

Texas parks. If done by the private sector, the improvements 

would have cost several million dollars. The workers built 

roads, bridges, buildings, swimming pools, furniture, and 

cabinets, and they landscaped the parks. The Corps also 

constructed dance terraces, concessions areas, dining 

facilities, guardrails, overlooks, picnic tables, and 

drinking fountains. Laborers built dams at Huntsville, 

Cleburne, Daingerfield. Fort Parker, Bastrop, Blanco, 

Bonham, Stephenville, Tyler, and Meridian State Parks. 

Historical parks benefited from the relief program too-

Civilian Conservation Corps workers conducted archeological 

investigations and reconstructed historic buildings (see 

Figure 3.1).^* 

^^U.S., Department of Interior, Preserving Our National 
Heritage (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 
1976), p. 53; Jim Cox, "CCC: Fond Memories from a Time of 
National Hardship," Texas Parks and Wildlife Magazine. 
September 1983, pp. 2-6; Sue Moss, "CCC Fiftieth 
Anniversary," Texas Parks and Wildlife Magazine, September 
1983, p. 7; Roscoe E. Wright, "Texas, A State of Beautiful 
Parks," Texas Parade, June 1941, pp. 14-15, 22; Minutes, 7 
July 1933. 

^̂ Cox, "CCC: Fond Memories," pp. 2-6; Moss, "CCC 
Fiftieth Anniversary,", p. 7; Lawson, "The Texas State Park 
System," p. 4. 

45 



1. Abilene 
2. Balmorhea 
3. Bastrop 
4. Big Spring 
5. Blanco 

6. Bonham 
7. Buescher 
8. Caddo Lake 
9. Cleburne 
10. Daingerfield 

11. Davis Mountains 
12. Fort Griffin 
13. Fort Parker 
14. Frio County 
15. Garner 

16. Goliad 
17. Goose Island 

18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 

23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 

28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 

33. 
34. 

Huntsville 
Inks 
Kerrville 
Lake Brownwood 
Lake Corpus Christi 

Lake Mineral Wells 
Lockhart 
Longhorn Cavern 
Mackenzie 
Meridian 

Mission Tejas* 
Mother Neff 
Old Fort Parker* 
Palmetto 
Palo Duro 

Possum Kingdom 
Tyler 

Figure 3.1. Parks Developed or Improved by the Civilian 
Conservation Corps 

Source: Cox, "CCC: Fond Memories," pp. 2-6. 

*Was not under the control of the State Parks Board 
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The NYA, and to a lesser extent, the WPA helped develop 

the smaller parks. Native Texan Lyndon B. Johnson headed 

the NYA in Texas, an agency designed to train people between 

ages sixteen and twenty-five for jobs. Johnson recruited 

over 350 sponsors for work projects. His efforts enabled 

the NYA to provide jobs for eighteen thousand Texas youths, 

many of whom worked in state parks.̂ ^ 

The CCC and NYA built all of the park facilities to 

harmonize with the surroundings. The NPS developed a master 

plan for each state park in which it worked, reflecting the 

agency's attempts at extensive planning for outdoor 

recreation at a national level. Park planners designed 

parks to conserve and protect natural resources. Plans 

emphasized using native plants and preserving the natural 

beauty of the parks. The NPS called for all buildings to be 

constructed out of native materials, such as wood or stone, 

and to be "comparable and in architectural keeping with the 

topography" of the parks.̂ ° 

^̂ Robert Dallek, Lone Star Rising: Lyndon Johnson and 
His Times. 1908-1960 (New York: Oxford University Press, 
1991), pp. 123, 125-128, 140-143; Head, "Conservation in 
Texas," p. 285; Lawson, "The Texas State Parks System," pp. 
1-2. 

^^"Moss, "CCC Fiftieth Anniversary,", p. 7; Interior, 
Preserving Our Natural Heritage, p. 53; Lawson, "The Texas 
State Park System," pp. 5, 6, 7; E. B. Camiade, "History of 
Texas State Park System Through 1967," undated manuscript, 
p. 1, in Bill Scruggs Files; Quote from uncredited, undated 
clipping entitled "Goodnight Trail Enters Canyon," Box 
3L426, CAH; Minutes, 11 December 1936. 
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Because the CCC could only improve areas of five 

hundred acres or more, many parks increased in size. The 

Parks Board solicited donations, promising immediate 

development. The parks system gained thousands of acres of 

land for parks between 1933 and 1935. Individuals and local 

governments donated park sites for Brownwood, Palmetto, 

Balmorhea, Stamford, and Bastrop State Parks. Other 

locations conferred to the parks system included tracts at 

Lubbock (Mackenzie), Mexia (Fort Parker), Huntsville, 

Lampasas, and Lockhart.^^ 

Although concerned citizens donated most of the parks 

in which the CCC worked, the legislature set aside a few 

sites. The latter included Goose Island (1931), Texas 

Canyons (1933), and Brazoria County Coastline 

(1939) .̂5 

The forty-third legislature in 1933 set aside from 

school lands Texas Canyons State Park. The legislators 

included in the act that created the park the following 

preamble: 

^^Tolbert, "Texas History," p. 9; James Wright Steely, 
The Civilian Conservation Corps in Texas State Parks 
(Austin: Texas Parks and Wildlife, PWD BK-4000-442A, August 
1986); "Expansion in State Parks" in Planning and Civic 
Comment Vol. 1 No. 1 (Jan-March, 1935), pp. 9-11, 14; 
Lawson, "The Texas State Parks System," p. 2; Toy, 
"Compendium," pp. 2-3, 5; Head, "Conservation in Texas," p. 
284; Texas Research League, Texas State Parks: Blueprint 
for Rebuilding a Major Resource (Austin: Texas Research 
League, 1961), p. 8; Minutes, 11 September 1933, 10 November 
1933. 

°̂Texas Legislative Council, Texas State Parks, p. 3. 
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The largest canyons in the North American 
continent (with the exception of the Grand Canyon 
of the Colorado) are situated in Brewster County, 
Texas, upon the Rio Grande, and said canyons and 
the lands and territory contiguous thereto 
constitute one of the scenic wonders of America. 

Texas owned a considerable portion of the area--land 

legislators described as "rough, rugged and worthless for 

any purpose except for its scenic beauty and park purposes." 

In its first called session the same 1933 legislature 

appropriated money to buy contiguous lands and changed the 

name of the park to Big Bend State Park. The parklands, 

valued at five cents per acre, equalled an estimated 225,000 

19 acres.^ 

Goose Island, a preserve of 314 acres, also became a 

state park through a legislative act. The main feature of 

the park is the almost two thousand year old coastal live 

oak, "Big Tree." The island is home to endangered whooping 

cranes and other species of birds and waterfowl.^^ 

Brazoria County Coastline Park encompassed all the land 

exposed between high and low tides in Brazoria County. 

Before whites came to the place in 1821, the bay area was 

home to the Karankawa Indian people. The first Anglos to 

1Q 

'̂Quotes from Special and General Laws of Texas. Acts 
1933, 43rd Leg., Spec. L., p. 126, ch. 95; Acts 1933 1st 
C.S., p. 275, ch. 100; Texas Legislative Council, Texas 
State Parks, p. 4. 

"̂Special and General Laws of Texas. Acts 1931, 42nd 
Leg., p. 917, H.C.R. #43; "Goose Island State Park," 
brochure PWD-BR-4509-064-3/90; uncredited essay, "Goose 
Island Park" in "Historical Data." 
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settle in Brazoria were those en route to Stephen F. 

Austin's colony who veered off course. Their small 

settlement failed, but later such towns as Lamar, Brazoria, 

and Velasco developed and prospered in the region. Each of 

the towns played small roles in the Texas Revolution.^^ 

To maintain these and other parks the Texas State Parks 

Board asked the legislature for $25,000 for the 1934 fiscal 

year. Legislators refused the request. The NPS, however, 

had spent over $2.8 million by 1934 and had employed some 

seven thousand youths in thirty-five camps; it estimated 

that spending would equal over three million dollars during 

the next twelve months. If Texas failed to provide 

equipment and furnishings for the parks, the NPS vowed to 

cancel Texas's allotment of camps. The legislature's 

refusal to appropriate adequate funds for 1934 left the 

parks in "grave danger." As she believed in the parks as 

places that "offered rest to the poor," Governor Miriam 

Ferguson again made emergency appropriations.^^ 

To reassure the federal government, the legislature 

tried granting the Texas State Parks Board broader powers. 

Legislators authorized the Parks Board to enter into 

^̂ Special and General Laws of Texas, Acts 1939, 46th 
Leg., p. 526; uncredited essay, "Brazoria County Coastline 
Park" in "Historical Data." 

^̂ Quotes from Toy, "Compendium," pp. 4; Head, 
"Conservation in Texas," p. 285; newspaper clipping entitled 
"Neff and His Parks," Austin American, 1927, Box 3L426, CAH; 
Minutes, 1 March 1934, 20 April 1934, 13 June 1934. 
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contracts to improve parks and enabled the Board to buy and 

improve land during a limited two year period as long as 

park revenues paid the debts. Nevertheless, the Board could 

purchase only two sites, Palo Duro Canyon State Park and 

Longhorn Cavern State Park, using the funds.̂ ^ 

The Parks Board in 1933 purchased Longhorn Cavern. The 

limestone cave had formed when the level of an underground 

sea dropped. As it drained, the water dissolved the 

limestone, developing huge domed rooms and unusual rock 

formations. It is one of the largest scenic caves in the 

world, and the largest in Texas.̂ * 

Convicts first and CCC workers later developed the 

cave. During the four-year term of encampment, the workers 

cleared about two and one-half million cubic yards of debris 

and installed four miles of wire and 550 light bulbs. As 

they cleaned they found fossil remains of deer, bison. 

91 

"Texas Parks and Wildlife Conservation Chronicle. 
1984, (Austin: Texas Parks and Wildlife, 1984); General and 
Special Laws of Texas, Acts 1933, 43rd Leg., p. 571, ch. 
187; Texas Legislative Council, Texas State Parks, p. 3; 
Tolbert, "Texas History," pp. 7-8; Head, "Conservation in 
Texas," p. 286. 

^^Longhorn Cavern was known to locals as Hoover's 
Valley Cave or Sherrard's Cave. The original park 
encompassed 708 acres, which the Parks Board purchased for 
$6,557 consideration and a seven percent vendor's lien note. 
Today the park, which is also a National Landmark, boasts 
only 637 acres. "Longhorn Cavern State Park," PWD brochure, 
unnumbered; "Fishing in the State Parks of Texas," Texas 
Game and Fish Magazine, March 1948, pp. 7-8, 14.; William H. 
Matthews III, "Longhorn Cavern State Park," National Parks 
Magazine, June 1963, pp. 10-13; Daily Texan, 26 April 1940, 
U.T. Vertical File, Box 1198, SHRLRC; Toy, "Compendium," p. 
3. 
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grizzly bear, and elephants. Artifacts such as arrowheads, 

flint chips, bones, and spears indicate that prehistoric 

Native Americans used the cavern as well. Confederate 

soldiers during the Civil War used bat guano to make 

gunpowder in the cave.̂ ^ 

The cavern may have served as a hideout for Indians and 

outlaws. A band of Indians pursued by Robert E. Lee may 

have hidden in the cave, eluding capture by escaping through 

one of six exits. Desperado Sam Bass, for whom the entrance 

is named, used the cave as a hideout during the 1860s and, 

according to local legend, may have hidden two million 

dollars in it. A rusty revolver and flattened bullets 

indicate that the cave was a rendevouz place and the site of 

many fights. During the early 1900s the main room served as 

a dance hall, saloon, nightclub, and restaurant. Such 

attractions intrigued enough visitors that gate receipts 

9'i 

"Bat guano was important in three wars: the Civil War, 
World War I, and World War II. During the Civil War, the 
North blockaded the South and the South could not get ready-
made gunpowder. Southerners made the saltpeter used in 
gunpowder from bat guano. During WWI bat guano supplied the 
nitrates needed in fertilizer. And in WWII bats were 
chilled, so they would be dormant, fitted with bombs, and 
released over Japanese industrial centers. The bats sought 
refuge in buildings, setting off explosions and fires. J. 
L. Baughman, "The Caves of Texas," Texas Game and Fish 
Magazine. July 1951, pp. 2-7; Frank Quinn, "The Supply is 
Unlimited for Vacationers, and Can't Be Rationed," West 
Texas Today, May 1943, pp. 5-6, 15-16, U.T. Vertical File, 
Box 966, SHRLRC; "Longhorn Cavern State Park, PWD brochure, 
unnumbered; Matthews, "Longhorn Cavern State Park," pp. 10-
13; Daily Texan, 26 April 1940; Uncredited essay "Longhorn 
Caverns Park" in "Historical Data." 
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allowed the Parks Board to pay the vendor's lien on schedule 

in July 1939.2̂  

Palo Duro Canyon is a sixty mile long gorge with high 

walls of six to eight hundred feet.̂ ^ Several Spanish 

explorers traversed the canyon area between 1541 and 1808. 

Texans en route to Santa Fe passed near the canyon in 1841. 

After Mexico relinquished its title to the American 

Southwest through the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848, 

United States soldiers explored the area.̂ ^ The canyon 

became ranch land in the late nineteenth century, but by 

1900 most of the big ranches along the canyon had decreased 

^̂ Quinn, "The Supply is Unlimited," pp. 5-6, 15-16; 
"Longhorn Cavern State Park, PWD brochure, unnumbered; Daily 
Texan, 26 April 1940; Uncredited essay "Longhorn Caverns 
Park" in "Historical Data;" Camiade, "History of the Texas 
State Park System Through 1967," p. 1; Minutes, 10 July 
1939. 

'̂William C. Griggs, "Man and the Palo Duro Canyon: 
From Coronado to Goodnight," in The Story of Palo Duro 
Canyon (Canyon: Panhandle Plains Historical Society, 1979), 
p. 117. 

^%.S., Congress, Senate, Exploration of the Red River 
of Louisiana by Randolph B. Marcy and George B. McClellan. 
1852, 32d Cong., 2d sess.. Senate Ex. Doc. 54, pp. 45, 49, 
54; T. Lindsay Baker, "The Survey of the Headwaters of the 
Red River, 1876," Panhandle Plains Historical Review 58 
(1985): 11-13; Griggs, "Man and the Palo Duro Canyon," pp. 
118, 121, 122; Herbert E, Bolton, Coronado: Knight of 
Pueblos and Plains (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico 
Press, 1949), p. 266; Noel M. Loomis and Abraham P. Nasatir, 
Pedro Vial and the Roads to Santa Fe (Norman: University of 
Oklahoma Press, 1967), pp. 492-493, 534; Charles Adam Hoke 
McCauley, "Notes on the Ornithology of the Region About the 
Source of the Red River of Texas, From Observations Made 
During the Exploration Conducted by Lieut. E. H. Ruffner, 
Corps of Engineers, U.S.A.," edited by Kenneth D. Seyffert 
and T. Lindsay Baker, Panhandle-Plains Historical Review 61 
(1988): 25-88. 
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in size. Small ranchers and farmers moved in, and soon 

towns appeared.^^ 

To bring in revenue, people in the nearby towns, 

especially in Canyon City and Amarillo, wanted a park in 

Palo Duro Canyon. They convinced the Parks Board that the 

area was worthy of being a state park.̂ '' The Parks Board 

proposed that owners donate the land to the state. When 

land owners declined. Parks Board members realized that the 

state needed to purchase Palo Duro Canyon, an act requiring 

legislative action.̂ ^ 

The legislature in 1932 authorized the Parks Board to 

acquire part of Palo Duro Canyon for a park. The Parks 

Board purchased 15,103 acres from owner Fred Emery in 1933 

at twenty five dollars per acre, well above the going rate. 

The state assumed first liens on the land held by a Scottish 

mortgage company, and gave Emery a lien for the balance. 

The state owed $377,586.25 to the first lien holders and 

$263,887.96 to Emery. The first installment was due in 

1942, the last in 1948. The Parks Board expected the 

revenue generated by the park, fifty percent of the gross 

income from gate receipts and twenty percent of concessions 

^^Burton, "The JA Ranch," pp. 26, 33, 46, 47; Griggs, 
"Man and the Palo Duro," pp. 137, 139, 140, 142. 

^°Peterson, "A Park for the Panhandle," p. 147; 
Minutes, January 14, 1936. 

^^Peterson, "A Park for the Panhandle," pp. 147-148; 
Amarillo Sunday News Globe, 10 November 1929, Colp Papers, 
Box 2H444, CAH. 

54 



income, to pay the notes. In 1933 the CCC began developing 

the park.̂ ^ 

In 1937 the Parks Board realized that park revenues 

would not pay off the loans on Palo Duro. Receipts failed 

to pay even the interest. Debts on the park increased 

twenty to thirty thousand dollars per year from interest 

alone. The Parks Board began looking for alternate ways to 

finance the park, but funding remained an issue until the 

late 1940s.̂ ^ 

Funding proved only one of many problems surrounding 

Palo Duro State Park. On 13 June 1934 the Parks Board met 

to discuss problems stemming from NPS employee George 

Nason's tendency to overstep the bounds of his authority by 

firing the park superintendent at Palo Duro. Regional 

Inspector Nason argued that the superintendent violated NPS 

plans and spent unauthorized money. Nason had already 

offended some Parks Board members by calling them "crooked" 

and "grafters" and demanding that they resign. Nason 

obviously did not understand the Parks Board's lack of 

funds. He demanded the creation of a central agency (at 

state expense) to coordinate NPS activities in all the 

parks. Chairman D. E. Colp called the plan "absurd." 

Nason's boss, Herbert Maier, threatened to curtail the NPS's 

activities in Texas based on Nason's reports. Maier stated 

^̂ Ibid. , pp. 153-154. 

^^Minutes, 1 November 1937. 
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that Texas had provided "insufficient and unsatisfactory 

technical assistance." He contended that the Parks Board 

had not "demonstrated it can operate a single park." The 

Parks Board asked the NPS to replace Nason, a request the 

NPS chose to ignore.̂ * 

Continued threats to withdraw CCC camps for lack of 

"adequate appropriations" forced the legislature in 1935 to 

appropriate six thousand dollars for maintenance of the 

parks. It also granted the Parks Board the power of 

condemnation. The legislature granted the Parks Board more 

authority than required by the NPS, perhaps because the 

Parks Board had grown more powerful through new appointments 

and added responsibilities. When Colp, who had served as 

Parks Board Chairman for twelve years, resigned in 1935, 

former Governor Pat Neff became the new Chairman. R. 0. 

Whiteaker, Tom Beauchamp, Gus F. Urbantke, and Wendall Mayes 

completed the Parks Board.'' 

As the parks system grew, the Parks Board shouldered 

new responsibilities. Parks Board members dealt with all 

personnel and financial matters. They determined salaries 

and duties for personnel, and they chose furnishings (even 

*̂Toy, "Compendium," p. 3; Head, "Conservation in 
Texas," p. 285; Quotes from Minutes, 13 June 1934. 

^̂ Toy, "Compendium," pp. 7-9; Dallas News, 15 September 
1934, U.T. Vertical File, Box 696, SHRLRC; Rodgers, "Texas 
State Parks," p. 7; Minutes, 16 January 1935, 2 September 
1936, 31 July 1937, quote from 16 January 1935; Texas, 
Senate Journal. 44th Leg., Reg. sess, 1935, p. 2033. 
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the chinaware pattern) for state parks. Plus the Parks 

Board decided which activities to allow in state parks (such 

as a rodeo at Lake Corpus Christi in 1936). As the number 

of visitors to parks increased the Parks Board formulated 

rules for the parks. The codified park rules, as drafted in 

1937, outlawed hunting, fishing, alcohol, gambling, and the 

destruction or mutilation of flora and fauna in state parks. 

The Parks Board set the speed limit in parks at twenty miles 

per hour." 

As the Parks Board's duties grew, members experienced 

problems in handling all of the aspects of their jobs. They 

asked the legislature to appropriate funds to hire an 

executive secretary-director, who could carry out the duties 

of the Parks Board members in their absence. The forty-

second legislature (1931-1933) voted to allow the Parks 

Board to hire an executive secretary-director, chief 

engineer, and maintenance supervisor. The executive 

secretary-director and chief engineer received $2,400 per 

year, while the maintenance supervisor earned $1,500 per 

year. The Parks Board in 1934 obtained office space for the 

staff in Austin's Walton Building.̂ ^ 

^^Reference to Board duties appear throughout the 
Minutes, 1923-1939. Rules are enumerated in Minutes, 1 
November 1937. 

^̂ By 1937 the Executive Secretary-Director's salary had 
increased to $3,600 per year. The Board also hired a parks 
inspector, an auditor, a technical assistant, and three 
stenographers. Toy, "Compendium," pp. 7-9; Dallas News. 15 
September 1934, U.T. Vertical File, Box 696, SHRLRC; 
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As the size and number of parks grew and attendance 

increased, the Parks Board found it necessary to enter into 

agreements with other Texas agencies. The Parks Board 

secured a cooperative agreement with the Texas Highway 

Department (THD).38 The Parks Board and THD shared the cost 

of park roads. The THD designed, constructed, and 

maintained connecting roads in parks, while the Parks Board 

furnished the funds. There were other such agreements. The 

Parks Board made arrangements with the Texas Forest Service 

to cut timber in parks and to do conservation work. The 

Game and Fish Commission stocked and controlled the fish 

populations in park lakes, while the Department of 

Corrections provided prisoners for selective clearing in 
1Q 

parks.'' 

Rodgers, "Texas State Parks," p. 7; Minutes, 2 September 
1936, 31 July 1937. 

38 
'"Roads were important to Texas' early development and 

the development of the parks system. The legislature 
established the Texas Highway Department in 1917. By 1930 
the department maintained eighteen thousand miles of road, 
including six thousand miles of pavement. Between 1917 and 
1930 the number of registered vehicles in Texas increased 
from 194,720 in 1917 to 1,401,748 in 1930. Even during the 
Depression only 1931 and 1932 showed decreases in vehicle 
registration. Texas Legislative Council, Staff Research 
Report on the Texas Roads and Highways. Report #52-3 
(Austin: Texas Legislative Council, Austin, 1952), pp. 14, 
15, 16. 

-̂ The Parks Board had no authority to enter into inter
agency contracts until 1959. General and Special Laws of 
Texas, Acts 1959, 56th Leg., p. 345, ch. 195; Camiade, 
"Development of the Texas State Parks System," pp. 2-3. 
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In 1936 Texas had over thirty-two thousand acres in the 

parks system, visited by about two million Texans annually 

(see Figure 3.2).*° That year the U.S. Department of 

Interior's National Park Service began a study to determine 

the need for water-oriented parks in the Highland Lakes area 

in the Texas Hill Country near Austin. The Department had 

recently built several dams for flood control, impounding 

60,000 acres of water and providing some 670 miles of 

shoreline. The reservoirs included Lake Buchanan, Lake 

Marshall Ford, Inks Lake, and Lake Austin. Although the 

lakes were close to Blanco, Kerrville, and Garner State 

Parks, the Parks Board wanted to add the shorelands of the 

lakes to its system.*̂  

*"This figure does not include acreage for Big Bend 
State Park, which was destined to become a national park in 
1944. The number of visitors (as provided by the Department 
of Interior) seems high for 1936. The Parks Board did not 
keep official tallies until 1939, when the reported number 
of visitors equaled 684,383. U.S., Department of Interior, 
The Highland Lakes of Texas: A Study Prepared under the 
Authority of the Park, Parkway, and Recreation Study Act of 
June 1936, [49 Stat 1894] (Washington, D.C.: Government 
Printing Office, 1940), p. 30; "Texas State Parks, Number of 
Parks and Visitors," undated manuscript in Johnny Buck 
Files; Dallas Morning News, 15 September 1941, U.T. Vertical 
File, Box 496, SHRLRC. 

*̂ The NPS did not consider the three parks to be of 
state-wide importance. Of the four reservoirs, only Inks 
Lake became a state park. The legislature authorized the 
Board to construct roads to park sites on the shores of Lake 
Buchanan. The Board did not acquire a park there until the 
Highway Department gave the Board fifty-seven acres in 1939. 
The site is not listed as a state park in any available 
sources. Minutes, 4 June 1937, 9 August 1939, 9 December 
1939; General and Special Laws of Texas. Acts 1939, 46th 
Leg., p. 517; Interior, Highland Lakes, pp. 23, 26. 
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1. Abilene 
2. Aspermont 
3. Balmorhea 
4. Barreda 
5. Bastrop 
6. Beeville 
7. Berg 
8. Big Spring 
9. Big Bend 
10. Blanco 
11. Bonham 
12. Buescher 
13. Caddo Lake 
14. Cleburne 
15. Clifton 
16. Crosbyton 
17. Daingerfield 
18. Davis Mountains 
19. Devil's River 
20. Fort Parker 
21. Fort Griffin 
22. Frio County 
23. Garner 
24. Goose Island 
25. Grayson County 
26. Hereford 
27. Huntsville 
28. Jeff Davis 
29. Katemcy 
30. Kerrville 
31. Lake Brownwood 
32. Lake Corpus Christi 
33. Lamesa 
34. Lampassas 
35. Leonard 
36. Lockhart 
37. Longhorn Cavern 
38. Love•s Lookout 
39. Mackenzie 
40. Meridian 
41. Mineral Wells 
42. Mother Neff 
43. Nocona 
44. Normangee 
45. Ochiltree 
46. Palestine 
47. Palisades 
48. Palmetto 
49. Palo Duro 

50. 
51. 
52. 
53. 
54. 
55 
56. 
57 
58 

Paris 
Robinson 
Santa Helena 
Steele 
Stepherivi 1 le 

Tips 
Tyler 
Thomas 
Womack 

Figure 3.2. 1936 Texas State Parks. 
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That the Parks Board seemed determined to add parks 

where there already were parks, noted a critic, 

"demonstrate[d] that the planning of these park facilities 

has been the result of inadequate and uncoordinated planning 

efforts." Texas had ten unrelated agencies involved in 

developing parks. The existing parks provided swimming, 

fishing, picnicking, camping, boating, and golf on a day-use 

basis. Yet the Highland Lakes park, as planned by the NPS, 

would include caverns (the recently acquired Longhorn 

Caverns State Park), water sports, trails, camping, guest 

ranches, polo, golf, educational opportunities, wildlife 

management, and two hundred miles of scenic park drives. 

The entire region would be accessible.^^ 

The NPS determined that the Parks Board was qualified 

to run the Highlands Lake project, provided the legislature 

granted it broader authority and greater budgetary power. 

As a result of the NPS study, the legislature in 1937 added 

another seat on the Parks Board and authorized the executive 

secretary-director to carry out the established policies of 

the Parks Board. To limit the number of parks and to assure 

quality, legislators instructed the Parks Board to 

investigate proposed parks to determine the suitability and 

terms of acquisition. The job of upgrading parks proved a 

difficult task as visitors often destroyed improvements. To 

^^Interior, Highland Lakes, pp. 24, 34, 35, 38-42, 
quote on p. 34. 

61 



protect the parks and their visitors, the legislature 

bestowed peace keeping authority on park keepers.<̂  

Meanwhile, as 1936 approached, Texans began preparing 

to celebrate the one hundredth anniversary of Texas's 

independence from Mexico. As early as 1923, Governor Pat 

Neff had begun lobbying for a centennial celebration. He 

issued a proclamation calling for meeting in Austin during 

1925 to plan the festivities. Over five hundred citizens 

attended. ̂^ 

Neff asked the legislature to create a Texas Historical 

Board to preserve "the past and present history of the 

state" by building monuments and buying historical places 

like Treaty Oak in Austin. In response, the legislature in 

1923 created the Historical Board. The Historical Board's 

five members' duties included gathering data about Texas 

history. The legislature charged them with submitting to 

lawmakers information in order that sites could be noted 

with historical markers or monuments, or so the state could 

purchase the area. Because members had to pay their own 

expenses, the Historical Board was not very active in terms 

of gathering historical information. In 1934 the Parks 

Board asked school teachers to help them collect information 

*̂ Ibid., p. 46; Stubble, "History and Spatial Impact," 
p. 36; General and Special Laws of Texas. Acts 1937, 45th 
Leg., p. 687, ch. 345, §1; Lawson, "The Texas State Park 
System," p. 10; Toy, "Compendium," p. 9. 

^̂ Parr, "Public Services," pp. 113-114; Dallas News. 13 
February 1924; Fort Worth Star Telegram. 17 November 1923. 
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about historically significant places and heroic 

achievements as part of the Centennial Celebration.^-

The events surrounding the state's one hundredth 

birthday were designed to commemorate momentous historical 

events; the Texas legislature appropriated 3.1 million 

dollars for the festivities. Organizers believed that the 

celebration would bring in thousands of tourists--making 

Texas state parks of vital importance. Therefore, some of 

the money appropriated for the festivities funded 

improvements in historical parks.*̂  

Although it had appropriated money for maintenance of 

the historical parks for several years, the legislature 

never allocated adequate funds. All of the historical parks 

administered by special commissions, including Goliad, 

Gonzales, King, and Sam Houston had suffered. All needed 

funding for repairs and improvements. The facilities in 

Fannin State Park were in such poor repair in 1928 that 

author J. Frank Dobie remarked, "I know of plenty of cowpens 

*̂ The last appointment was made to the Historical Board 
in 1939, as its intended purpose duplicated that of the 
Texas Library and Historical Commission. The legislature 
failed to appropriate funds to research historical sites. 
Texas Legislative Council, University of Texas Law Library 
Staff Research Report to the Manual of Texas State 
Government, Report #51-6, (Austin: Texas Legislative 
Council, 1950), pp. 193-194; Texas, House Journal. 38th 
Leg., 2d C.S., 1923, quote on pp. 208-209; Conroe Courier. 9 
November 1934, Box 3L426, CAH; General and Special Laws of 
Texas. Acts 1934, 43rd Leg., C.S., p. 110, Ch. 58, §1; 
Minutes, 16 January 1935. 

^^Tolbert, "Texas History," pp. 10-11, 284; Jackson, 
"Texas State Parks," pp. 65-75. 
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in the state better looking and better built." Centennial 

celebration money paid for memorials, buildings, and park 

sites, plus the restoration of houses and Indian villages.*" 

Dallas hosted the main centennial celebration. Hundreds of 

thousands attended the 1936 event. Since the Centennial, 

interest in state parks and historic places has increased.*̂  

With increased interest in parks came more usage, 

resulting in the need for Texas to develop a long range plan 

to manage the greater demand for park services, maintenance, 

and development. In a cooperative effort, the NPS conducted 

a study in 1938 in fifteen state parks where the CCC was 

working. The purpose of the survey was to determine the 

habits, customs, and preferences of park visitors so that 

the Texas State Parks Board could plan parks accordingly.*^ 

One of the NPS's primary concerns was to determine who 

used state parks and what activities they favored. Survey 

results showed that most of the people entering the parks 

came from within the state. Over forty-seven percent of 

visitors were adults over the age of twenty. Twenty-five 

percent were under twelve. With over fifty percent of the 

state's population under twenty, and half of those young 

^'Tolbert, "Texas History," pp. 10-11, 284; Jackson, 
"Texas State Parks," pp. 65-75, quote on p. 65. 

48 Parr, "Public Services," p. 114 

^^Minutes, 11 June 1938; U. S. Department of Interior, 
National Parks Service Recreation Study; Texas Report on 
Twenty Texas Parks. Activity and Use. 1938 (Washington, D. 
C : Government Printing Office, 1938), p. 1. 
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people visiting parks, playgrounds, athletic fields, and 

swimming pools became important features within the state 

parks. Few people showed much interest in horseback riding 

or visiting wilderness areas within the parks. Instead, the 

survey showed that park visitors participated most in 

sightseeing, picnicking, swimming, and hiking. Camping and 

boating, plus nature study also proved popular.̂ ^ 

With a projected population of 8.5 million people by 

1960, Texas needed more parks. The existing parks needed 

more funding; the yearly appropriation for state parks 

equalled only about one cent per year per person in 1936. 

Under the 1930s scheme, there was no way the Parks Board 

could maintain a sufficient parks system. The National 

Parks Service found fault with the quality of the parks too. 

A NPS official admonished Texans, "it is not enough to say 

'acquire and preserve' . . . your National Park Service also 

advocate[s] a wise use rather than the pursuance of a policy 

of acquiring and preserving just for the sake of saving."̂ ^ 

In the late 1930s the Texas State Parks Board members 

realized they should not accept parks that did not have 

outstanding or unique features with statewide interest. 

Members came to believe that state parks should be large 

enough to accommodate several different types of activities 

'̂'interior, NPS Recreation Study, pp. 4, 8; Lawson, 
"The Texas State Park System," pp. 8, 10, 12. 

^^Interior, Highland Lakes, pp. 30, 46, quote on p. 64 
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without crowding. They continued to stress the importance 

of water oriented facilities .̂^ 

Even though it did not have clear-cut criteria for 

parks, the Parks Board did not accept all of the sites 

proposed as parks. It respectfully declined sites at 

Mineral Wells (20,000 acres at fifteen dollars per acre), 

Medina Lake (3,400 acres for debts against it). Lake Eagle 

Mountain (fifty year lease), and Irvin Springs. The Parks 

Board also considered, but did not accept, potential parks 

at Brownsville, Navasota, Grapevine Springs, and Padre 

Island. ••' 

Just as it did in the 1920s, during the 1930s the Parks 

Board, as authorized by the legislature, returned many parks 

because the land did not meet the "requirements" for state 

preserves. In 1935 the Parks Board returned six sites, the 

largest of which encompassed 265 acres. The Parks Board 

also relinquished Palisades, Nacona, Womack, Katmecy, 

Ochiltree, Jeff Davis, and Leonard State Parks. The Parks 

Board returned the areas with the stipulation that citizens 

not refer to the sites as "state parks."" 

'^Lawson, "The Texas State Parks System," p.9. 

^̂ The Parks Board did not accept the parks because it 
did not have the money to develop or maintain them. Minutes, 
7 July 1933, 11 June 1938, 10 July 1939, 16 January 1935, 1 
November 1937, 14 November 1935, 15 February 1936. 

*̂Toy, "Compendium," pp. 10-11; Lawson, "The Texas 
State Park System," p. 10; Minutes, 16 January 1935, 4 June 
1937, 29 January 1938, 1 November 1938, 11 June 1938, 10 
July 1939. 
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The Parks Board did not honor all requests to have 

parks returned. In 1937 the City of Hereford asked it to 

release the five hundred acre Hereford State Park. The 

Parks Board at first denied the request, citing the 

improvements (two buildings and some trees) added by the 

CCC, but in the 1940s it relinquished its claims to the 

site. When Lampasas asked it to return Lampasas State 

Park, the Parks Board denied the request. Representatives 

from Lampasas consulted legislators, who, unknown to the 

Parks Board, released the property to the city. Parks Board 

members, who opposed the return, discussed filing suit to 

determine the validity of the move, but when the State 

Attorney General upheld the legislature's right to release 

the land, they voted to accept the decision. " 

Despite the depressed economy, the 1930s proved 

prosperous for Texas parks. The Parks Board, National Park 

Service, Civilian Conservation Corps, National Youth 

Administration, and other New Deal agencies improved thirty 

parks, making the parks system worth some thirty million 

dollars. The Texas Centennial Celebration contributed to 

the general growth of the system.' 

^^Minutes, 16 March 1937, 4 June 1937, 10 July 1939, 9 
December 1939. 

^^Minutes, 4 June 1937, 31 July 1937, 1 November 1937. 

^̂ Texas Legislative Council, Texas State Parks. p. 3; 
Tolbert, "Texas History," pp. 9-11; Steely, The Civilian 
Conservation Corps; "Expansion in State Parks," pp. 9-11, 
14; Toy, "Compendium," pp. 2-13. 
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Over all, the efforts to combat the depression proved 

more beneficial to parks than did the prosperity following 

World War I. One of the most effective tools in reducing 

the economic hardships of the 1930s was the CCC. Yet, as 

important as the CCC was to Texas parks, the state did not 

want to contribute a substantial amount to maintain the 

parks. By 1939 cutbacks in federal spending had forced the 

CCC to demand that local areas "participate" by providing 

funding, or face the loss of camps. As the 1930s wound 

down, the CCC decreased its work and eventually disbanded 

some camps in Texas." 

Through the CCC and other federal agencies, the years 

of the Great Depression had an enormous impact on the growth 

of the Texas state parks system. Yet, the era had an even 

greater importance on recreation as a whole. Because they 

needed a simple, inexpensive form of entertainment, people 

began turning to the outdoors, which led to an appreciation 

of the natural environment. The modern concept of outdoor 

recreation evolved from the growing awareness of the 

environment that began in the 1930s." 

As Texas moved into the 1940s, recreation became more 

and more important, and the number of visitors to state 

parks increased. Activities associated with World War II 

^^Minutes, 16 January 1939. 

^^Brockman and Merriam, Recreational Use of Wild Lands. 
97. 
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drained funding for parks, and, as a result the Texas state 

parks system entered a new era. 
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CHAPTER IV 

THE PARKS IN THE 1940s 

In Texas during the 1940s the state parks system 

underwent significant changes. Benefits the parks had 

received in the 1930s from such federal government programs 

as the Civilian Conservation Corps declined and even 

disappeared. World War II focused government attention 

elsewhere and quickly the need for natural resources, such 

as metal ore and timber, outweighed the need to preserve 

land. As land preservation took a back seat to production, 

officials limited or abolished conservation practices in the 

parks and the National Parks Service closed its Austin 

office. As a result of the changing focus and the lack of 

funds, Texas parks made little headway in the 1940s, a time 

when the parks were overused and under-funded.^ 

During the 1940s, the war in Europe overshadowed 

American concerns for the health and maintenance of the 

nation's parks. Yet, more people in the period participated 

in recreational activities than in the 1930s. In 1940, 

spending for recreation equalled about twenty billion 

dollars nation-wide, accounting for five percent of all 

consumer expenditures. In 1949, consumers spent over 

fifteen percent of their incomes on recreation.* 

1 Shivers, Principles and Practices, pp. 152-153. 

^Ibid., p. 43; Doell and Fitzgerald, A Brief History, 
p. 63. 
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The increased public spending on recreation resulted 

from a variety of reasons. As American industry expanded to 

provide supplies for defense, occupational opportunities 

increased. Over one million families moved to cities 

between 1940 and 1945, contributing to the amount spent on 

recreational pursuits. As America became more urbanized, 

the need for outdoor recreation in non-urban areas 

escalated. People needed parks for physical fitness, mental 

well-being, appreciation of beauty, and knowledge of 

history. The war contributed to the growth of recreation 

and increased the usage of state parks. To boost morale, 

the National Park Service, Texas State Parks Board, and 

military officials encouraged recreation for armed forces 

personnel, defense industry workers, and civilians. General 

Dwight D. Eisenhower, who commanded the Allied Forces in 

Europe, highlighted the need for recreation among the troops 

when in the midst of battle he admitted that he dreamed of 

resting on the banks of a Texas stream.̂  

Although Eisenhower looked forward to the chance to 

relax in Texas, not all Texans saw the natural areas of 

their state as vacation spots. Instead, Texans 

traditionally traveled to other states or to Europe for 

^Barbara Jaska, "Why State Parks?," Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Magazine, June 1967, pp. 7-11; Stubbles, "History 
and Spatial Impact," p. 31; Doell and Fitzgerald, A Brief 
History, p. 61; Robert M. Mayes, "State Parks Beckon to 
Vacationists," East Texas, July 1945, p. 9, U.T. Vertical 
File, Box 966, SHRLRC. 
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vacations and sight-seeing. Because of the war, the United 

States government suspended travel to Europe. With all 

Americans restricted from traveling abroad, the Texas State 

Parks Board tried to encourage visitors to come to Texas. 

In 1941, despite a limited budget, the Parks Board, in 

preparation for the summer rush, began rehabilitating the 

parks. It conducted a survey to determine the level of 

recreational need in Texas, then Parks Board members 

formulated a "well defined plan" for park expansion. 

Funding remained the primary obstacle in achieving full 

development of the parks. Nonetheless, the ever-optimistic 

Parks Board remained confident that good parks would attract 

tourists and prompt the legislature to appropriate more 

money for park upkeep.* 

Because of the war. Parks Board members tried to 

portray themselves as patriots and the parks as patriotic 

places to visit. The Parks Board ordered staff members to 

raise flagpoles bearing the national and state flags in 

*The legislative appropriation for 1941 equalled 
$68,500. Based on figures available for other years, only a 
small portion of the appropriation was available for 
maintenance and repairs. For example, in 1939 the 
legislature appropriated $6,500 for four parks. Not one 
other park was funded. In 1944, the Board received $17,150 
for maintenance from an appropriation of $76,557.44. The 
majority of the money went to pay administrative costs. 
Profits from park concessions funded maintenance in most of 
the parks. "Trekking on Texas Trails," Texas Parade. June 
1941, pp. 16-17, 25-26; "Getting Ready for Tourists," Texas 
Digest, 11 January 1941, p. 9; Texas, Senate Journal. 45th 
Leg., Reg. sess., 1937, p. 2095; Texas State Parks Board, 
Financial Report for Fiscal Year 1944-1945 (Austin: Texas 
State Parks Board, 1945), p. 1. 
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every park. As Texans prepared for the possibility of the 

United States becoming involved in the war, the Parks Board 

offered park facilities as training centers and recreational 

sites for the armed forces. Parks Board members, noting 

that the nation was trying "to prevent aggression . . . by . 

. . fiendish dictators," tendered the parks as the "ideal 

headquarters for army training camps on land, air, and 

sea. "̂  

Government leaders must have agreed that the parks were 

good training sites. Many military units moved into Texas 

state parks for training. Parks dedicated to serving the 

military's recreational needs included Lake Brownwood, Lake 

Corpus Christi, Lake Abilene, and Garner State Park. In 

addition. Parks Board members anticipated having to expand 

facilities at Galveston, Freeport, McFaddin Beach, and 

Palacios to accommodate heavy use by the armed forces." 

'Perhaps because of the Parks Board's offer, in late 
1940 rumors abounded that the crew of the scuttled German 
ship Columbia would be housed in Cleburne State Park. The 
Board denied all knowledge of the situation. Cleburne State 
Park never housed prisoners of war, instead it provided a 
home for about thirty thousand members of an Armored 
Division of the United States Army. A prisoner of war camp 
was located at Cleburne, however. It was about twelve miles 
away from the park. Minutes, 11-12 July 1940, 19 September 
1940, 13-14 August 1942, quote from 11-12 July 1940; Toy, 
"Compendium," p. 14. 

T̂he Board had options on land at Galveston, McFaddin, 
and Freeport Beaches. There was a Palacios park donated in 
1933, although Board records do not mention a park there 
between 1933 and 1941. Minutes, 7-8 May 1941, 10 July 1941; 
Toy, "Compendium," p. 16; Dallas News, 10 December 1933, 15 
October 1941; "City Folk," Texas Digest, 21 June 1941, p. 6; 
Letter to the Director Park Services from Major W. H. 
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The Parks Board considered World War II a boon to Texas 

parks. War preparations and travel restrictions encouraged 

many people, both military and civilian, to visit parks. 

With travel limited, Texans began to appreciate the natural 

resources in their own state. The parks system featured 

parks near homes and army camps, suggesting that the parks 

provided "pride and enjoyment" for townspeople and military 

personnel. State parks played a major role in "building 

health, welding unity, and upholding morale" among Texans.' 

Hundreds of military personnel moved into Texas, 

dramatically adding to the number of park visitors. Over 

1,920,889 people visited thirty Texas state parks in 1942, 

up four hundred thousand from the previous year. Servicemen, 

who comprised forty percent of the visitors in 1942, 

encouraged others to visit Texas parks so that "far and wide 

the parks of Texas [were] known." Military men liked 

Texas's state parks because parks offered affordable 

recreation near the camps. Many parks boasted dance 

terraces, dining rooms, and facilities for cards and bridge. 

Parks provided facilities for informal parties, picnics. 

Stevenson, Medical Corps, 6 June 1942, Coke Stevenson 
Papers, Box 4-14/164, TSA. 

^"Maybe Your Nerves Need A Retread," Texas Parade. 
August 1942, pp. 8-9, 11-12, quotes on p. 8. 
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boating, swimming, hiking, badminton, croquet, and other 

sports." 

Although state parks became training and recreation 

centers for military personnel, federal officials did not 

expect United States involvement in the war to have 

immediate or long-term effects on building projects in 

parks. National Park Service Director Newton Drury 

cautioned that the war would produce gradual cutbacks m 

work and an eventual cessation of construction by federal 

workers. However, he optimistically expected "a reservoir 

of public-works projects to put men to work" after the war. 
q 

He was wrong.' 

As the war continued, the Texas state parks suffered. 

Several park managers and other employees left the parks to 

take war jobs. The war with its funding cuts in many 

essential areas brought in June 1942 the demise of the 

Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC). The lack of laborers 

reduced construction and maintenance of park properties, 

although the National Youth Administration helped finish 

some parks, such as Stephen F. Austin and Bastrop.̂ ^ 

^Ibid., p. 11; Quote from Letter to Miss Buelah Dickson 
from B.G. Link, Texas State Parks Board Chief Clerk, 19 
August 1941, Stevenson Papers, Box 4-14/128, TSA; Dallas 
News, 15 October 1941. 

^Minutes, 7-8 December 1941. 

^^Minutes, 10 July 1941, 7-8 December 1941, 18-20 May 
1942, 13-14 August 1942; Toy, "Compendium," pp. 13-14. 
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In addition to the problems associated with the loss of 

the CCC, natural forces impacted the parks. Torrential 

rains in 1940 damaged facilities at Longhorn Cavern, 

Palmetto, Lockhart, and Bastrop-Buescher State Parks. Flood 

waters caused the dam at Huntsville State Park to break and 

threatened the spillway at Normangee. Forest fires swept 

through Bastrop in 1940 and again in 1942, destroying timber 

and buildings. Lightning struck the San Jose Mission during 

a hurricane in 1942, damaging the walls. Vegetation moved 

into some lakes, further damaging dams and spillways.^^ 

The military also caused some changes within the state 

parks. Military units frequently trained in state parks, 

limiting public access to facilities. Park managers along 

the coast (a critical defense area) received instructions to 

observe all rules and regulations concerning lighting black 

outs. The Parks Board's cooperative spirit prompted members 

to allow a highway right-of-way through Big Spring State 

Park. The road cut some three miles off the route to a 

defense plant, saving gasoline, tires, and time, but 

12 interrupted the scenic nature of the park.'* 

^̂ The Board operated Buescher State park as part of 
Bastrop because it lacked the funds for separate 
administrations. Minutes, 19 September 1940; Toy, 
"Compendium," pp. 13, 14, 16, 21; "Try a Texas Vacation This 
Year," Texas Parade, May 1943, pp. 8-10; Shearer, "Texas 
State Parks," p. 4. 

^^Minutes, 20 March 1943; Uncredited, untitled, undated 
manuscript, p. 2, U.T. Vertical Files, Box 966, SHRLRC. 
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Increased visitation proved the greatest change wrought 

by the expansion of the military. Texas parks near military 

bases reported increased visitation, mostly from service 

men. Bastrop, Davis Mountains, Abilene, and the San Jose 

Mission State Parks reported heavy use. Big Spring and 

Mineral Wells reported moderate use. Parks farther from 

bases and smaller parks such as Buescher, Caddo Lake, 

Huntsville, Longhorn Cavern, and Palmetto had below average 

attendance. ̂^ 

With thousands of young men in training camps and with 

their families visiting them, the Parks Board expected 

increased travel, and Texas's 300,000 acres of parklands 

awaited. In search of reasonably priced facilities, 

families visiting servicemen converged on the state parks. 

Most of the parks needed further development to provide 

adequate facilities. Some military wives at Bastrop, for 

example, rented cabins on a monthly basis, but the cabins 

lacked hot water and stove connections. After receiving 

many complaints about the situation, the Parks Board agreed 

to spend twelve hundred dollars from park revenues to 

upgrade the cabins.^' 

^^Minutes, 18-20 May 1942, 13-14 August 1942, 20 March 
1943. 

^*Minutes, 29 September 1941, 7 November 1942; Roy 
Roddy, "Tell Tourists About Texas," Texas Digest. 21 June 
1941, pp. 12-13. 
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Having such large numbers of people visiting state 

parks caused problems. The gates at Abilene State Park, for 

example, had to be locked at night to keep soldiers out of 

the park after hours. Water hydrants at Abilene also had to 

be turned off because many visitors failed to close them, 

wasting water. The park manager even reported a murder in 

the park. To prevent such problems and to train parks 

personnel in public relations, the Parks Board hosted a 

school for park managers in 1941. It proved successful and 

became an annual, required event for park managers.̂ ° 

By 1943 gas and tire rationing had further restricted 

public travel. Candy, shoes, and other necessities had been 

rationed and cafes closed because of food shortages. Parks 

remained open "in spite of the increasing hardships under 

which they [were] maintained" because the Parks Board 

considered the parks important. Longer hours and harder 

work made recreation more important as many people believed 

that recreation made workers more productive. Parks, the 

Board reasoned, helped to keep morale levels up among 

soldiers in training and civilians in production lines. 

Because of the importance of state parks for the war effort. 

Parks Board members tried to convince the legislature to 

^̂ Letter to Mrs. R. D. Green, Abilene, from Frank 
Quinn, Texas State Parks Board Executive Secretary, 29 
August 1945, Stevenson Papers, Box 4-14/148, TSA; Letter to 
Dickson from Link, 19 August 1941, Stevenson Papers, Box 4-
14/128, TSA; Minutes, 7-8 May 1941. 

^^Minutes, 7-8 May 1941. 
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raise appropriations. People needed relaxation, they 

maintained, because of tension and apprehension about the 

war. Parks Board Executive-Secretary Frank Quinn argued 

that Texas needed the "quiet forces of nature and beauty to 

promote love of country" and get the inspiration to keep 

their country free. He urged people to learn about 

conservation, noting that "never before had there been such 

an urgent demand for natural resources" as during the war.̂ ' 

With a legislative appropriation of $89,000 for 1943, 

the Parks Board authorized the rehabilitation of the parks, 

"just as though Hitler and the Japs [sic] would only be an 

unpleasant memory." According to the traveling staff that 

inspected the parks and checked on the practices of park 

managers and concessionaires, most parks in 1943 had 

received "careful attention" and were in excellent 

condition. Texas's state parks were open and equipped with 

"modern facilities" to provide recreation. The Parks Board 

reminded people to take time for recreation so that they 
10 

could turn out more work on the job.'̂ " 

^̂ Quinn, "The Supply is Unlimited," pp. 3, 15-16; Frank 
Quinn, "State Parks Carry on in Wartime Play Resources Build 
Morale," South Texan, January 1943, quotes on pp. 7-8, U.T. 
Vertical File, Box 496, SHRLRC; "Try a Texas Vacation This 
Year," pp. 8-10. 

^̂ Quinn, "State Parks Carry on in Wartime," quotes on 
p. 8; Second quote from Austin American, 25 April 1943, U.T. 
Vertical File, Box 496, SHRLRC; "Maybe Your Nerves Need A 
Retread," p. 9; Third quote from "Try a Texas Vacation This 
Year," p. 8. 
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As the Parks Board encouraged people to visit the 

parks, some parks began to show signs of overuse. 

Construction, and in some cases, maintenance came to a 

virtual standstill because of the unavailability of building 

materials and laborers. At the same time, the Parks Board 

acquired some new parks through donations, often without 

stipulations for development. Parks Board member Raymond 

Dillard of Mexia noted the bureaucratic nightmare of trying 

to improve parks during wartime. He stated that it had 

taken him most of his first term (1939-1945) "to learn the 

proper channels for getting things done."̂ ^ 

"Getting things done" included lobbying state 

legislators for funds to maintain the parks. Unfortunately, 

the legislature during the war years seldom appropriated 

enough money for any of the parks. A disproportionate part 

of the annual appropriation went for administrative costs, 

not for park maintenance. When they needed funds for a 

specific project. Parks Board members stressed to concerned 

citizens that to get the money "there must be extreme 

agitation from all sources." Thus, the parks fell into 

disrepair even as park attendance increased." 

^^Minutes, 13-14 August 1942, 7 November 1942; Quote 
from Letter to Governor Buford Jester from Raymond Dillard, 
Member Parks Board, 20 March 1947, Jester Papers, Box 4-
14/60, TSA; Letter to Governor Coke Stevenson from Mrs. Ada 
Douthit, Christoval, Texas, 19 September 1946, Stevenson 
Papers, Box 4-14/148, TSA. 

^̂ The state legislature appropriated a certain amount 
of money for each park. The money had to be spent on that 
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In 1943 Texas had thirty-eight major parks, visited by 

a record setting 2,085,100 people. The Parks Board believed 

that attendance increased because parks were "distributed 

throughout the state [and] that one or more of them is 

immediately adjacent to practically every Texas resident."^^ 

Yet, the importance of the state parks for recreation 

failed to reach the Texas legislature, which in 1944 

appropriated less than one cent per capita for parks. Texas 

expected well over two million tourists during the year, 

with larger increases coming as the war reached its end. 

Each visitor, officials predicted, would spend between five 

and ten dollars per day. Nevertheless, the legislature 

appropriated only $73,220 for state parks in 1944, and as a 

result facilities at the parks deteriorated.^^ 

Despite the worsening conditions, usage of parks 

continued to climb. Parks Board members realized the lack 

particular park, or it remained in the General Revenue Fund. 
Shearer, "Texas State Parks," p. 4; Minutes, 7-8 May 1941, 
quote from 3 November 1945. 

^̂ Texas Almanac. 1945-1946 (Dallas: Dallas News, 
1946), pp. 386-389, quote on p. 386; "Texas State Parks, 
Numbers and Visitors," undated manuscript, Johnny Buck 
Files. 

^̂ Park records showed that the number of visitors for 
1944 decreased to 2,003,689. Bonham, Daingerfield, Tyler, 
and other parks had low attendance because of a polio scare. 
Minutes, 6 April 1944; Mayes, "State Parks Beckon," p. 9; 
Office of the State Auditor, Audit Report of the Texas State 
Parks Board (Austin: Office of the State Auditor, 1948), p. 
14, Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-447, TSA; "Texas State 
Parks, Numbers and Visitors," undated manuscript, Johnny 
Buck Files; Texas State Parks Board, Financial Report 1944-
1945. p. 1. 
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of funding negated the possibility of building more cabins 

to meet demands for facilities. One Parks Board member 

suggested buying tents as temporary shelters to replace 

decaying buildings.^^ 

In 1944 the Parks Board faced a dilemma. The State 

Board of Control experienced difficulties in providing 

adequate help for disadvantaged and mentally ill citizens, 

and it asked the Parks Board and the Army for permission to 

use an old CCC camp at Longhorn Caverns State Park for 

eleemosynary purposes. The Army granted permission.^* 

The Parks Board proved less sympathetic. When the 

Board of Control moved some mentally ill patients to 

Longhorn Caverns, the concessionaire, park manager, and the 

Parks Board all protested. Because some of the patients 

were African Americans, the Parks Board protested 

strenuously. Parks Board members argued that the parks were 

worth far more as parks than as mental institutions. They 

asserted that having mentally ill blacks in the parks would 

cause general dissatisfaction. Park supporters contended 

that mental patients stigmatized the parks and that visitors 

would leave feeling depressed. Parks Board members stressed 

that Texas "was long on land, but short on parks." Texas, 

^Wnutes, 20 March 1943, 25-29 January 1944. 

^*Minutes, 13-14 November 1944, 24-25 January 1945, 22 
February 1945; Toy, "Compendium," p. 19. 
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they reasoned, had a duty to protect the improvements 

financed by the federal government. ̂^ 

A different problem developed with the Board of Control 

at Inks Lake State Park. As cattle raisers, in the face of 

high beef prices, expanded the size of their herds, the 

number of cattle increased, and wild habitats gave way to 

domesticated animals. Therefore, it came as no surprise to 

the Parks Board when the Board of Control requested 

permission to graze cattle at Inks Lake State Park. Because 

the Parks Board had previously allowed grazing in parks with 

"sad results," Parks Board members denied grazing rights at 

Inks. Cattle interfered with recreation, they argued, and 

grazing was not among the purposes of parks." 

In response, the State Board of Control in 1945 got 

bills introduced in the Texas House and Senate to seize 

Longhorn Caverns and Inks Lake for the rehabilitation of the 

mentally ill and to graze cattle. When it recognized that 

the Board of Control would prevail, the Parks Board 

compromised. The Board of Control got the parks for the 

duration of the war plus six months, but it had to remove 

the black patients as soon as possible. A representative 

^̂ Quote from Minutes, 22 February 1945; Toy, 
"Compendium," p. 19. 

^̂ During the meeting in which the Parks Board denied 
grazing at Inks the Board renewed a grazing lease for seven 
thousand acres at Palo Duro. Minutes, 24-25 January 1945, 
22 February 1945; Head, "Conservation in Texas," pp. 172-
173. 
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from the Board of Control assured the Parks Board that "the 

insane [N]egroes had been moved to the CCC buildings merely 

for the purpose of cleaning" and would be promptly removed. 

The agreement stressed that only whites were to use the 

parks "because of unfavorable conditions existing at the 

place" [for blacks] .̂^ 

Despite meager appropriations during the war years, the 

Parks Board and the citizens of Texas continued to add to 

park facilities. It also authorized some park improvements. 

Cleburne State Park got a new sewage system and in Meridian 

State Park workers built an airstrip at no cost to the 

state. Donors financed a new pool at Lockhart State Park 

and new cabins at Possum Kingdom. Texas even spent almost 

two million dollars in 1945 to purchase Big Bend State Park, 

which it turned over to the NPS that same year.̂ ° 

Meanwhile in 1941, J. Frank Dobie, the renowned Texas 

author, approached the Parks Board to offer eleven Longhorn 

cows and one steer compliments of oil magnate Sid 

^^Legislators refused to appropriate money to 
rehabilitate the CCC camps for eleemosynary use; the Board 
of Control used them anyway. In 1950 the Lower Colorado 
River Authority raised questions about grazing at Inks Lake 
State Park. The Authority argued that grazing was not a 
proper use of parklands. When the grazing agreement expired 
in 1951, the Parks Board did not renew it, citing a "general 
policy" of no grazing. Yet, the Board again renewed the 
lease at Palo Duro. Minutes, 5 October 1950, 26 June 1950, 
15 January 1951, quotes from 19-20 March 1945. 

^%ndated, untitled manuscript, subtitled "State Parks 
Board, 1923-1963," Johnny Buck Files; "Trekking on Texas 
Trails," pp. 16-17, 25-26. 
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Richardson. The Parks Board accepted the donation and voted 

to quarter the Longhorns at Lake Corpus Christi State Park. 

As the herd increased, inbreeding became apparent, and the 

Parks Board searched for a way to introduce new bloodlines. 

Unable to use state funds to buy a bull, the Parks Board 

finally decided to try to trade the calves for a bull or to 

borrow a bull for breeding purposes. By the late 1940s the 

sale of calves had contributed over three thousand dollars 

for park maintenance. The Parks Board moved the herd to 

Lake Brownwood in 1945.̂ ^ 

As World War II ended in 1945, the state began 

recuperating from war-caused losses. Parks Board members 

lobbied the Texas Post-War Economic Planning Commission for 

funds as early as 1943. They argued that the parks needed a 

greater amount of money to perform regular maintenance and 

to develop new areas. The Texas legislature in 1945 

appropriated $76,557.44 from the general fund for parks. 

Yet, of that sum only $17,150 was earmarked for park 

maintenance, the rest was for administrative costs. 

Fortunately, because the Parks Board had suspended major 

construction until after the war, the balance in the Special 

^̂ The herd has increased since 1945. Longhorns are 
pastured in several state parks now, although the main herd 
is located at Fort Griffin State Park. Minutes, 16 January 
1939, 29 September 1941, 7-8 December 1941, 13-14 October 
1944, 14-15 December 1947; Letter to Jack Phillips, West 
Columbia, Texas, from Frank Quinn, 30 May 1945, Letter to R. 
H. Friedrich, San Antonio, from Frank Quinn, 21 April 1945, 
Stevenson Papers, Box 4-14/148, TSA. 
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Parks Fund equalled $75,918.79. The legislature authorized 

the Parks Board to spend the money in the Special Parks Fund 

plus the expected eighty thousand dollars from park revenue 

in 1945. The Parks Board soon began repairs and 

construction projects.^^ 

Despite the money available for repairs in 1945, 

continued pressure from the Parks Board for adequate funding 

led the Legislative Auditing Committee in 1945 to ask 

Representative W. R. Chambers to tour and evaluate the 

parks. After completing the trip. Chambers reported that 

the Parks Board handled the parks well, but he believed that 

thirty-eight parks were enough to provide adequate 

recreational opportunities for all Texans. He described 

some of the parks as idyllic, while others received a 

ranking of "mere cow pastures." He suggested that some 

parks be returned to their donors. Chambers stated that the 

Parks Board needed a flexible budget, as opposed to specific 

appropriations for each park. He admitted that such a 

budget would require faith in the honesty of the Parks 

^̂ Of the appropriation from the General Fund, over 
$48,000 went toward salaries, $3,000 bought office supplies. 
The Board paid $1,500 annually for rent. The Legislature 
authorized $3000 for field equipment, $3,000 for travel, and 
$17,150 for maintenance. The remaining $17,150 was divided 
among thirty-six parks for operating expenses. Each 
received an average of four hundred dollars. The money from 
the Special Parks Fund was spent on the park from where the 
revenue came. The annual revenue ranged from one dollar at 
Jeff Davis State Park to $12,027.47 at Palo Duro. Texas 
State Parks Board, Financial Report. Fiscal Year 1944-45. 
pp. 1-2, 19, 32; Minutes, 6-8 October 1943. 

86 



personnel, but the new plan was necessary to assure proper 

maintenance. He stressed that the success of the parks 

rested on accessibility, historical value, and the proximity 

to woods, water sports, and scenery.̂ ^ 

Based on Chambers' report and because Texas expected a 

tremendous growth in park visitation after the war, the 

legislature appropriated over $240,000 for the 1946-1947 

biennium. While this figure represents a substantial 

increase over the 1944-1945 appropriation, the net increase 

for maintenance and repairs for each park increased a paltry 

seventy-five to one hundred dollars per year. Following the 

traditional method of allocating funds for particular 

projects, legislators earmarked forty-two thousand dollars 

of the money for post-war construction. Caddo Lake, 

Daingerfield. Fort Griffin, Fort Parker, Garner, Kerrville, 

Meridian, Stephen F. Austin, Jim Hogg, and Possum Kingdom 

each received four thousand dollars. Lawmakers allocated 

another two thousand dollars for Palmetto State Park. The 

parks remained individually dependent on the legislature for 

funds, meaning that parks in districts where legislators 

were not as powerful usually received less funding.̂ ^ 

^̂ Austin America, 9 November 1945, U.T. Vertical File, 
Box 496, SHRLRC. 

^̂ Only $24,656.13 was designated for maintenance. State 
Auditor, Audit Report. 1948. pp. 13-14; Minutes, 25-29 
January 1944, 6 April 1944, 19-20 March 1945, 24-25 June 
1945; Austin American, 16 September 1945, 9 November 1945, 
U.T. Vertical File, Box 966, SHRLRC. 

87 



In addition to the apathetic support of the 

legislature, the Parks Board encountered several 

difficulties following the war. State Health Department 

officials, for example, condemned the water at Balmorhea 

State Park. The department recommended that the Parks Board 

close the swimming pool, the major feature at the park. The 

Parks Board denied responsibility for the pollution, blaming 

instead the Reeves County Water District. It directed Chief 

Engineer N. H. Lee to work out a solution with the Water 

District .̂^ 

One of the most difficult problems related to Palo Duro 

Canyon State Park. The state owed over $600,000 for the 

park. The entire debt was to have been paid from park 

revenues by 1948, but because of war restrictions, fewer 

people traveled to the remote park and revenues fell. When 

the first payment became due in January 1942, the Parks 

Board was unable to pay even the interest. Fearful of 

losing money (the land was almost worthless for anything but 

grazing, which was not a lucrative prospect), the lien 

holders allowed the loan to remain outstanding. The lien 

holders, Fred Emery and a Scottish mortgage company, advised 

the Parks Board that they would accept $300,000 as payment 

in full. When the state did not pay him, Emery in 1946 

^̂ The problem did not force the closing of the pool. 
Minutes, 24-25 June 1945, 5-7 October 1945; Austin American 
December 1947, clipping, U.T. Vertical File, Box 696, 
SHRLRC. 
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began foreclosure proceedings. When the legislature agreed 

to allow the Parks Board to issue bonds payable from future 

park revenues for the $300,000, Emery halted the court 

action. The Parks Board retired the last bonds in 1966.̂ * 

The Parks Board also hired two new executive secretary-

directors during the late 1940s. Frank Quinn, who had served 

since 1939, resigned in 1945 to manage a General Motors 

automobile dealership. Notie L. Lee, former Chief Engineer 

for the Parks Board, served as executive secretary-director 

from 1945 until his death in 1947. In 1947 the Parks Board 

hired Gordon K. Shearer for the position. Shearer, a twenty 

year veteran reporter for the United Press, used his 

knowledge of journalism to promote the state parks.̂ ^ 

Despite the problems within the parks system, in 1946 

almost 2.5 million people visited Texas state parks. Many 

of the thirty-eight major parks were in terrible shape from 

a lack of maintenance and increased visitation. Thus, the 

following year, in May 1947, the Parks Board endorsed a 

"Resolution on Rehabilitation and Improvements" sent by a 

group of Chambers of Commerce. The group, complaining about 

the deplorable state of the parks, argued, just as the Parks 

^*Minutes, 25-29 January 1944, 6 April 1944, 19-20 
March 1945, 24-25 June 1945, 5-7 October 1945; Toy, 
"Compendium," pp. 20-21; Peterson, "A Park for the 
Panhandle," pp. 153-154, 173-175, 177. 

^^Minutes, 24-25 June 1945, 5-7 October 1945; Austin 
American, December 1947, clipping in U.T. Vertical File, Box 
696, SHRLRC. 
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Board had for years, that the Parks Board had a 

responsibility, a duty, to preserve the facilities produced 

through the millions of dollars in federal funds spent 

during the 1930s. The group demanded that the legislature 

appropriate funds for park maintenance. The Parks Board 

sympathized with the group's concerns and voted to cooperate 

in compiling information and presenting it to the governor 

and the legislature.^^ 

Gubernatorial politics probably played a role in 

determining funding for state land preserves. Conservative 

Coke Stevenson, who served as governor from 1941 until 1947, 

put the state government on a cash basis. When Stevenson 

left office in 1947, Texas had a surplus of thirty-nine 

million dollars. Obviously, the frugal parks' 

appropriations were not due to the lack of funds. 

Stevenson's files reflect his knowledge about the deplorable 

conditions in the state parks. One letter to him, written 

in 1946, complained about the physical condition of the 

parks. The author suggested that control of the parks 

system be turned over to the Texas Highway Commission. 

Governor Stevenson replied, "I regret to learn that the 

condition of some of our state parks are not up to state 

'"The Parks Board believed the movement had some 
effect. By 1949 the legislature had appropriated money for 
repairs in several individual parks. Head, "Conservation in 
Texas," p. 288; Minutes, 7-8 May 1947. 
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standard." At the time, the Parks Board had no standards 

for state parks, nor did it have adequate funding.̂ ^ 

Stevenson's lack of support for the parks probably 

mirrored the prevailing hatred of anything remotely 

socialistic. Stevenson had supported the park movement 

before his term as governor, and as governor he helped 

establish Big Bend as a national park in 1943. Some citizen 

responses may have contributed to his lack of support for 

the state parks. One letter in his gubernatorial papers 

shows the author's prejudices against transferring Texas 

lands to federal control. The author demanded that 

Stevenson "stop encroachments that are adverse to the rule 

of the people" [of Texas]. A national park "would give 

citizens of all other states about the same privilege of 

those of Texas. "̂^ 

To many people, the transfer of lands was a political 

issue. Placed in a framework of the Red Scare and anti-

socialist movement during and after World War II, to them 

taking land from production (and thus off tax rolls) to 

^̂ Booth Mooney, Mister Texas: The Story of Coke 
Stevenson (Dallas: Texas Printing House, Inc., 1942), pp 
3, 17, 33, 41; Texas State Parks Board, Financial Report. 
1944-1945, p. 50; Quote from Letter to Governor Coke 
Stevenson from F. I. Tucker, Nacogdoches, Texas, 8 August 
1946, Stevenson Papers, Box 4-14/148, TSA. 

^^Frederica Burt Wyatt and Hooper Shelton, Coke 
Stevenson . . . A Texas Legend (Junction: Shelton Press, 
1976), pp. 53, 80; Quote from Letter to Governor Coke 
Stevenson from Paul A. Culpepper, Bastrop, Texas, 5 
September 1943, Stevenson Papers, Box 4-14/132, TSA. 
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establish public land preserves smacked of socialism. State 

owned lands encroached on the individual rule of Texans. 

Parks, they reasoned, gave all citizens the privilege of 

accessing once private, and therefore forbidden, lands. 

Texans in 1946 elected as governor middle-of-the-road 

candidate Buford Jester. He served until his death in 1949. 

Parks Board representatives believed that Jester would 

support parks and looked forward to a program designed to 

help the parks recuperate from the deterioration that took 

place during the war years. The Parks Board hoped to expand 

the parks system to meet the demand for recreation.^^ 

In fact. Governor Jester had visions of a parks system 

that would be part of a youth development program. He 

believed that recreational activities, such as those 

provided at parks, would help stop juvenile delinquency. To 

achieve his goals. Jester held conferences with the Parks 

Board and park employees, and the meetings provided him with 

information for parks plans to take to the legislature. 

Unfortunately, the legislature refused to cooperate.*'̂  

The Parks Board requested $374,600 for the 1948-1949 

biennium. To implement its desire to expand and improve the 

state parks, the Parks Board wanted to develop plans for 

each park and to acquire additional parklands. They wanted 

to add playground equipment and camping facilities, as only 

^^Shearer, "Texas State Parks, p. 6. 

*°S-Parks, July 1949, Jester Papers, Box 4-14/60, TSA. 
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fourteen parks had cabins, lodges, or overnight facilities. 

The Parks Board also wanted to add facilities suited to 

group camping. Following the example of the National Park 

Service (NPS), it wanted all buildings to be in character 

with their surroundings.*^ 

The forty-ninth legislature (1946-1947), which served 

during Jester's first term, proved no less stingy than 

previous legislatures. It appropriated only $256,963.90 for 

the 1948-1949 biennium. Because the legislature authorized 

pay increases for several parks personnel, funds available 

for maintenance remained inadequate (see Table 4.1). Notie 

Lee described the parks as "a poor little old state 

department that doesn't amount to . . . much." The 

department had so little money that officials could not 

replace worn out equipment and keep up repairs. Without the 

funds from the Special Parks Fund, the Parks Board would 

have been hard pressed to do either. All of the equipment 

owned by the Parks Board had been purchased before the war, 

and in 1947 it was worn out. The smaller than requested 

appropriation meant that the Parks Board could not expand or 

42 

improve the existing parks." 

*^Rodgers, "Texas State Parks," pp. 7-11. 

*̂ Quote from Austin American, 13 June 1947, U.T. 
Vertical File, Box 966, SHRLRC; Texas State Parks Board, 
Annual Report of the Texas State Parks Board, Year Ended 31 
August 1949 (Austin: Texas State Parks Board, 1949), p. 3; 
State Auditor, Audit Report. 1948, p. 1. 
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Table 4.1. 1948 Park Appropriations for Maintenance 

Park Appropriation 

Abilene $1,000 
Balmorhea 1,450 
Bastrop 1,750 
Bentson-Rio Grande 400 
Buescher 350 
Big Spring 500 
Blanco 0 
Bonham 950 
Caddo Lake 1,400 
Cleburne 1,350 
Daingerf ield 1,350 
Davis Mountains 1,100 
Fort Griffin 0 
Fort Parker 1,100 
Old Fort Parker 100 
Frio 550 
Garner 1,000 
Goose Island 1,200 
Huntsville 600 
Inks 850 
Jim Hogg 700 
Kerrville 1,000 
Lake Corpus Christi 1,100 
Lockhart 0 
Longhorn Cavern 0 
Mackenzie 0 
Meridian 1,050 
Mineral Wells 0 
Mother Neff 0 
Normangee 0 
Palmetto 700 
Palo Duro 700 
Possum Kingdom 2,450 
San Jose Mission 500 
Stephen F. Austin 750 
Thirty-sixth Division 1,550 
Tyler 1,550 

Source- Texas State Parks Board, Budget for Fiscal Year 
Ending 31 August 1948 (Austin: Texas State Parks 
Board, 1948), Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-310, TSA 
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Yet, the parks system grew. Since the state's 

historical parks showed signs of neglect. Senator Fred 

Maurtiz introduced bills in 1943 and in 1945 to transfer all 

of the historical parks to the Parks Board. Both bills 

failed. Then in 1947 the Board of Control approached the 

Parks Board to request such a transfer. The Parks Board 

agreed, provided that the legislature abolish the 

commissions that had supervised the historical parks. The 

following year, when the Board of Control admitted that it 

could not administer the historical parks adequately, the 

legislature moved to authorize the transfer and provide 

funding. In 1949, all of the historical parks, except 

Fannin, San Jacinto, and the Alamo, were transferred to the 

Parks Board.*^ 

The state parks system also grew because the 

legislature, perhaps reflecting another instance of how it 

lacked faith in the Parks Board's judgment, took upon itself 

the responsibility to induct parks into the state system. 

*̂ The Parks Board insisted that the bill transferring 
the parks exclude the nine hundred monuments and sites 
designated during the Centennial celebration. The parks 
transferred included Goliad, Gonzales, Kings, Governor James 
Hogg Shrine, Lipantitlan, Washington, Acton, and Monument 
Hill. The legislature transferred Fannin and San Jacinto to 
the Parks Board in 1965. Minutes, 20 March 1943, 6-8 
October 1943, 24-25 January 1945, 17 February 1947, 24 March 
1948, 17 January 1949, 29 July 1949; Revised Civil Statutes 
of Texas, Title 103, Art. 6067a, pp. 12-13, Title 103, Art. 
6071b, p. 31; General and Special Laws of Texas, Acts 1949, 
51st Leg., p. 320, ch. 153, Acts 1965, 59th Leg., p. 441, 
ch. 225, §§ 1, 2; Texas State Parks Board, Annual Report. 
1949. p. 1-3. 
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Legislators voted to accept parks sites at San Jose Mission, 

Rusk (Jim Hogg), Independence, and Port Isabel. However, 

the legislature failed to appropriate money for developing, 

maintaining, or operating the new parks. Continuing its 

apparent policy of believing the parks should be self-

sustaining, it merely authorized the Parks Board to collect 

fees for visits and to operate concessions.** 

The lack of funding caused the Parks Board to refuse to 

accept Port Isabel as a public monument. Parks Board 

members wrote the donors, noting that it would take about 

ten thousand dollars to restore the lighthmuse. Since the 

legislature did not provide funding, the Parks Board could 

not, in good faith, accept the site. Nevertheless, the 

donors in 1947 conveyed the title to the state. The fifty-

first (1950-1951) legislature appropriated twenty-five 

thousand dollars in 1949 to rehabilitate and operate the 

park. The Parks Board did not believe the Rusk site 

qualified as a state park. It was too small. Despite its 

unsuitable size, the Parks Board bowed to legislative and 

citizen pressure and approved the donation.*° 

Several of the new park sites accepted by the 

legislature were small. The Parks Board had learned through 

**Minutes, 19 September 1940, 29 September 1941, 13-14 
October 1944, 17 February 1947, 7-8 May 1947, 14-15 November 
1947, 29 July 1949. 

*5lbid. 

*^Minutes, 29 September 1941. 
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experience that smaller parks did not attract enough people 

to allow them to be maintained adequately. In fact, during 

the 1940s the Parks Board returned several tracts of land 

deemed unsuitable for park purposes. Parks Board members 

released Beeville, Hereford, Robinson, Stephenville, 

Normangee, Katemcy, Womack, Hamilton, Barreda, and Grapevine 

Springs. Confusion surrounded the acceptance and release of 

many of the parks. In several cases the Parks Board did not 

realize it had title to particular sites. Grapevine 

Springs, donated in 1936, had never been accepted by the 

legislature, used as a park, or wanted as a park, yet the 

donors had conveyed the title to the state.*̂  

Several donors asked the Parks Board to release parks 

because the state failed to maintain or develop the sites 

adequately. Abilene requested that the Parks Board reconvey 

Lake Abilene, and Kerrville wanted the Board to release 

several acres of parkland. Donors asked the Parks Board to 

reconvey Balmorhea, Garner, Cleburne, Mackenzie, and Caddo 

Lake State Parks. The Parks Board worked out compromises 

and retained the deed to all of the sites." 

In 1944, the donors of the 6,969 acre Possum Kingdom 

State Park asked the Parks Board to return the park. The 

*^Minutes, 9 March 1940, 11-12 July 1940, 8 November 
1941, 24-25 June 1945, 17 February 1942, 7-8 May 1947, 17 
January 1949, 13 April 1949. 

*^Minutes, 11-12 July 1940, 29 September 1941, 17 
February 1947, 7-8 May 1947, 24 March 1948, 29 July 1949. 
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legislature had accepted the deed to Possum Kingdom in 1940 

from the Brazos River Authority. The transfer stipulated 

that the conveyance was conditional on the Parks Board 

developing the site as a park. Because of extenuating 

circumstances, such as high water, the demise of the CCC, 

and events associated with World War II, the Parks Board 

failed to upgrade the park. Having spent over one hundred 

thousand dollars on the park before the United States 

entered the war, the Parks Board believed that initiating a 

major development program during wartime "would not be 

patriotic." Citing the lack of development, the Brazos 

River Authority filed suit against the Parks Board to 

recover the land. The River Authority lost the case and the 

Parks Board retained title to Possum Kingdom.*̂  

As the Parks Board released unsuitable sites and 

established its claim to worthwhile parks, the state 

government finally began to accept the legitimacy of the 

Parks Board and the state parks. It realized that travel 

and recreation were destined to be the number one industry 

in the United States. Americans, it learned, spent over 

twenty-four billion dollars on travel annually, and tourists 

arriving in Texas by car spent some $114 million. Officials 

*^Minutes, 13-14 October 1944,7-8 May 1947, quote from 
13-14 October 1944; Toy, "Compendium," pp. 14, 17. 
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estimated total tourist expenditures at approximately 300 

million dollars per year.̂ ^ 

As the fifty-first legislature (1949) planned the 1950-

1951 appropriation bill. Governor Jester delivered his 

annual message to the legislature. He stressed the 

importance of the state parks, arguing that Texas needed 

parks to build character and promote health. He praised the 

progress being made in Texas's thirty-six state parks. The 

land, which encompassed 57,662 acres, and improvements were 

valued at $6.7 million. Jester noted that park facilities, 

mostly built by the CCC between 1933 and 1942, desperately 

needed repairs. The Parks Board asked for two million 

dollars for the biennium, including $600,000 to rehabilitate 

federally built facilities and $780,000 for new construction 

in parks, including group facilities. Jester pleaded with 

legislators to appropriate more than the two cents per 

person per year allocated for the 1948-1949 biennium.̂ ^ 

Governor Jester reiterated to the legislature the 

findings of the State Board of Control, noting especially 

that the Parks Board budget needed substantial increases. 

He stressed the Board of Control's recommendation that the 

^̂ Ike Ashburn, "What's the Biggest Business?," Texas 
Parade. November 1949, p. 9. 

^̂ Message to 51st Leg. from Governor Buford Jester, 22 
February 1949, Texas, House Journal, 51st Leg., Reg. sess., 
1949, pp. 233-234; S-Parks, July 1949; Richard Morehead, 
"Great System of Texas State Parks Provide Fine Vacation 
Spots Near Home," South Texas, November 1949, p. 17. 
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state should retire the Palo Duro bonds in order that the 

park would not have to charge admission. Jester encouraged 

legislators to increase the appropriation to allow the Parks 

Board to improve the parks to attract tourists.^^ 

The Texas State Parks Board, encouraged by the 

governor's message, asked the fifty-first legislature (1949) 

for $2,635,000 for the 1950-1951 biennium to improve parks. 

Of that, the Parks Board wanted $629,450 for repairs and 

$2,005,550 for new construction. The Parks Board noted that 

"Texas is notoriously behind in the matter of park 

development, despite the natural resources fitted for that." 

Parks had only two ways to go—forward or backward—and 

forward was impossible without more funding. The 1950-1951 

appropriation of $640,672.00 fell far below the Parks 

Board's hopes, yet represented the largest appropriation to 

the Texas state parks system to that time. The legislature 

in 1949 finally seemed to want to help preserve parts of 

53 Texas for the enjoyment of future generations." 

^̂ The legislature denied funds to retire the revenue 
bonds for Palo Duro and failed to appropriate money to 
develop Possum Kingdom or 36th Division State Parks. 
(Following World War Two, the Board renamed Brownwood Lake 
State Park the Thirty-sixth Division State Park at Lake 
Brownwood in honor of the famed Thirty-sixth Division.) 
Texas, Senate Journal, Message to the Legislature, 51st 
Leg., Reg. sess., 1949, pp. 233-234. 

^̂ Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-477, TSA; Dallas News. 13 
September 1948, Jester Papers, Box 4-14/113, TSA; Quote from 
Dallas News, 5 December 1948, U.T. Vertical File, Box 966, 
SHRLRC; Texas State Parks Board, Annual Report of the Texas 
State Parks Board. Year Ended 31 August 1950 (Austin: Texas 
State Parks Board, 1950), pp. 1-3; Texas State Parks Board, 
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World War II is considered by most environmental 

historians to be a watershed in environmental consciousness 

The war marked a period when people learned to preserve, as 

opposed to conserving, natural resources. After the war 

people had more time for leisure; they had new values that 

reflected interest in the quality of life and recreation. 

Health issues came to the forefront and many people 

prescribed a visit to the great outdoors as a remedy for 

illness. Even the pollution generated by increased 

industrial production for defense came under scrutiny.̂ * 

World War II changed Texas. The state became more 

business friendly. Industry and population grew. Texas 

became urbanized, and farming practices became more 

intensive. The war emphasized that state parks were an 

important function of the states. The emphasis on 

recreation during World War II meant that "recreation has 

become a part of everyone's daily life."̂ ^ 

Annual Report of the Texas State Parks Board. Year Ended 31 
August 1951 (Austin: Texas State Parks Board, 1951), p. 1. 

*̂Head, "Conservation in Texas," pp. 172-173; Dan 
Flores, "Lone Star's Stepchildren," undated manuscript, p. 
16, in possession of the author; Samuel P. Hays, Beauty. 
Health and Permanence: Environmental Politics in the United 
States. 1955-1985 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1987). 

"Quote from S-Parks, September 1945; Rodgers, "Texas 
State Parks," p. 101; V. 0. Key, Southern Politics in State 
and Nation (Knoxville: University of Tennessee Press, 1949, 
1984), p. 262; Head, "Conservation in Texas," p. 174. 
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As Texas moved into the 1950s, unemployment was below 

five percent; conditions favored expansion and development 

of business. But as they moved toward economic prosperity 

during the decade, Texans developed an attitude that "Texas' 

natural resources, minerals, livestock, timber, and spirit 

are not exhaustible." Many Texans believed that the state 

wasted very little of her natural resources because of "wise 

conservation laws." Yet, citizens learned that Texas did 

not adequately preserve its natural resources. The parks, 

some of the primary sources of outdoor recreation and some 

of the few places where wildness remained, suffered. After 

the war, the state parks became blemishes on the Texas 

landscape. ̂^ 

In Texas, the state government's policies and programs, 

rather than providing solutions to potential problems, 

tended to be in response to impending crises. The way 

legislators handled issues concerning parks proved no 

different. As the state parks system faced the 1950s, one 

of the major issues before lawmakers and law enforcement 

personnel concerned questions of racial equality. As it 

^̂ Bryon C. Utecht, The State of Texas or the State of 
Taxes (San Antonio: The Naylor Co., 1949), pp. 41, 79, 
quotes on pp. 76, 79; Robert Hugh Bloom, "Evaluation of 
Recreation Legislation and Policy for Texas State Parks," 
(Master's thesis, Stephen F. Austin University, 1970), p. 3; 
This Land is Our Land: A Report on Texas' Natural 
Environment. A Report to the Sixty-first Legislative Session 
by the Senate Interim Committee on Parks and Recreation, 
1969, p. 40. 
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entered the 1950s, the Texas State Parks Board encountered 

new challenges. 
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CHAPTER V 

PARKS AND RACIAL EQUALITY 

Politics and political considerations became 

increasingly important for state parks in the late 1940s and 

through the 1950s. The anti-Franklin Roosevelt Texas 

Regulars of the mid-1940s proved to be the precursors of the 

Dixiecrats, an anti-civil rights party during the 1950s. At 

the same time a liberal-conservative battle in the Texas 

Democratic party became a conflict over taxation, public 

welfare, and the rights and status of ethnic and racial 

groups. Part of the latter issue became a question of 

racial equality of paramount importance to the Texas State 

Parks Board as African Americans through the court system 

sought to gain access to the state parks.^ 

A lawsuit stemming from racial discrimination had far 

reaching significance for the Texas state parks system. The 

question of segregation led to proposals for new parks, new 

facilities, and a new system of financing parks. The focus 

on discrimination brought a new interest in the state parks 

that highlighted not only the problems of racial equality 

but also the poor physical condition of the parks. 

For the Texas state parks system, the 1950s began with 

a debate concerning the use of parks by African Americans. 

K̂ey, Southern Politics, p. 339; Clifton McClesky, 
Allan K. Butcher, Daniel E. Farlow, J. Pat Stephens, The 
Government and Politics of Texas, 6th ed. (Boston: Little, 
Brown, and Co., 1978), p. 89. 
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An often overlooked clause in the Fourteenth Amendment to 

the Constitution of the United States clearly states: "no 

State shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the 

privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States." 

The clause, often referred to as the Equal Protection 

Clause, became the basis for a lawsuit regarding African 

American use of Texas state parks. Until then, blacks, 

partly because of the spirit of Jim Crow laws (laws 

requiring segregation), had been blocked from using the 

parks.'' 

The Supreme Court of the United States upheld the right 

of states to practice segregation in the case Plessy v. 

Ferguson (1896). In that case, a young man, who appeared 

white although he was one-eighth black (and therefore 

legally black under state law), challenged a Louisiana 

statute forbidding blacks to ride in railroad cars 

designated as white. Plessy, who had advised the railroad 

and the conductor of his mixed heritage, was arrested by 

police for refusing to sit in a car reserved for Negroes and 

that was deemed equal to the facility provided for whites.^ 

T̂he Equal Protection Clause is contained in Section I 
of the Fourteenth Amendment. United States, Constitution. 
1789, Thirteenth, Fourteenth, and Fifteenth Amendments. 

'The railroad, which opposed segregation because it 
increased the railroad's financial output by forcing it to 
supply additional cars, supported Plessy's challenge. Kermit 
L. Hall, The Oxford Companion to the Supreme Court of the 
United States (New York: Oxford University Press, 1992), pp. 
397, 637-638, 766. 
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Plessy fought the charges, arguing that the statute 

violated the Thirteenth and Fourteenth Amendments to the 

United States Constitution. The Supreme Court sided with 

the State of Louisiana and in doing so established the 

policy that railroads must provide "separate but equal" 

facilities for African Americans. The ruling, which 

originally applied only to transportation, soon spread to 

encompass education and all public facilities, including 

state parks.* 

In later years, the Supreme Court upheld state laws 

that did not claim to provide equal facilities for blacks. 

Southerners, including many Texans, soon quit even 

attempting to provide public facilities, separate, equal or 

otherwise, for blacks. Following this trend, when the Texas 

Legislature created the Parks Board in 1923, it made no 

provision for black parks or for facilities for blacks in 

any of the state parks. Despite Governor Pat Neff's 

assertion that "these parks would become great social 

centers where people could gather as equals, and where, 

without formalities, they could freely exchange ideas . . . 

it [the parks system] would pull down fences . . . sectional 

prejudices would be broken," the state parks excluded 

African Americans.' 

*Ibid. 

Wff, Battles of Peace, quote on p. 131; Dawson, "Why 
Texas Owns," p. 5. 
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As early as 1946, the Texas State Parks Board began 

receiving requests for parks and recreation areas for 

African Americans. The board agreed that in time it would 

have to provide separate facilities for blacks. Instead of 

pursuing separate parks, the Parks Board merely inquired 

into acquiring a park next to a proposed black university in 

Houston. Realizing the social implications of proposing a 

park for blacks, the Parks Board stressed the importance of 

avoiding publicity about the matter. Many white Texans, 

including Governor Coke Stevenson, supported Jim Crow laws 

that limited the rights of blacks.^ 

That the Parks Board wanted "to establish one or more 

first-class parks for negroes [sic]" was well known by 1948, 

when the need for park facilities for African Americans 

became apparent. The Parks Board scheduled appearances by 

black leaders to discuss their recreational needs. Parks 

Board Executive Secretary Gordon K. Shearer sought 

information from other Southern states regarding policies 

concerning the use of park facilities by blacks. In 1949, 

the Parks Board ordered a study to determine how often and 

for what purposes African Americans used state park 

facilities. The Parks Board's growing interest in parks for 

blacks stemmed from the National Association for the 

^Minutes, 15 June 1946, 23-24 October 1949, 14 December 
1949; Morehead, "Great System of Texas State Parks," p. 17; 
Dallas Morning News, 13 September 1948; Letter to Miss 
Bessie J. Holmes from Stevenson, 25 January 1946, Stevenson 
Papers, Box 4-14/145, TSA. 
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Advancement of Colored People's (NAACP) battle to undermine 

Jim Crow laws, in part by opening parks to people of all 
7 races.' 

The state parks were an interesting target for the 

NAACP because blacks, who constituted 12.9 percent of the 

population, had not traditionally frequented state parks. A 

1938 National Park Service study indicated that at a time 

when the black population equalled 14.68 percent of all 

Texans (Hispanics comprised another 11.7 percent), no blacks 

had sought to enter any Texas state parks during a two year 

period (1936-1938). During the same period, also, few 

Hispanics used parks.^ 

Nonetheless, before African Americans began testing 

Texas regarding the usage of state parks, Mexican Americans 

challenged the Parks Board's policy regarding minorities. 

Mexican Americans wanted to use the swimming facilities at 

Lockhart and Balmorhea State Parks during the early 1940s. 

Whites objected. The Parks Board agreed that it could not 

bar "Mexicans who are American born" from the parks or 

facilities. The Parks Board noted, however, that 

"objectionable group[s]" occupying the parks resulted in a 

loss of patronage and usefulness by and for majority groups. 

The Parks Board ordered the executive secretary to handle 

^Ibid. 

^Interior, NPS Recreation Study 
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each complaint separately and to try to work out diplomatic 
q 

solutions.' 

In 1950 the Parks Board received notice from the 

governor's office that Fort Davis High School's junior and 

senior classes had been refused permission to have their 

banquet at Indian Lodge in Davis Mountains State Park 

because some of the students were Hispanics. Texas had by 

that time adopted a "Good Neighbor" policy that prohibited 

discrimination against Mexican Americans. The State 

Department of Education expressly forbade segregation and 

discrimination against the race. The Parks Board executive 

director recommended that the park manager contact the 

school superintendent to make arrangements for the 

banquet .̂" 

The use of state parks and park facilities by African 

Americans remained a sticking point for a number of years. 

In late 1949, the question of racial equality became a major 

issue in Texas state parks. Since most of Texas's African 

Americans lived in East Texas, it was there in Tyler State 

Park that racial discrimination came to the forefront. 

Before March 1949, the manager at Tyler State Park had 

never seen an African American in the park. That month he 

^Minutes, 10 July 1939, second quote from 13-14 August 
1942, first quote from 6 April 1944. 

'̂'Letter to Governor Allan Shivers from John G. Prude, 
Fort Davis, 28 April 1950, Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-134, 
TSA; Letter to Otis McPhaul from Gordon K. Shearer, 4 May 
1950, Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-134, TSA. 
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reported seeing three or four cars, occupied by blacks, in 

picnic areas. They told him that they did not know that 

blacks were not allowed in the park.̂ ^ 

The following month three black men representing the 

Tyler Negro Chamber of Commerce approached the Tyler State 

Park manager. The men, T. R. Register, J. W. Presley, and 

P. E. Medlock, who carried neither fishing pole nor tackle, 

asked if the fish were biting, then asked if Negroes were 

allowed to fish or picnic in the park. When the manager 

told them that the fish were biting, but that Negroes were 

not allowed in the park, the gentlemen asked if it were not 

a state park, maintained with tax monies. The manager, W. 

A. Palmer, Jr., admitted that it was a state park, although 

it was fairly self sustaining and only partially funded by 

12 

State tax monies.'* 

The men then asked Palmer why African Americans were 

not allowed in the park. The manager told them that he did 

not know and suggested that they write Gordon Shearer, the 

executive secretary of the Parks Board. Palmer supplied 

Shearer's name and address and the men left, without asking 
13 

permission to enter the park or to fish." 

^̂ Letter to Gordon K. Shearer, from W. A. Palmer, Jr, 
Manager Tyler State Park, Tyler, 24 June 1950, Attorney 
General (AG) Litigation Case File 1991/57-18, TSA. 

^̂ Ibid. 

^̂ Ibid. 

110 



Register followed up his visit to Tyler State Park by 

writing to Shearer. Register noted that the government, 

using state monies, built Tyler State Park for the use and 

benefit of all citizens. He contended that blacks had to 

pay taxes but could not reap the benefits of their tax 

dollars. Register conceded that the Tyler Negro Chamber of 

Commerce knew about Texas's segregation laws. Its members 

did not seek swimming privileges, but rather wanted the 

simple right to fish in the lake without fear of 

molestation.^* 

Shearer promptly replied that Negroes could not use the 

facilities at Tyler State Park because no segregated toilets 

were available. Shearer contended that it would endanger 

the public health to allow blacks to use parks without 

proper sanitary accommodations. He also argued that mixing 

the races could lead to violence, which the park staff could 

not handle. Shearer told Register that the Parks Board had 

tried to establish an African American park at Bastrop, but 

that financial concerns prohibited it. He recommended that 

Register contact the United States Engineers to try to 

i5 secure a park site on a reservoir." 

Register responded to the letter by referring the 

matter to the National Association for the Advancement of 

*̂Letter to Shearer from T. R. Register, 19 April 1949, 
AG Litigation Case File 1991/57-18, TSA. 

^̂ Letter to Register from Shearer, 22 April 1949, AG 
Litigation Case File 1991/57-18, TSA. 
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Colored People. The NAACP's lawyer, U. Simpson Tate from 

Dallas, wrote the Attorney General of Texas, Price Daniel, 

asking him for a copy of and a ruling on the Parks Board's 

policy regarding the use of state parks by African 

Americans. Tate warned that he believed the policy 

conflicted with prevailing state laws.̂ ^ 

Tate also wrote to Shearer demanding that the State 

provide equal accommodations if it decided to continue 

segregation in parks. He asked the Parks Board to open all 

of the Texas state parks to all persons of all races and 

creeds. The idea seemed preposterous to the Parks Board and 

to many white Texans who believed that "segregation is a 

sound and logical policy."^' 

The Parks Board held firm to its stance against 

integration. Yet, the Parks Board admitted that it could 

not build equal parks because it lacked funding. The NAACP 

offered a compromise. It and the people it represented 

"would be still" if the Parks Board would allow blacks to 

use one previously unused end of the lake at Tyler State 

Park for fishing and picnicking. Despite the urging of 

Assistant Attorney General Joe Greenhill to accept the plan. 

^̂ Letter to Honorable Price Daniel, Texas Attorney 
General, from U. Simpson Tate, Regional Special Counsel, 
NAACP, Dallas, 11 May 1949, AG Litigation Case File 1991/75-
18, TSA. 

'̂Letter to Shearer from Tate, 11 May 1949, AG 
Litigation Case File 1991/57-18, TSA; Quote from undated, 
uncredited newsclipping, "Negro Suit For Park Use," Shivers 
Papers, Box 1977/81-427, TSA. 
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the Parks Board refused the compromise. The NAACP demanded 

equal access to all parks and threatened to file suit to 

gain access to all park facilities, including swimming 

pools. ̂^ 

The Parks Board, realizing that it must make 

arrangements for blacks, applied to borrow money from the 

federal government through the Federal Aid for Advance 

Planning Program to finance the planning and improvement of 

parks for blacks. The funds were to be paid back when the 

Texas Legislature authorized the funds to do so. The catch 

was that the Texas Legislature had to approve the loan 

first. The legislature again proved remarkably consistent 

in failing to provide for the parks by not approving the 
iq 

loan.'' 

Having learned that the legislature had refused to 

provide blacks with park facilities, in December 1949 four 

African American men filed suit in the District Court of the 

United States to gain access to all Texas state parks. The 

plaintiffs in the case, T. R. Register, J. W. Presley, P. E. 

Medlock, and W. Astor Kirk, filed suit against J. D. 

Sandefer, Jr. , as Chairman of the Parks Board, the other 

^̂ Quote from Undated memo to Governor Allan Shivers 
from William L. McGill, Secretary to the Governor, (c. 
December 1949), Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-126 and 1977/81 
427, TSA; Memo to Shivers from McGill, 20 December 1949, 
Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-126, TSA. 

^̂ Ibid.; Toy, "Compendium," p. 27; Minutes, 19 August 
1951. 
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members of the Parks Board, and Executive Secretary Gordon 

Shearer. The case, filed by lawyers W. J. Durham and U. 

Simpson Tate, was a suit in equity to redress the failure of 

the Parks Board to uphold the Constitutional rights of 

African Americans, as outlined by the Fourteenth Amendment's 

Equal Protection Clause.̂ ^ 

The suit pointed out that the Parks Board discriminated 

only against those "who are of African descent and Negro 

blood." The plaintiffs asked the Court to order the Parks 

Board to permit African Americans to use "each and all" of 

the parks, facilities, and equipment, and specifically 

Tyler, Possum Kingdom, Mineral Wells, Stephen F. Austin, 

Davis Mountains, Caddo Lake, Goose Island, Huntsville, Jim 

Hogg, Kerrville, Lake Corpus Christi, and Palo Duro State 

Parks, and Big Bend State and National Parks.̂ ^ 

The case, styled Register v. Sandefer, caused 

consternation among the Parks Board and the legislature. 

William L. McGill, Secretary to the Governor, kept Governor 

'̂̂T. R. Register, et al. v. J. D. Sandefer. Jr.. et al. 
in District Court of the United States for the Western 
District of Texas, Austin Division, Civil Action #492, AG 
Litigation Case File 1991/57-18, TSA. 

2̂ The Texas State Parks Board had no authority in Big 
Bend National Park. The lands controlled by the state in 
the Big Bend area had already been promised to the National 
Park Service, too. According to handwritten margin notes, 
the Board believed it could comply with the Plaintiffs 
request at Mineral Wells and Stephen F. Austin State Parks. 
The notation beside the Davis Mountains listing indicated 
that the Board preferred closing the park to sharing it with 
African Americans. Ibid. 
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Shivers abreast of the events. He reported soon after the 

suit was filed that the Parks Board was stalling for time. 

He believed that the judge in the case would either order 

the Parks Board to open all parks to all citizens 

immediately or to close all the parks. The Secretary to the 

Governor explained that there was no law or formal rule 

against integration in the parks. The governor's response 

was "let them sue-and-be-damned. "̂^ 

Texas Attorney General Price Daniel asked the lawyers 

for the plaintiffs to postpone the initial court date until 

after the legislature had met and adjourned. The plaintiffs 

declined, saying that in the past the Parks Board had 

"turned a deaf ear" to requests for park facilities for 

blacks and that they had no faith in the Parks Board or in 

the legislature to change anything. The case remained on 

the docket, scheduled for 23 January 1950.̂ ^ 

Two days before the case went to trial, the Parks Board 

members met in the belief that if they showed good faith the 

judge would postpone the case. Parks Board members 

reaffirmed their belief that segregation served the best 

interests of the people, but admitted that current 

^̂ Memo to Governor Allan Shivers from William L. 
McGill, 13 January 1950; Quote from Confidential Memo to 
Governor Shivers from McGill, 22 January 1950, both in 
Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-134, TSA. 

^̂ Letter to Texas Attorney General Price Daniel from 
W.J. Durham, Counsel for the Plaintiffs, Dallas, 19 January 
1950, AG Litigation Case File 1991/57-18, TSA. 
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facilities in no way merited the label of equal. The Parks 

Board agreed that if the legislature did not appropriate 

funds to bring the parks into compliance with the law, the 

Parks Board would close any or all parks and facilities 

where equal, separate facilities were not available.^* 

Judge Ben Rice and the lawyers for the plaintiffs 

believed the Parks Board was acting in good faith and agreed 

to postpone the hearing for thirty days to give the 

legislature time to determine policy. The legislature met 

in a special session on 31 January 1950. Within days bills 

had been introduced in the House and Senate to require 

separate facilities for whites and African Americans in 

state parks. The legislation stemming from S. B. 19 stated 

that Texas needed segregation to provide for public welfare, 

safety, harmony, health, and recreation. Legislators 

authorized the Parks Board to make rules and regulations 

concerning the use of park facilities, to close parks or 

park facilities where it could not provide separate and 

equal accommodations, or to lease the parks to private 

concerns. The legislature, true to its nature, refused to 

appropriate funds to keep the parks open. Instead, it 

enacted Senate Concurrent Resolution 18 to set up a 

*̂Parks Board Resolutions, Minutes, 21 January 1950 and 
in AG Litigation Case File 1991/57-18, TSA. 
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committee to study the parks system and make recommendations 

about providing equal park facilities.^^ 

Twenty-nine Texas Senators and 108 Representatives 

voted on Senate Bill 19. Of those, all of the Senators 

voted for the bill and eighty-eight Representatives approved 

it. Of the twenty state representatives who opposed the 

legislation only one spoke to the media about his 

opposition. Representative Abraham Kazen, Jr., from Laredo 

argued that separation of the races was wrong. He contended 

that African Americans fought side by side with white men 

during the war and that there had been one black Texas 

legislator. He believed that blacks should be treated as 

equals in state parks as well as in the battlefields and 

legislature. He maintained that separate but equal park 

facilities were unrealistic. The Parks Board could not 

duplicate forty-four parks worth some six million dollars.^^ 

As part of its efforts to answer the charges in the 

lawsuit and to help fulfill the directive issued by Senate 

Concurrent Resolution 18, the Parks Board conducted an 

^̂ Governor Shivers signed S.B. 19 into law on 14 March 
1950. Memo to Shivers from McGill, 24 January 1950, Shivers 
Papers, Box 1977/81-134; Texas, Senate Journal. 51st Leg., 
1st C.S., 1950, pp. 140, 145, 158, 175, 229, 230, 241; 
Texas, Senate, S.B. 19, An Act requiring separate facilities 
for white and negro citizens in the system of State parks 
and the use thereof, AG Litigation Case File 1991/57-18, 
TSA; Texas, Senate Journal. 51st Leg., 1st C.S., pp. 148, 
158, 181, 228, 229, 242; Dallas News. 16 March 1950. 

^̂ S.B. 19, AG Litigation Case File 1991/57-18, TSA; 
Dallas News, 1 March 1950, U.T. Vertical File, Box 496, 
SHRLRC. 
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informal survey of the parks to determine the amount of 

usage by blacks. Executive Secretary Gordon Shearer wrote 

to each park manager asking them how many blacks had applied 

for admission and how the requests were handled. The forty-

one replies prove that despite Shearer's original response 

to T. R. Register the Park Board's policy prohibited blacks 

from using the parks, and, in fact, the Parks Board had no 

policy at all regarding blacks in the state parks. Each 

park manager determined whether blacks were admitted or 

not." 

Thirteen of the forty-one responding parks had no 

applications for admittance by blacks. Of the parks that 

did, some park managers reported treating the African 

American patrons just as they would anyone else. Blacks 

were welcomed at Inks Lake, Monument Hill, Old Fort Parker, 

San Jose Mission, Caddo Lake, and Palo Duro Canyon State 

Parks. 2̂  

Other park managers never refused to admit blacks, as 

long as they stayed in "their" part of the park. Most of 

these managers reported that the lack of toilet facilities 

for blacks in the parks presented no problems. Gonzales 

State Park, managed by Louis H. Scholl, had one of the most 

liberal policies of any state park in Texas. Scholl 

^̂ Letters to Shearer from Park Managers, 24 April 1950 
6 July 1950, AG Litigation Case File 1991/57-18, TSA. 

^̂ Ibid. 
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reported that whites, Hispanics, and African Americans 

shared the parks. Although segregated, all three races 

often used the park at the same time without problems. The 

park employed people from all three races too. While 

liberal for the time, Scholl still admitted prejudice by 

stating that "our [N]egro and [M]exican population seem to 

be understanding their place. "̂ ' 

While some park managers tried to avoid confrontations 

by referring black applicants to the Parks Board or by 

telling them that all the park facilities were booked for 

the summer, others picked and chose who to admit. Many 

managers, who refused to allow busses filled with school 

children or college classes into the parks, made exceptions. 

The manager at Buescher reported that a black preacher 

visited the park regularly, spending a few hours roaming the 

park freely. One manager allowed white groups to bring 

black cooks, but refused to allow African American Camp Fire 

girls to join their white counterparts in the park. Other 

managers allowed blacks to rent boats and fish, but denied 

them access to cabins, toilets, and swimming pools. One 

parkkeeper admitted to allowing well-dressed blacks driving 

30 

"good cars" into the park.'" 

While some parks allowed blacks in only during the 

annual "Juneteenth" celebration, a minority of the 

2̂ Ibid. 

^°Ibid. 
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parkkeepers refused to admit blacks into the parks 

altogether. The manager at Bastrop State Park tried to keep 

blacks out, but on one occasion a group gained access. He 

kept them confined, he reported, to a separate part of the 

park and hoped that "few people know Bastrop State Park has 

had Negro picnic[s] in it." Other parks that regularly 

refused blacks admission included Fort Griffin, Lockhart, 

and Tyler.̂ ^ 

With the knowledge that blacks used many of the state 

parks, the Parks Board formulated a plan by which it could 

construct separate facilities for African Americans (in 

selected parks) for about one hundred thousand dollars, 

provided the legislature approved the plan. The Parks Board 

pursued the plan as Register v. Sandefer languished during a 

continuance. The Parks Board also searched for parks 

exclusively for African Americans. One potential 116-acre 

site near Fort Worth on the Lavon Reservoir had been 

tentatively designated a "Negro recreational area." Gordon 

Shearer, who examined the site for the Parks Board, 

recommended acquiring the site even if the Court ruled 

against segregation. He believed the reservoir would prove 

so popular with whites, that blacks would segregate 

32 themselves and voluntarily use the site.'* 

^4bid. 

^̂ Judge Rice overruled objections by the plaintiffs and 
continued the case until September 1950. Confidential Memo 
to Governor Shivers from McGill, 22 January 1950, Shivers 
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As the Parks Board looked for sites for African 

American parks it considered funding. As early as October 

1950, when a representative from R. J. Edwards, Inc. 

approached the Parks Board about a plan to issue revenue 

bonds to improve the state parks, it began considering 

issuing revenue bonds to fund park development. After a 

November trip to view the results of a similar plan in 

Oklahoma's state parks, the Parks Board concocted a scheme 

to use funds from bonds to help the Texas parks system. 

Introduced in the legislature by Representative J. W. "Bill" 

Loving in H.B. 559, the blueprints for the revenue bond 

program in January of 1951 went to the State Legislature. 

Even though the revenue bonds were to be retired through 

33 

park revenues, legislators voted down the bill." 

Thus, T. R. Register and the other three original 

complainants filed an amended complaint in September 1950. 

The amended suit asked Judge Rice to issue a permanent 

injunction forbidding the Parks Board or any state agency 

from enforcing the state statute requiring segregation in 

Papers, Box 1977/81-134, TSA; Letter to Lonnie C. Fuller, 
Member State Parks Board from Gordon K. Shearer, 29 May 
1950, Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-134, TSA; Letter to J. D. 
Sandefer, Jr. from Joe R. Greenhill, First Assistant to the 
Attorney General, 3 July 1950, Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-
134, TSA. 

^^Minutes, 5 October 1950, 29 November 1950, 18 June 
1951; Austin American. 3 December 1950; H.B. 559 by Loving, 
AG Litigation Case File 1991/57-18, TSA; Statement by 
unidentified State Parks Board member at Hearing for H.B. 
559, undated, AG Litigation Case File 1991/57-18, TSA. 
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parks because the statute was unconstitutional and void. 

The suit alleged that the Parks Board had a duty to allow 

all citizens to use all park facilities. It stated that the 

complainants had written the Parks Board requesting 

permission to use the parks and their facilities and were 

denied permission. The petition noted that blacks had been 

discriminated against in thirty-six state parks.̂ * 

The defense responded to the amended complaint by 

filing a motion to dismiss the case. Attorney General Price 

Daniel argued that the Parks Board was doing exactly as the 

Texas Legislature had ordered it through S. B. 19. The 

Parks Board, he said, had attempted to secure equal and 

separate park facilities. Citing Railroad Commission of 

Texas v. Pullman Company. 312 U. S. 496 (1941), Daniel asked 

Judge Rice to remand the suit to a state court. In the 

Railroad Commission case, the Supreme Court had ordered the 

state court to define a state statute before allowing a 

federal court to hear the case.̂ ^ 

34 

"Handwritten marginal notations indicate that the 
Attorney General planned to deny most of the allegations in 
the suit, including an allegation that the Board had "for a 
long time prior" to the case denied access and that the 
plaintiffs were "harmed, damaged and injured" by not being 
allowed in state parks. T. R. Register, et al. v. J. D. 
Sandefer. Jr., et al., in District Court of the United 
States for the Western District of Texas, Austin Division, 
Civil Action 492, First Amended Complaint, c. September 
1950, AG Litigation Case File 1991/57-18, TSA. 

Register v. Sandefer, Motion to Dismiss for Reason 
that Court Will Not Exercise Jurisdiction Over Subject 
Matter, 6 September 1950, AG Litigation Case File 1991/57-
18, TSA. 
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Before the motion could come before the Court, the 

plaintiffs, led by Register and his attorneys, filed a 

second amended complaint. In this petition, they contended 

that the Parks Board had denied blacks access to the parks 

three years prior and had "on every day and date for a 

period of three years" excluded the plaintiffs and the 

people they represented from "each and every park, each and 

every building, each and every facility, and each and every 

piece of equipment, and each and every portion of land 

embraced in said parks." The petition enumerated eight 

parks where blacks were not allowed.̂ ^ 

Price Daniel filed a motion for clarification of the 

second amended complaint. He argued that the petition did 

not state from which parks the plaintiffs had been barred. 

Nor did it state the circumstances, the date, or the people 

involved in the episodes. Daniel requested disclosure 

concerning the facilities from which blacks had been 

excluded and noted that the second amendment listed only 

eight parks instead of the thirty-six named in the first 

amendment. He commented that the only park for which the 

complainants offered details was the March/April 1949 

encounter at Tyler State Park, a park which had been closed 

on 5 September 1950 to all citizens, regardless of color.̂ ^ 

3fi 

Register v. Sandefer, Second Amended Complaint. 8 
September 1950, AG Litigation Case File 1991/57-18, TSA. 

37 

'Register v. Sandefer, Motion for More Definite 
Statement Directed to Plaintiffs Second Amended Complaint^ 
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After a hearing on 12 September 1950, the motion for 

clarification became a moot point. Federal District Judges 

Ben Rice, Jr., Ben Connally, and Circuit Judge J. C. 

Hutcheson ruled that state courts should review the statute 

requiring segregation in the parks. The judges refused to 

dismiss the case from the federal court, however. Politicos 

estimated that it would take another year for the case to be 

heard at the state level, although the plaintiffs in the 

case promised that the suit would be refiled immediately. 

The plaintiffs never refiled the case, probably because they 

believed that state officials would not have enforced a 

decision favorable to African Americans.^^ 

With the expectation of refiling the law suit, the 

African Americans in Tyler banded together to raise money 

for the litigation. Leaders asked each of Tyler's two 

hundred black families to donate five dollars for the cause. 

Black leaders presented the case as an opportunity to break 

down Jim Crow laws and fight oppression in a legal manner. 

Although many blacks did not argue against the concept of 

segregation since "all living species have a tendency to 

segregate themselves as a natural sequence to their 

particular origin," they intended to wipe out 

11 September 1950, AG Litigation Case File 1991/57-18, TSA. 

^̂ Dallas Morning News, 12 September 1950, 13 September 
1950; Michael Lowery Gillette, "The NAACP in Texas, 1937-
1957" (Ph.D. dissertation. University of Texas, Austin, 
1984), p. 22. 
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discrimination. Forced segregation, they reasoned, led to 

discrimination, and, therefore, it too had to be outlawed. 

One Tyler leader called for blacks to "put up a fight and 

make them [whites] open the whole show." He encouraged 

African Americans to "take over our lakes and parks."^^ 

One newspaper, reflecting Cold War fears rather than 

reality, reported that more was at stake in the dispute than 

social equality. The story's author, alluding to the 

Communist Party, argued that "there are organizations busily 

engaged in stirring up ill-will between the black people and 

the white people of the state." He noted that African 

Americans were changing. Many now received a decent income 

from working. Most African Americans owned cars, homes, and 

had bank accounts. They paid taxes, bought gasoline, and 

took vacations. The newspaperman argued that the Parks 

Board had to do one of three things: duplicate all of the 

parks for blacks, open all of the parks up to blacks on 

alternate days, or close all the parks and go out of the 

park business. The first alternative simply could not 

happen, the second was the most practical, and the third, he 

believed, was the cheapest. Another newspaper article 

pointed out that the state was not required to furnish or 

maintain parks. The author argued that if the Parks Board 

established a park in one county, it was not required to 

^̂ Tyler Tribune, 20 October 1950, AG Litigation Case 
File 1991/57-18, TSA. 
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establish a park in the neighboring county. Thus, there was 

no equal service of parks to all Texans. He contended that 

any parks, any where, could be designated as parks for 

blacks. He suggested that the Parks Board proportion the 

size, number, and facilities according to population to 

ensure equality.*^ 

The Senate Interim committee created by S. C. R. 18 

submitted its formal report to the legislature on 8 February 

1951. The report recommended spending one hundred thousand 

dollars to develop recreational facilities worth over one 

million dollars. The committee endorsed establishing Caddo 

Lake and Lockhart State Parks as exclusively black 

facilities. It suggested setting aside one section of 

Possum Kingdom State Park, a portion of Stephen F. Austin 

State Park, and a part of Tyler State Park for African 

Americans. The report also endorsed establishing parks on 

Lavon Reservoir and Lake Whitney Reservoir for blacks. The 

committee suggested spending ten thousand dollars on Stephen 

F. Austin State Park, thirty thousand at Tyler State Park, 

thirty thousand at Lake Whitney, ten thousand at Lockhart, 

and twenty thousand dollars at Lavon reservoir to provide 

equal facilities for blacks. With such parks and the 

acquisition of a site near Beaumont, the Interim Committee 

*''Quote from Dallas Morning News, 7 September 1950, 
Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-427, TSA; Uncredited, undated 
newspaper clipping entitled, "State Park Problem May Be 
Simple One," Daniel Papers, Box 59, SHRLRC. 
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believed that the Parks Board could provide equal facilities 

for most blacks within a fifty mile radius of Houston, 

Dallas, Fort Worth, and San Antonio. Spending the one 

hundred thousand dollars would preserve the revenues from 

and titles to the parks, which would revert to the donors if 

the parks were closed.*-

Legislators repeatedly failed to set aside money for 

segregated park facilities, leading Parks Board member Frank 

Quinn to begin a letter writing campaign to gain legislative 

support for the parks. He wrote several state senators to 

explain the urgency behind the committee's recommendations 

for park facilities for blacks. He stressed that "we are 

going to have to do something for the [N]egro citizen" by 

creating separate parks or "permitting them to use our 

parks, which we all feel should be exclusively for the white 

citizens." Quinn encouraged legislators to work for 

separate parks for blacks, so the blacks would not gain the 

42 

privilege of mixing with white people.'* 

The media joined the fray. The Dallas News 

complimented the Parks Board for trying to provide park 

facilities for blacks, but noted the limitations placed on 

*̂ Letter to Ben Ramsey, President of the Senate and 
Reuben Senterfitt, Speaker of the House, from the Senate 
Interim Committee created by S.C.R. 18, 8 February 1951, 
Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-427, TSA. 

*̂ Quote from Letter to Senator Wardlow Lane from Frank 
Quinn, 28 January 1951, Letter to Senator Gus J. Strauss 
from Quinn, 15 April 1951, Letter to Strauss from Quinn, 6 
April 1951, Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-427, TSA. 
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the Parks Board by the lack of adequate funding. The paper 

argued that segregation presented the obvious answer since 

most Texas state parks were "so huge that separation but 

equality is possible." It contended "that the Negroes ought 

to think seriously of financing Negro concessions with Negro 

capital." The News began a long standing argument by 

stating that the Parks Board should "get out of the living 

quarter business" and allow private concessionaires to run 

the restaurants and cabins in the state parks.*̂  

Nonetheless, legislators commented that nothing could 

be done to obtain separate parks for blacks during the 

regular session as the legislature was "economy minded." 

The Senate, however, set a hearing date for Senator Warren 

McDonald's bill to implement the Senate Interim Committee's 

recommendation to appropriate one hundred thousand dollars 

to provide parks for African Americans.** 

Parks Board members met with the Senate Finance 

Committee in April 1951 to support S. B. 327. One Parks 

Board member noted that the Parks Board had been commanded 

by the legislature to provide park facilities for both 

*̂ Dallas News, 10 February 1951, Shivers Papers, Box 
1977/81-427, TSA. 

**Letter to Frank Quinn from Senator Roger Kelley, 21 
March 1951; Letter to Quinn from Gordon Shearer, 27 March 
1951; Letter to Honorable W. H. Rampy, Texas House of 
Representatives, from Quinn, 3 April 1951; Letter to Senator 
George Moffett from Quinn, 5 April 1951; Quote from Letter 
to Senator Roger Kelley from Quinn, 5 April 1951, all in 
Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-427, TSA; Dallas Morning News. 6 
April 1951; Minutes, 5 April 1951. 
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blacks and whites or to close the parks. He stated that 

only the historical and scenic parks had any facilities for 

blacks, thus the Parks Board should close the recreational 

parks because it could not provide equal facilities. He 

also recited the outcomes of several federal court cases 

concerning parks in which the courts ruled that separate but 

equal facilities are constitutional. The lack of facilities 

for blacks was unconstitutional. Stressing the importance 

of the pending lawsuit Register v. Sandefer, he noted that 

proper funding for separate facilities could postpone a 

court order to close the parks altogether.*^ 

The Senate Finance Committee approved the bill on 5 

April 1951 by a vote of seven to five. The House never 

passed corresponding legislation. Because it expected the 

legislature to refuse to provide for parks, the Parks Board 

did not stop pursuing the right to issue revenue bonds. 

Parks Board members remained in contact with the investment 

company and planned to issue the bonds despite the 

legislature's lack of support. The Parks Board and R. J. 

Edwards, Inc. believed that the Board could issue bonds 

under Article 6070b, passed in 1933. The second section of 

the statute authorized the Parks Board to pay for park 

*^Remarks by unidentified State Parks Board member to 
the Senate Finance Committee, undated, AG Litigation Case 
File 1991/57-18, TSA. 

129 



sites, improvements, and equipment by issuing bonds, 

repayable through park revenues.*^ 

Based on this premise, in 1952 the Parks Board 

confirmed plans to build three new multi-million dollar 

tourist centers in state parks. In the belief that the 

lodges would help make the parks self-sustaining and bring 

tourists to Texas, the Parks Board intended to build lodges 

at Eisenhower, Possum Kingdom, and Inks Lake State Parks.*̂  

Building overnight accommodations in state parks was 

not a new endeavor for the Parks Board. It had previously 

constructed lodges or cabins in Garner, Davis Mountains, and 

Palo Duro State Parks. Nonetheless, Parks Board members, 

anticipating protests from private tourist court owners, 

reported that lodges would be built only where facilities 

were unavailable or inadequate.*° 

Despite the Parks Board's disclaimers, many individuals 

and groups protested the state going into competition with 

private lodging providers. The protesters argued that 

publicly owned, tax-supported facilities in the state parks 

would take business away from private industry. The Parks 

Board reiterated its belief that park revenues, not tax 

monies, would pay for the lodges. Private contractors would 

*^Vernon's Ann. Civ. St., Art. 6070b, pp. 19-20; 
Minutes, 19 August 1951, 14-15 November 1952. 

*̂ Dallas News, 13 December 1951; Austin Statesman, 27 
May 1954. 

*4bid. 
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build the facilities, which would be leased to reliable, 

financially sound operators. But during a time when fears 

of communism pervaded society and the legislature required 

public employees to take an oath of loyalty, some people saw 

the Parks Board's plan as socialistic. The President of the 

Texas Motor Court Association, Everett F. Collins, called 

the lodging plan a "socialist octopus" that would strangle 

"the very life" out of free enterprise.*^ 

With whites fearing socialism and the mixing of the 

races, black Texans began petitioning the Courts for the use 

of public golf courses, concession buildings, locker rooms, 

and showers. They gained access in June 1954 to such 

public facilities, except in state parks. African American 

residents in some cities applied to use city parks and 

swimming pools. As more African Americans challenged 

segregation laws or forced individual state parks to provide 

segregated facilities, many whites complained. One white 

man wrote the Parks Board to complain about blacks being at 

Goose Island State Park. The executive secretary replied 

that the park manager was simply following the directives of 

*̂ Letter to Price Daniel, Texas Attorney General, from 
Everett F. Collins, President Texas Motor Court Association, 
San Antonio, 8 March 1952; Quote from Letter to Frank Quinn 
from Collins, 8 March 1952; Letter to Collins from Quinn, 22 
March 1952, all in Daniel Papers, Box 56, SHRLRC; Wichita 
Daily Times, 13 March 1955, Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Department (TPWD) Vertical File, CAH; Rupert N. Richardson, 
Ernest Wallace, and Adrian Anderson, Texas: The Lone Star 
State, 5th ed. (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 1988), p. 
400. 
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the legislature in allowing blacks to use segregated 

facilities in the park.̂ ^ 

Segregation was an issue of nationwide importance. The 

United States Supreme Court began breaking the legal 

supports for segregation the late 1940s. By 1950, the Court 

had determined that separate might never be legal. One of 

the most important cases for outlawing segregation was Brown 

V. Board of Education (1954). In the case, the Court ruled 

that public educational facilities could not be segregated. 

A Virginia case concerning segregation in public parks and 

playgrounds reached the United States Supreme Court in late 

1955. The High Court ruled that states could not force 

segregation in public facilities. Despite the Supreme Court 

decision in Gayle v. Browder (1956) that overturned Plessy 

V. Ferguson (1896) by invalidating a state statute requiring 

segregated public facilities, the Texas statute requiring 

separate park facilities for blacks and whites remained in 
CI 

force." 

Knowing that it might have to allow blacks to use the 

facilities, the Parks Board continued in its efforts to 

build lodging facilities in the parks. By May 1954, the 

Texas State Parks Board had gained support from several 

"̂̂ Letter to Mr. and Mrs. 0. B. Thompson, Rockport, 
Texas from Gordon K. Shearer, 19 March 1952, Shivers Papers, 
Box 1977/81-157, TSA; Austin American, 4 June 1954; Dallas 
News, 6 August 1954. 

^̂ Dallas News, 8 November 195 5; Hall, Oxford Companion 
to the Supreme Court, pp. 93-94, 397, 767. 
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motel and tourist court groups because the new state-built, 

but privately-operated, facilities would increase tourism 

and tourist spending. Despite objections from Texas 

Attorney General Price Daniel, the Parks Board agreed to 

issue bonds to improve the parks system. Plans for 101-room 

lodges at Inks Lake and Eisenhower State Parks became public 

when the Parks Board to pay for the lodges authorized the 

sale of three million dollars worth of revenue bonds to John 

Nuveen and Company of Chicago. The agreement to issue the 

bonds called for a bond validation suit, in which a court 

would decide on the legality of the bonds. It also called 

for a survey and opinion on the feasibility of the program 

by Chapman and Cutler, nationally known bond counselors.^^ 

Senator Ben Atwell proposed a bill to revise Article 

6070b to prohibit the Parks Board from issuing revenue bonds 

in any sizeable amount. The bill also would have prevented 

the Parks Board from building hotels, lodges, or motels of 

53 

more than twelve units using revenue bonds." The Parks 

Board and park supporters retaliated by proposing H.B. 685 

to validate the bonds. Parks Board Chairman Frank Quinn 

asked the people of Texas to urge their legislators to 
54 

support the measure. 
^^Austin Statesman, 20 May 1953, 27 May 1954; Minutes, 

4 June 1953, 26 May 1954. 

^^Minutes, 12 January 1955. 

^*Wichita Daily Texan, 13 March 1955, TPWD Vertical 
File, CAH. 
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Quinn's plea prompted several residents in the area of 

Atlanta, where a state park with a lodge had been suggested, 

to write him. Some protested state constructed facilities 

in the park. One tourist court owner reported that because 

of the lack of tourists she was fighting to stay in 

business. She refused to write Atwell to suggest that he 

drop plans to defeat the park improvement program. She 

stated, "I wish I could help more-but I have faith that 

something will prevent its [H.B. 635] passing-certainly 

there will not be that many members of the State Legislature 

who would vote for a wild scheme like that." The tourist 

court owner was wrong. The legislature passed H.B. 685 to 

validate the bonds and defeated H.B. 185 to limit the Parks 

Board's right to issue revenue bonds." 

Validation of the bonds by the state court, however, 

presented a problem. Terms of the contract for selling the 

bonds called for payment through "gross" revenues, but 

according to another court decision (Fisher v. City of 

Bartlett [1934]), only net revenues could be used to pay 

revenue bonds. Validation of the contract hinged on the 

meaning of "revenue." The confusion over the definition 

^̂ Quote from Letter to Governor Shivers from Annie L. 
Swindel, 29 March 1955, Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-79, TSA; 
Letter to Frank Quinn from Swindel, 29 March 1955, Shivers 
Papers, Box 1977/81-79, TSA; Minutes, 12 January 1955. 
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delayed the acquisition of Atlanta State Park and postponed 

the sale of the bonds.̂ ^ 

The passage of H.B. 685 brought questions, especially 

about segregation, from many people. Citizens asked Parks 

Board members how they would handle segregation in the 

proposed lodges. One writer demanded to know if the Parks 

Board thought it could win a discrimination suit and how the 

Parks Board thought to deal with the NAACP. When 

legislators asked the same questions. Parks Board Chairman 

Frank Quinn responded that the Parks Board had experienced 

no difficulties because of race and no serious problem with 

segregation. He said that all matters concerning 

segregation in the parks were being handled by the Texas 

57 

Attorney General.' 

By April 1956, the entire revenue bond program had 

become enveloped in doubt. The bonding company required 

that responsible persons assume the management of the lodges 

so that revenue from them would pay off the bonds. Neither 

the Parks Board nor the bonding company could find the right 

"type" of operator for the parks. As the issuance of the 

bonds became more doubtful, the Parks Board put pen to paper 

^^Minutes, 17 October 1955; Vernon's Ann. Civ. St., 
Art. 6070f, p. 22. 

^̂ Letter to Quinn from Ben Ferrell, 12 May 1956, 
Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-79, TSA; "Remarks of Frank Quinn 
at hearing regarding H.B. 343 by Atwell to repeal authority 
of Texas State Parks Board to issue revenue bonds," 25 
February 1957, Daniel Papers, Box 391, SHRLRC. 
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and discovered that retiring $2.5 million in bonds would 

require an annual outlay of $192,250. The combined revenue 

of Inks Lake, Atlanta, and Eisenhower State Parks left a 

projected deficit of $45,250 per year that would have to be 

offset by revenues from other parks. The bonding firm 

feared that the park revenues "would not be sufficiently 

attractive to sell revenue bonds to provide funds to 

construct these facilities." In December 1956, the 

investment company declined further action on the bonds. 

The company, citing an unfavorable money market and high 

interest rates, told the Parks Board to choose between 

waiting for better market conditions or locating another 

financier. The Parks Board chose to look for another 

purchaser. As of June 1959 the bonds remained 

unsold. ̂^ 

As the Parks Board struggled to secure financing to 

construct lodges and facilities for African Americans, 

segregation became a major issue in Texas gubernatorial 

politics. Governor Allan Shivers in 1954 stated that he 

favored segregation as the right of local people and that 

Texas would never have forced integration while he was 

governor. Segregation became a larger topic of debate in 

^^Minutes, 16 April 1956, 22 October 1956, 3 December 
1956, 1 June 1959; Letter to Miss Lucile Morley, Austin, 
from Bill M. Collins, Parks Board Executive Director, 13 
June 1956, Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-93, TSA; Quote from 
San Antonio Light, 4 December 1956, Daniel Papers, Box 444, 
SHRLRC. 
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the 1956 election, when gubernatorial hopeful Reuben 

Senterfitt called for interposition (in which a state does 

not accept as Constitutional a federal court interpretation 

of a law) regarding segregation laws. Democratic 

Conservatives John Ben Shepperd and Allan Shivers also 

favored a referendum for interposition to protest federal 

encroachment on the powers reserved to the states.̂ ^ 

While Texas officials protested integration decisions, 

political and racial tensions increased. Several NAACP 

leaders had been accused of being affiliated with the 

Communist Party. Many people believed that Communist Party 

members targeted "explosive issues," such as race, and 

encouraged dissention.^" 

Race, while not an explosive issue in Texas during the 

1950s, was important, as was the lawsuit filed by T. R. 

Register and his cohorts. Register v. Sandefer did not 

bring racial equality to the Texas state parks nor did it 

break-down the Jim Crow laws. Instead, it made more people 

aware that African Americans were regularly denied access to 

tax-funded public facilities. The suit forced the Parks 

^^Democratic liberal Ralph Yarborough helped draft a 
petition forcing a statewide referendum for integration 
laws. Press Release, 10 July 1954, Shivers Papers, Box 
1977/81-305, TSA; Austin American, 8 August 1954; Dallas 
News, 9 May 1956, Undated uncredited newsclipping, 
"Segregation Issue Thrown Into Race," both in 
Segregation/Integration Vertical File, CAH; Austin American. 
2 March 1958, NAACP Vertical File, CAH. 

'̂̂ Dallas News, 13 February 1958, NAACP Vertical File, 
CAH. 

137 



Board to admit the lack of policy regarding the use of parks 

by blacks and to deal with the issue by closing some parks. 

The Parks Board also began looking for ways to finance parks 

for blacks. Despite various federal cases such as Sweatt v. 

Painter (1950) and Brown v. Board of Education (1954) that 

struck at the heart of the Jim Crow Laws, there was little 

racial equality in Texas state parks until the 1960s. 

Because T. R. Register had died and the other 

complainants had not pursued the matter. Judge Ben Rice in 

1959 dismissed the case styled Register v. Sandefer. 

Nonetheless, the suit had significant consequences for 

Texas. The much publicized case not only reflected the 

racial tensions that pervaded the nation, but also focused 

the attention of Texans on the state parks. As they 

evaluated the situation, many citizens realized that the 

parks fell short of their potential. When the Parks Board 

pushed for the right to issue revenue bonds, many groups 

supported the move as a way to help the parks. Although the 

revenue bonds did not come to fruition, the debate about 

them highlighted the lack of funds provided by the 

legislature. 

Despite the disappointments faced by the Texas State 

Parks Board at the hands of the legislature, the lack of 

legislative support, and the declining conditions of the 

parks during the 1950s led to several significant studies of 
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the parks system late in the decade. The studies in turn 

led to major changes in the Texas state parks syst. :em 
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CHAPTER VI 

PERIOD OF CONTRADICTIONS 

The decade of the 1950s was not only a time of 

disappointment for the Parks Board, but was also a period of 

contradictions for Texas state parks. Although much of the 

nation enjoyed economic prosperity during the era, the parks 

in Texas suffered from the lack of funds. Throughout the 

decade, the Parks Board lobbied legislators for more 

adequate funding, but only late in the period did the 

legislature respond with substantial increases. Toward the 

end of the decade. Board members, encouraged by legislative 

promises to provide more money for parks, formulated various 

plans for revamping the Texas state parks system, and asked 

for an evaluation of the system by an independent research 

organization. 

The lack of adequate funding notwithstanding, net 

income from park revenues increased regularly during the 

1950s. The Parks Board was responsible. A political body 

since its inception in 1923, the Parks Board was involved in 

politics. Board members convinced legislators in 1950 to 

institute a mineral leasing program, through which the Parks 

Board could lease park lands for oil and gas exploration. 

No wells could be drilled in parks, but directional drilling 

allowed oil companies to access petroleum products under 

parklands. The Parks Board believed that the mineral leases 

could "eventually place the state parks beyond the need of 
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aid from the state general revenue fund." Revenue from the 

mineral leases went into a Special Mineral Fund, from which 

the legislature appropriated funds for parks.' 

The Parks Board also allowed amusement-type concessions 

and resorted to creative financing measures. It authorized 

park employees to harvest pecans from the trees in parks to 

sell for additional revenues. The pecans at Washington-on-

the Brazos State Park, for example, supplemented the parks' 

meager $260 per year appropriation. The pecans were so 

popular with park visitors that the manager fenced off the 

trees and posted signs that the pecans were state property 

and could not be harvested by individuals. The Parks Board 

also in 1954 allowed the sale of 2.5 million board feet of 

timber from Huntsville State Park. The Texas Forestry 

Service chose the trees to be cut, marking the first step in 

the scientific management of timber in state parks. The 

proceeds from the timber funded a new dam in the park.^ 

'The original bill establishing the Special Mineral 
Fund specified that all funds had to be spent in the park 
where they were produced. Legislators amended the bill 
because Tyler State Parks produced too much income for one 
park, while the others lacked funds. Letter to Honorable 
Dolph Briscoe, Uvalde, from Gordon K. Shearer, 26 September 
1952, Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-144, TSA; Quote from Texas 
State Parks Board, Annual Report, 1950. 

^Letter to Dan M. Walker, Houston, from Gordon K. 
Shearer, 27 October 1952, Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-157, 
TSA; Austin Statesman, 27 May 1954, TWPD Vertical File, CAH; 
Letter to Mrs. Anna K. Fuller, Dickinson, from Bill M. 
Collins, 27 November 1959, Daniel Papers, Box 407, SHRLRC. 
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Revenue from several sources allowed Special Park Fund 

deposits to total $123,861.99 in 1950. The Parks Board used 

park revenues to improve parks, but not necessarily in the 

parks where the revenue was produced. Only eleven parks 

showed regular earnings in 1952. If all the revenues had 

been reinvested in those parks, the other thirty-seven 

facilities would have received essentially no money for 

maintenance.^ Garner State Park in August of 1952, for 

example, broke all monthly revenue records for Texas state 

parks. The park's revenue rose to $15,520.07, with a net 

profit of $5,730.32, prompting Executive Secretary Gordon 

Shearer to wonder if the Parks Board had "pushed too hard" 

and catered to amusements excessively.* 

Some people complained about the "Coney Island type" 

concessions in state parks, which included airplane rides, a 

western wear store, passenger boats, fishing barges, and 

race tracks. The Parks Board justified the amusements by 

explaining that without its eighty percent share of the 

concessions, the parks could not be operated or maintained 

properly. Even with money for repairs available through the 

Special Parks Fund, overuse of the parks meant that all of 

them needed renovations, cleaning, and painting. As early 

T̂exas State Parks Board, Annual Report, 1951; Letter 
to Dolph Briscoe, Uvalde, from Shearer, 26 September 1952, 
Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-144, TSA. 

*Quote from Letter to Dolph Briscoe from Shearer, 26 
September 1952, Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-144, TSA; 
Minutes, 1 June 1959, 19 October 1959. 
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as the 1920s, the Texas state parks were "filled to 

overflowing capacities at all times."^ In the 1950s the 

conditions in the parks reflected the continuous overuse and 

the lack of maintenance. All needed new or additional 

facilities.° 

Park concessions provided some revenue, but they did 

not provide enough money to make legislative appropriations 

unnecessary. All the parks suffered from the legislature's 

lack of funding. The eight historical parks, turned over to 

the Parks Board in 1949, desperately needed money, but 

between 1949 and 1952 the legislature gave the Parks Board 

only $16,985 (total) to care for them. Visitors noted that 

poor maintenance had resulted in Washington-on-the-Brazos 

State Park being in a "dangerous and ugly condition." The 

Fort Griffin State Park Committee reported that near the 

entrance one structure, dating back to 1874, was crumbling. 

Appropriations for Fort Griffin amounted to $2500 for 1952, 

most of that earmarked for salaries. To keep Fort Griffin 

and other historical parks "reasonably safe and sanitary" 

the Parks Board had expended $31,968 from the Special Parks 

Fund. The Parks Board contemplated charging admission at 

the historical parks so it would not have to rob the other 

^Parr, Public Services of Pat Neff, p. 112. 

^Ibid.; Letter to Mrs. 0. L. Culley, Sabinal, from 
Frank Quinn, 26 May 1956, Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-93, 
TSA; Minutes, 1 June 1959, 19 October 1959; Toy, 
"Compendium," pp. 17, 22. 
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parks to maintain the historical sites. Dubious that 

admission fees would cover expenses, the Parks Board also 

considered closing the historical parks if the legislature 

did not allocate adequate funds for them.̂  

The Parks Board tried to present an optimistic picture 

of the parks. In 1954 it reported that it expected over 

four million visitors, in part because of improvements made 

to the parks. The Parks Board had authorized a scenic 

railroad at Palo Duro (paid for by the concessionaire), new 

water systems at Lake Whitney, new paving and a new parking 

area at Cleburne State Park, a new dance terrace at Tyler 

State Park, and improved sanitation at Garner State Park. 

Almost all of the parks received some material attention 

that the Parks Board could call improvements.^ 

The legislature in 1955 finally showed some support for 

the historical parks. It allocated forty thousand dollars 

for the rehabilitation of Goliad State Park. Legislators 

Ôf the $2,500 appropriation for Fort Griffin in 1952 
only $145 was set aside for repairs and maintenance. Other 
historical parks received (for repairs and maintenance): 
Lipantitlan, $150; Acton, $150; Gonzales, $450; Goliad, 
$225; San Jose Mission, ten dollars; Stephen F. Austin, 
$260; Governor James Hogg Shrine, thirty dollars; Old Fort 
Parker, $115; Monument Hill, thirty dollars; Old 
Independence, no appropriation. Quote from Minutes, 22 June 
1955; Second quote from Texas State Parks Board, Annual 
Report for the Year Ending 31 August 1952 (Austin: Texas 
State Parks Board, 1952); Letter to Shivers from W. G. Webb, 
Chairman of the Fort Griffin State Park Committee, 10 
February 1950, Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-134, TSA; Letter 
to Dolph Briscoe from Shearer, 26 September 1952, Shivers 
Papers, Box 1977/81-144, TSA. 

"Austin American, 1 June 1954. 
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also appropriated some funds for Washington-on-the-Brazos, 

where the Texas Independence Day Organization planned to 

erect a half million dollar shrine. Old Indianola State 

Park received funding, because legislators had directed the 

Parks Board to consider it for a park.^ 

The additional funds at Goliad State Park paved the way 

for the Parks Board to make some personnel changes there. 

It was in "terrible condition" when the Parks Board gained 

control of the park in 1949, and it remained in poor 

condition until the 1955 appropriation. The Parks Board 

blamed most of the problems on the caretaker, who happened 

to be a woman. The caretaker, Mrs. Lucille Reed, served as 

park manager during a time when most women did not work 

outside the home, and the Parks Board explained that "no 

lady can effectively end the vandalism" at Goliad. Mrs. 

Reed, according to the Parks Board, had failed "to care for 

it as a man could have done." The Parks Board planned to 

replace Mrs. Reed, but its members realized that they could 

not "employ a competent man for so important a job for the 

appropriated $162.50 a month and residence" for which Mrs. 

Reed worked. Nonetheless, using the additional 1955 

legislative appropriation, the Parks Board replaced the 

^Minutes, 11 July 1955. 
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female caretaker with a younger, higher paid, male 

manager.^" 

Throughout the decade, many people complained to the 

Parks Board and to the governor about conditions in state 

parks. Independence State Park was reportedly overgrown 

with weeds. With a meager appropriation of one hundred 

dollars per year, it had received little maintenance since 

the legislature designated it a state park. The poor 

condition of Balmorhea State Park caused comments too. 

Other people complained that garbage filled Bastrop State 

Park because there were not enough garbage cans. The filthy 

condition of the restrooms had encouraged a family of skunks 

to live there. Tips State Park near Three Rivers was also 

run down and in poor condition.^^ 

Visitors reported that Independence State Park looked 

"untidy," yet the park manager could do little toward 

upgrading the park on its meager one hundred dollar per year 

^̂ Letter to Shivers from Shearer, 26 March 1956, 
Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-93, TSA. 

^̂ Letter to State Parks Board from Mrs. Edwin H. 
Shaufler, Manager Brehnam Country Club, 6 September 1949, 
Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-126, TSA; Letter to Jack 
Starkey, Balmorhea, from R. Lee Clark, Jr., Houston, Shivers 
Papers, Box 1977/81-187, TSA; Letter to Gordon Shearer from 
Carl J. Walker, Jr., Texas City, 7 September 1955, Shivers 
Papers, Box 1877/81-79, TSA; Letter to Director, Texas State 
Parks Service from Mr. and Mrs. John B. Ives, Jr. and 
Walther John Ives, 25 July 1955, Shivers Papers, Box 
1977/81-79, TSA; Letter to the Editor of the Corpus Christi 
Caller from A. T. Lee, Harlingen, 26 April 1957, Daniel 
Papers, Box 391, SHRLRC; Letter to Miss Doris Busby, 
Henderson, from Bill M. Collins, Parks Board Executive 
Secretary, 25 July 1957, Daniel Papers, Box 391, SHRLRC. 
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appropriation. Abilene State Park's condition proved 

equally bad. Longhorn Cavern State park, once the showplace 

of Texas parks, needed extensive repairs, new kitchen 

facilities, paving, landscaping, and the "extremely 

dangerous" wiring in the cave needed replacing.̂ *̂ 

The Parks Board defended itself against the criticism 

as well as it could. Executive Secretary Gordon Shearer 

replied to many letters explaining that the Parks Board did 

all it could considering its limited financial assets. 

Limited appropriations meant "patch work repairs" that were 

inadequate. When the Parks Board contemplated charging 

admission to the parks, citizens complained. One park 

caretaker lamented, "how can it be free if they don't give 

us a nickel to operate it? How can we mow the grass, pay 

the lights and utilities, the water bill, and keep up the 

13 

buildings without any money?"" 

Seemingly, the legislature had no confidence in the 

state parks or in the Parks Board, for it continuously 

failed to appropriate sufficient funds for parks. The Texas 

public recognized the problems, and in fact, many people 

placed little confidence in the parks system. Ima Hogg 

^^Minutes, 24 September 1956, 16 December 1957, quote 
from 24 September 1956. 

^̂ Texas State Parks Board, Annual Report for the Year 
Ending 31 August 1954 (Austin: Texas State Parks Board, 
1950); Minutes, 11 July 1955, 19 December 1955; Quote from 
Letter to Carl J. Walker, Jr., Texas City, from Shearer, 8 
September 1955, Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-79, TSA; Second 
quote from Texas Observer, 23 November 1959. 
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illustrated the sentiment in 1956 when she deeded the 

Varner-Hogg mansion and fifty acres to the state. Fearing 

that the legislature might neglect to provide funds to keep 

the site maintained, she provided stock shares to pay for 

its maintenance and improvement.^* 

Thus, more and more people, excluding legislators, 

realized that if Texas wanted to stay in the park business, 

the state must find a way to finance its parks. Instead of 

funding adequately the parks to attract visitors, 

legislators chose to promote a constitutional amendment to 

allow the state to advertise in hope of increasing revenues 

through increased tourism. As one of forty-seven states to 

have state parks, they reasoned, Texas needed to advertise 

them to compete. They reiterated a 1940s sentiment that 

"every tourist is worth more to the state than a bale of 

cotton is, and . . . isn't half as hard to pick." By 

adhering to this philosophy, they promulgated another 

contradiction: they chose to pay to advertise the parks to 

attract tourists, rather than funding adequate parks that 

would have attracted tourists without advertising. 

Additionally, an influx of visitors would substantiate and 

emphasize the necessity of the Park Board's continuing plea 

for funds. Nevertheless, because they had the potential to 

contribute much to the economy of Texas, tourism and 

^*Tolbert, "Texas History," p. 13 
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advertising became important political and economic 

issues." 

Texans had realized the importance of advertising the 

parks as early as 1937. The need for promoting Texas's 

recreational opportunities escalated during the 1950s. Yet, 

because the Texas Constitution of 1876 contained a provision 

preventing the state from advertising, officials made no 

effort to encourage out-of-state visitors to come to Texas. 

A legacy of Reconstruction, the "carpetbagger clause" 

(Section 56 of Article XVI) prohibited Texans from trying to 

attract immigrants from the North. Although out-of-state 

tourists spent in 1952 over $398,000,000 annually, in 1953 

Texas was the only state in the Union that prohibited 

advertising its own recreational opportunities.^° 

Despite failed attempts in 1954 and 1955 to change the 

Constitution and set up a statewide tourist and advertising 

agency, in November of 1956, Governor-elect Price Daniel 

promised that he would encourage the legislature to take 

action to repeal the clause. Daniel believed advertising 

would allow Texas to compete with other states by 

broadcasting the state's climate, natural resources, 

recreational facilities, and people. Advertising, Daniel 

^̂ Marie Kaster, "Tourist Business: Millions Are 
Attracted Every Year," Texas Parade, April 1950, pp. 16-18; 
"Texas Tags the Tourist," Texas Parade, January 1941, pp. 7, 
22-25, quote on p. 22. 

^̂ Austin Statesman, 27 May 1953. 
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contended, would allow Texans "to get our share of the 

fabulous amount of money being spent on travel." A Houston 

Press poll indicated that legislators did not need much 

encouragement from the governor to approve advertising. 

Only one lawmaker flatly opposed repealing the ban, and the 

public enthusiastically embraced the idea. With support 

from the public, Governor Shivers, and Governor-elect 

Daniel, Representative Carlos Ashley agreed to introduce 

during the Regular Session in 1957 a resolution for a 

constitutional amendment to permit advertising.^^ 

Of course, not all Texans wanted the ban repealed. One 

Texan, Hardy Roberts of Austin, wrote Price Daniel stating 

that Texas, because of all the free publicity the state got, 

did not need to advertise. He told Daniel that Texas was 

already overcrowded and that many areas suffered from a high 

crime rate, growing slums, and higher taxes. Referring to 

the dependence on tourists for revenue, Roberts argued that 

Texans should rely on their "own individual efforts" rather 

than depending on some one else. Daniel wrote back to 

explain that the state needed to attract industry to provide 

^̂ Austin Statesman, 20 May 1953; Letter to Honorable 
Price Daniel, Governor-elect, from W. D. (Bill) Arnold, 
President San Antonio Advertising Club, 4 December 1954, 
Daniel Papers, Box 400, SHRLRC; Letter to Shivers from 
Quinn, 19 January 1955, Shivers Papers, Box 1977/91-79, TSA; 
Quote from Houston Press, 28 November 1956, Daniel Papers, 
Box 400, SHRLRC; Letter to Daniel from Pat Murphree, 7 
November 1960, Daniel Papers, Box 444, SHRLRC; San Antonio 
Express, 30 November 1956. 
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more jobs. Tourism, according to Daniel, was a secondary 

consideration. ̂^ 

In reality, tourism was much more important than Daniel 

intimated to Roberts. The Texas Highway Department in 1957 

reported that a year earlier over three million cars brought 

over eight million out-of-state travelers to Texas. Reports 

from other states accented the return from advertising. 

Florida announced that for every one dollar it spent on 

advertising, the state enjoyed a return of $6.36, while 

private industry received about $120. Mississippi's per 

capita income had almost doubled since it allowed 

advertising in 1944. Most states reported that every 

advertising dollar brought in about twenty-two dollars. 

Daniel, however, did not think advertising the state parks 

was a good idea, as he believed the run-down condition of 
iq 

the parks would hurt, rather than help, tourism." 

Nonetheless, the legislature voted overwhelmingly to 

approve the Constitutional Amendment. In wording the 

amendment legislators forbade the use of the name or picture 

of any living state official in the advertisements. They 

also limited advertising to periodicals with a national 

^̂ Quote from Letter to Daniel from Hardy Roberts, 
Austin, 20 February 1957, Daniel Papers, Box 400, SHRLRC; 
Letter to Roberts from Daniel, 28 February 1957, Daniel 
Papers, Box 400, SHRLRC. 

^^S-Parks, January 1957, March 1957; San Antonio Sunday 
Express and News, 3 March 1957, Daniel Papers, Box 400, 
SHRLRC; Letter to Daniel from Pat Murphree, 7 November 1960, 
Daniel Papers, Box 400, SHRLRC. 
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circulation. The amendment required the advertising 

department to develop information on historical, natural, 

agricultural, industrial, marketing, recreational, and 

living resources.̂ '' 

The Parks Board carefully followed the amendment's 

progress. Because the amendment specified that the 

advertising department would develop information on 

recreational facilities and historical sites, the parks 

would benefit. In 1956 only 60,495 out-of-state cars (out 

of 3,000,000 such automobiles coming to the state) went to 

state parks. The Parks Board recognized that it needed to 

get more out-of-state people to visit state parks. It also 

realized that in allowing people to see park attractions 

through advertising other benefits would follow. A 

Universal C. I. T. Credit Corporation advertisement, for 

example, used Palo Duro Canyon as a backdrop for an ad, and 

within thirty days the park received over five hundred 

21 

requests for information.*' 

Although Texas voters did not ratify the amendment 

until November 1958, the Parks Board anticipated a rush of 

out-of-state visitors from an advertising blitz. Thus, in 

June 1957, member Frank Quinn suggested that the Parks Board 

ask the Texas Research League, a political educational 

^^S-Parks, May 1957; Vera Canode Smith, "Selling 
Texas," 8 June 1957, manuscript in Daniel Papers, Box 400, 
SHRLRC. 

^^S-Parks, March 1957. 
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corporation, to conduct a survey of the parks system's 

operations and to make recommendations regarding the parks. 

Although its main objective was to get the League to 

determine the needs of the parks system in order to justify 

the budget request for the next biennium, the Parks Board 

also wanted the League to formulate a long-range plan for 

the parks and to determine the efficacy of the system. 

Prior commitments caused the League to postpone the 

undertaking.^^ 

As the Parks Board waited for the Texas Research League 

to begin studying the parks, the Texas legislature in 1958 

passed H. C. R. 77. The law underscored how the state's 

growing population, the influx of tourists into Texas, and 

the increased number of leisure hours enjoyed by much of the 

population, made the state parks more important. Because it 

wanted to "insure the proper development and maintenance" of 

the parks, the Texas state legislature, pursuant to H. C. R. 

77, asked the Texas Legislative Council to study the State 

Parks System. Established in 1949 and composed of seventeen 

legislators, the Legislative Council carried out its 

instructions and in late 1958 reported its findings to the 

23 

legislature.*' 

^^Minutes, 24 June 1957, 16 December 1957, 20 January 
1958; Stubbles, "History and Spatial Impact," p. 42. 

^̂ The purpose of a Legislative Council was "to 
investigate departments, agencies, and officials in the 
State and to study their functions and problems." Although 
legislators are supposed to have an "awareness" of the 
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The Legislative Council's research staff had 

inventoried and analyzed each park, but the lack of time and 

money prohibited the Council members themselves from 

visiting all of the state parks. Although the report was 

hurriedly put together, the document contains some valuable 

information and worthwhile suggestions, but it was, to some 

extent, a bundle of contradictions. For example, the 

Council found that the random acceptance of state parks 

"surprisingly resulted in an adequate system in regard to 

number, types, and locations." Yet, it praised the Parks 

Board for developing the system with "architectural 

precision" and for choosing parks "according to a master 

plan" and using "certain standards and criteria" for 

selection.^* 

Despite its contradictions, the Legislative Council's 

report offered some insights into the needs of the parks 

system. It indicated that development and maintenance were 

below normal standards, too many of the parks had 

unacceptable deed restrictions, many were of inadequate 

size, and the Parks Board had not developed parks on the 

problems involved, the staff conducted most of the research 
and wrote most reports. Quote from House Concurrent 
Resolution 77 in Texas Legislative Council, Texas State 
Parks, p. vi; Letter to Daniel, Legislators, and the Texas 
State Parks Board from C. H. Cavness, State Auditor, 14 June 
1960, Daniel Papers, Box 444, SHRLRC; Jim T. Lindsey, "The 
Texas Legislative Council" Baylor Law Review Vol. II, 1950: 
303-317. 

*̂Texas Legislative Council, Texas State Parks, pp. i-
iii, 25, quotes on pp. ii, 25. 
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beaches. Local areas, rather than state-wide interests, it 

stated, generated most legislative action, which encouraged 

the development of parks of local importance rather than 

state importance. Thus, the report recommended establishing 

an advisory council to screen new parks and not allow the 

acquisition of parks of less than statewide importance. It 

suggested that the advisory board set standards for the 

acquisition of parks, including regulations on size, deed 

restrictions, recreational advantages, historical 

importance, and accessibility.^^ 

The report questioned the use of the title of "state 

park" for every site administered by the Parks Board. The 

term seemed misleading for some of the parks. It advised 

the adoption of specific terms to denote certain types of 

sites. "Park" would designate a spacious area with scenic 

significance or a wilderness character, which should be 

preserved in a natural condition. Other areas could be 

designated "state monuments," "recreation areas," "beaches," 

"parkways," "waysides," "historical monuments," "small 

picnic grounds," or "cemetery lots."" 

2̂ Ibid. , pp. 1-3. 

^̂ These terms were adopted from criteria for state 
parks accepted at the 1954 National Conference on State 
Parks. Bloom, Evaluation of Recreation Legislation and 
Policy, p- 3; National Conference on State Parks and 
National Recreation and Park Association, Park Practice 
Guideline (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 
1962-1970), pp. 2-1, 2-2; Texas Legislative Council, Texas 
State Parks, pp. iii, 25. 
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The Council's report highlighted a problem that had 

plagued the parks system since its inception: the number of 

parks under its administration. The convoluted means of 

accepting parks during the early years of the parks system 

led to some confusion about the number of state parks in the 

system.*' The number of parks had come into question as 

early as 1936 when the Parks Board asked technical 

assistants to prepare detailed accounts of the parks, 

including the number of parks. The report indicated that 

the Parks Board oversaw sixty-one parks. In 1944, the Parks 

Board asked Executive Secretary Frank Quinn to check with 

the county clerk in each county where a state park was 

located to see if the deeds were recorded correctly. Quinn 

was also directed to ascertain if the Parks Board had copies 

28 

of the original deeds of record.*" 

The Legislative Council's 1958 report emphasized the 

problem. The first page of the Council's report refers to 

the sixty-one state parks in operation; by the fifth page 

the Council counted only fifty-eight parks. Page three of 

the report noted that there were sixty-two recreational and 

historic parks, with fifty-eight of them under the control 

The Parks Board accepted the park sites, but the 
sites did not officially become state parks until the 
legislature approved them. 

^^Minutes, 6 April 1944; Toy, "Compendium," p. 8. 
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of the Parks Board.̂ ^ The report provided no explanation 

for the discrepancies. 

The Legislative Council applauded the Parks Board's 

accomplishments. It noted that the Parks Board had worked 

with funds that equalled less than the sum that seven Texas 

cities appropriated for city parks. It recommended that the 

Legislature provide more monies for parks' maintenance and 

development. The report noted that the parks were well 

situated throughout the state and that all the recreational 

parks have one significant feature, acceptable criteria 

according to recognized standards. Despite the problems it 

noted, the Council commended the parks as a credit to the 

state. The legislature, however, paid little attention to 

the Council's findings.^^ 

As it waited for the Texas Research League to begin 

evaluating the parks, the Parks Board in 1957 made a 

thorough study of the individual state parks. It determined 

that the parks system needed more employees and that several 

parks needed extensive renovations. It noted that some of 

the biggest problems of the system related to "selling 

ourselves to the legislature," arranging for more and better 

publicity, and developing long range plans for each park and 

for the system overall. Spending for Texas parks averaged 

^̂ The Council also found that the State had no clear 
title to Acton State Park. Texas Legislative Council, Texas 
State Parks, pp. 1, 3, 4, 5. 

^̂ Ibid. , pp. V, 2, 5. 
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about five cents per person, significantly less than the 

national average of fifty cents per person. Board members 

recognized the need for a definite, dependable method of 

financing the parks.^^ 

Various statistics reflected the legislature's lack of 

support for the parks. Texas was first in the nation in 

area, sixth in population, and fifteenth in the number of 

state parks. It ranked thirteenth in park acreage, eleventh 

in visitation, but fell to twenty-ninth in state 

expenditures on parks (see Table 6.1).^^ 

Meanwhile, the Parks Board in 1958 submitted a very 

detailed account of each park's needs and asked the 

legislature to consider a more flexible budget that allowed 

for variations in usage and for unforeseen circumstances 

such as natural disasters and mechanical breakdowns. Board 

members requested appropriations of over five million 

dollars for the 1960-1961 biennium. The sum, the Parks 

Board argued, would provide for such renovations as new 

^^Minutes, 16 December 1957, 20 January 1958, quote 
from 20 January 1958; S-Parks, February 1958. 

'^Statistics are from the Utah Report and are based on 
National Park Service records. Texas State Parks Board, 
Administrator's General Statement (Austin: Texas State 
Parks Board, 1958), submitted 1 June 1958, pp. 2, 48; Report 
of Utah State Parks and Recreation Committee, 1959. Daniel 
Papers, Box 407, SHRLRC; 
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Table 6.1. 1957 State Park Statistics 
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Source: Report of Utah State Parks and Recreation 
Committee, 1958, in Daniel Papers, Box 407, 
SHRLC.2 
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cabins, restrooms, camping shelters, landscaping, sanitation 

facilities, and other repairs in existing parks.^^ 

Governor Price Daniel responded to the proposed budget 

by sending letters to all state agencies asking them to 

reconsider their budget requests, which he called 

"unrealistic." Parks Board members answered by saying that 

the parks had "long been treated as bothersome step

children." They reiterated that the Texas state parks 

system was far behind other states in providing recreational 

facilities and sent as proof comparative figures. 

Nonetheless, Daniel recommended only $644,540 for the parks 

for the 1960-1961 biennium, a distinct contradiction to a 

1956 gubernatorial campaign promise in which he had vowed 

his support in getting more money for the parks because the 

state had been negligent in developing and maintaining 

them.̂ * 

The Legislative Budget Board agreed with Daniel that 

the state parks budget was too high. One member recommended 

cutting the budget instead of increasing it. Legislators 

pruned the proposal to $238,722 for 1960 and $236,612 for 

^̂ Texas State Parks Board 1959 Budget Request For Two 
Year Program. Daniel Papers, Box 407, SHRLRC; Minutes, 20 
October 1958; S-Parks, February 1958. 

*̂Letter to Daniel from Bill M. Collins, 30 September 
1958, Daniel Papers, Box 444, SHRLRC; Minutes, 12 February 
1957, 11 August 1958, 20 October 1958, quote from 20 
November 1958; S-Parks, March 1959; Uncredited, undated 
newsclipping, "Texans Need to Develop Park Sites--Daniel," 
Daniel Papers, Box 444, SHRLRC; Quote from Dallas News. 29 
October 1958. 
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1961, far less than the 1959 budget of $408,761. The only 

parks the Budget Board wanted to finance were those with the 

potential for revenue gain. It did not appropriate any 

funds for seventeen of the fifty-eight parks. Taking into 

consideration rising costs, increased visitation, and the 

growing number of parks and personnel, the legislature by 

cutting funds seemed determined to place the parks on the 

road to oblivion. The final appropriation for 1960 was 

$270,529. For 1961 it was $270,919.^^ 

The parks that received funding did not receive 

adequate money. The average appropriation for each park 

equalled $2,653, including $2,100 for the manager's salary. 

For example, Abilene State Park in 1960 got only $2,550 of 

the $44,000 asked for by the Parks Board. The park 

manager's salary was $2,100, leaving only $450 for operating 

costs and maintenance. Despite, the lack of support for 

Texas state parks, the legislature willingly appropriated 

one hundred thousand dollars for a Confederate Monument in 

36 

Vicksburg, Mississippi.'" 

The funding cut led one disgruntled Board member to 

say," I think taxes should either provide adequate money for 

operating state parks or [the legislature] should 

^^S-Parks, March 1959; Corpus Christi Caller, 18 
February 1959, Daniel Papers, Box 444, SHRLRC; Austin 
Statesman, 26 February 1959, Daniel Papers, Box 444, SHRLRC; 
San Antonio Light, c. 1959, Daniel Papers, Box 444, SHRLRC. 

^̂ Texas Observer, 21 August 1959. 
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discontinue the state parks system." The Parks Board 

member's comments coupled with the cutbacks led to rumors 

about park closings, although the Parks Board stated that it 

intended to keep all of the parks operating.-' 

Even as the Parks Board lamented the problems caused by 

inadequate funding, the Texas Observer in 1959 brought many 

of the problems to the public's attention. The paper noted 

that at the 1,491-acre Fort Parker State Park visitors had 

to pay for fishing, boat rentals, and boat launching. The 

reporter wondered "why they bunch the campers in the 

concessions area and leave the miles of bank practically 

inaccessible, unless they have the dollar mighty in mind." 

The reporter, who could not find the old fort (which is in a 

different park), was right, the Parks Board had the "dollar 

mighty" in mind, but only because it did not have the dollar 

to spend.̂ ° 

Within days of publishing the criticism, the Texas 

Observer mourned "we do not have a parks-conscious state 

government." The paper noted that recent National Park 

Service figures indicated that visitation to Texas state 

parks had increased sixteen percent in 1958, yet the Parks 

Board could only employee seventy-one people in the parks. 

The Observer reported that only one percent of the land in 

'̂Quote from Texas Observer, 21 August 1959; Austin 
American, 15 September 1959, U.T. Vertical File, Box 1198, 
SHRLRC. 

^̂ Texas Observer, 4 September 1959. 
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Texas was parkland because "politicians take the state for 

granted." It stressed that "we must learn to preserve the 

places we can go."̂ ^ 

The Parks Board agreed, and again asked the Texas 

Research League to study the parks, an effort it began in 

June 1960. Frequent attendance at Board meetings and visits 

to the parks helped the League evaluate the parks. It 

presented its findings to the Parks Board in February 1961. 

Many of the League's findings reiterated the Legislative 

Council's report, although the League took its criticism a 

step further. The League found that the state parks did not 

meet the needs of Texans. It also noted that Texas parks 

had "great geographical, historical, and scenic gaps . . . 

which severely limit [their] value to both Texans and out-

of-state guests." The parks, according to the report, were 

out of date and their value, which the State Auditor in 1960 

calculated at eleven million dollars, had depreciated since 

1942, when they were worth an estimated thirty million 

dollars. In fact, the League went so far as to suggest that 

the parks were a questionable asset to the state.*'' 

39 Texas Observer, 25 September 1959. 

*''Eleven million dollars was a significant increase 
from the value of the parks in 1952, when the Parks Board's 
Annual Report placed the net worth of the system at 
$7,402,165.95. In fact, the system's value increased each 
year during the 1950s. Texas State Parks Board, Annual 
Report, 1952; Quote from Houston Press, 24 November 1961, 
Daniel Papers, Box 472, SHRLRC; S-Parks, June 1960; Texas 
Research League, Blueprint, pp. Ill, 1. 
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The League's report cited separation of management from 

concessions and employment of qualified personnel as the 

most important steps in making the parks system 

satisfactory. It stated that the Parks Board needed to 

raise personnel standards and hire qualified park rangers. 

Demographics about park personnel showed that seventeen of 

the park managers had not completed high school, ten were 

over sixty, and two were over seventy. None had formal 

training in parks administration. Because park management 

had become a profession rather than a sideline, the report 

recommended that the Parks Board adopt a classification plan 

and minimum standards for parks rangers and supervisors.*^ 

The report also recommended separating the management 

of the parks from the concessions. It found that the 

present system caused divided interests: caring for the 

park and making money. As a result, the parks usually 

suffered. Some managers-concessionaires barely made a 

living, the report indicated, others supplemented their 

$2,800 with five to six thousand dollars per year from 

concessions. One park manager made $13,000 per year (salary 

and twenty percent from concessions) plus a house and paid 

utilities. The League's report estimated that another 

*̂ San Angelo Standard Times 3 December 1961, Daniel 
Papers, Box 472, SHRLRC; San Antonio Light, 10 December 
1961, Daniel Papers, Box 472, SHRLRC; Texas Research League, 
Blueprint, p. 13. 
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$75,000 per year would boost manager salaries and allow 

higher standards for employees.*̂ ' 

The Research League's report stressed that the parks 

needed basic standards and criteria, plus a long range plan 

for acquisition, development, maintenance, and 

interpretation. It recommended establishing a planning 

section to develop master plans for each park and for the 

system. The lack of a systematic plan for maintenance 

caused deterioration of park facilities and structures, 

leaving the parks in a state of serious disrepair.*^ 

It also noted that some parks were not of statewide 

interest. It suggested dropping seventeen parks from the 

system. The Parks Board disagreed, just as it had in 1955 

when the state auditor suggested that it divest itself of 

some (unnamed) historical parks. Most Board members argued 

against releasing any of the parks. Former Board member 

Frank Quinn contended "there is nothing wrong with our state 

parks that money will not cure."** 

San Angelo Standard Times. 3 December 1961, Daniel 
Papers, Box 472, SHRLRC, San Antonio Light. 10 December 
1961, Daniel Papers, Box 472, SHRLRC. 

*^Ibid., Letter to Daniel, Legislators, and the State 
Parks Board from C. H. Cavness, State Auditor, 14 June 1960, 
Daniel Papers, Box 444, SHRLRC. 

**Releasing the small, poorly located parks and the 
ones of local importance would have necessitated losing 
about one-third of the parks in the system. Texas Research 
League, Blueprint, pp. IV, 1, 3-5; Quote from San Angelo 
Standard Times 5 December 1961, Daniel Papers, Box 472, 
SHRLRC; Letter to Cavness from Quinn, 18 October 1956, 
Shivers Papers, Box 1977/81-93, TSA. 
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The Research League's report also made an important 

suggestion that was subsequently misinterpreted. It 

recommended that the Parks Board collaborate with the Game 

and Fish Commission, because that agency had legislative 

appropriations of about one hundred thousand dollars per 

year for restrooms, piers, and camp facilities in state 

parks adjacent to the Gulf of Mexico or on inland streams or 

reservoirs. The report suggested collaboration simply as a 

means to provide an alternate source of revenue for the 

parks. Many people took the recommendation as a suggestion 

to merge the Parks Board into the Game and Fish Commission. 

The misinterpretation prompted legislators in 1961 to 

introduce legislation to combine the Parks Board and the 

Game and Fish Commission, but the proposal got sidetracked 

45 

for a time. 

Following a suggestion by the 1957 legislature to 

develop a long range plan for the parks, the Parks Board in 

1960 ordered its staff and park managers to study the 

physical condition and needs of the parks. The resulting 

report, labeled Operation Ten-Seventy, proved that the parks 

system needed an extensive, systematic development program 

and continuous revenues to finance it. After the initial 

analysis, the Parks Board set cost standards and estimated 

the financial needs of each park. The Parks Board suggested 

*̂ Texas Research League, Blueprint, p. 15; Head, 
"Conservation in Texas," p. 179; Stubbles, "History and 
Spatial Impact," pp- 37-47. 
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a ten-year time frame (1961-1970) for implementing its 

goals. With an overall estimated cost of ten million 

dollars, the Parks Board planned to ask for legislative 

appropriations of one million dollars per year. Operation 

Ten-Seventy never became a reality.*̂  

As it began working in 1961 on the budget for the 1962-

1963 biennium, the legislature considered the 

recommendations from the State Auditor, the Legislative 

Council, and the Research League. Its Appropriation 

Conference Committee recommended allocating seven hundred 

thousand dollars for the biennium for capital improvements 

and increased staff salaries, but legislators agreed to 

finance renovations in only eight parks and to put them "in 

first class condition." When its Conference Committee 

recommended a Parks Board budget of $646,752 for 1962 and 

$960,116 for 1963, the legislature authorized the figures.*^ 

As per recommendations from the Research League and the 

Parks Board, the legislature designated seventy thousand 

dollars of the money for an interagency contract with Texas 

Technological College to provide a comprehensive long range 

*''The annual budget request included $700,000 for park 
improvements and $300,000 for operations and administration. 
S-Parks. June 1960; Texas State Parks Board, Operation Ten-
Seventy, A State Park Improvement Program, undated 
manuscript in Legislative Reference Library; Minutes, 23 May 
1960. 

"Letter to Fred V. Ryan, Austin, from Daniel, 29 
November 1961, Daniel Papers, Box 472, SHRLRC; Quote from 
Dallas Morning News, 13 June 1961, Daniel Papers, Box 472, 
SHRLRC; Texas Research League, Blueprint, p. 10. 
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plan for the parks system. The legislature requested the 

school to provide the Parks Board with "detailed, documented 

plans and estimates for raising the standard" of state parks 
4fl 

in Texas." 

The Houston Press in 1961 noted that hindsight allowed 

Texans "to see how the parks system starved along in the 

past." Texas had suffered from a "money pinch" ever since 

the Depression, except for during World War II, when 

recreational spending was out of the question. The passage 

of a retail sales tax in 1961 put the state on a firmer 

financial footing. State financial stability, the paper 

noted, should allow Texas to help the parks and promote 

tourism. Texas needed parks, it concluded, but it needed 

parks that were "better located, equipped and 
4Q 

supervised." 

Although the decade ended with the Parks Board hopeful 

of finally being granted enough money to create a first rate 

parks system, over all the 1950s were a difficult time for 

the Texas State Parks Board. Interspersed with fighting 

integration, trying to sell revenue bonds, and working to 

repeal the Constitutional ban against advertising, the Parks 

Board spent much of the decade sparing with the legislature 

for adequate funding. The debates in which Board members 

*4bid. 

*̂ Houston Press, 24 November 1961, Daniel Papers, Box 
472, SHRLRC. 
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found themselves involved highlighted the problems in the 

parks, leading to several studies of the parks system. 

In particular, the study conducted by the Texas 

Research League brought changes. Through a 

misinterpretation of one of the League's recommendations, 

legislators in the early years of the 1960s introduced a 

bill to abolish the Parks Board and merge its duties with 

those of the Game and Fish Commission. Although the initial 

legislation failed, the idea surfaced again, and eventually 

resulted in the creation of the Texas Parks and Wildlife 

Department. 
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CHAPTER VII 

CREATION OF TEXAS PARKS AND 

WILDLIFE DEPARTMENT 

In the late 1950s and early 1960s problems facing the 

Parks Board had led to several studies of the Texas state 

parks. A misinterpreted recommendation in one of the 

reports prompted state lawmakers to consider merging the 

Texas State Parks Board and the Game and Fish Commission. 

Although controversy over the proposal was high and debate 

heated, the legislature went ahead anyway and in 1963 

created the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department. 

The story of its creation began in the early 1960s when 

the Texas state parks system was far behind other states in 

park expenditures and acreage. The $270,000 appropriation 

for Texas parks in 1960 fell below that of such states as 

California ($21,000,000), New York ($7,000,000), Illinois 

and Pennsylvania ($3,000,000 each), and seventeen other 

states that had appropriated over one million dollars for 

the year. Such states had proved that additional spending 

brought in more visitors and more money.^ 

Rather than financing the parks adequately enough to 

attract tourists, the Texas legislature appropriated an 

Ŝan Angelo Standard Times, 26 August 1960; Waco Times 
Herald, 24 August 1960; Denison Herald, c. February 1960, 
all in Daniel Papers, Box 444, SHRLRC. 
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average of only seven dollars per day to pay seventy 

employees, cover administrative costs, and care for fifty-

eight state parks. The Houston Chronicle admonished Texans 

to "look at what legislative 'economy'--1959 style--is doing 

to our already mediocre parks system." With their attention 

focused on the parks, many citizens suggested ways to 

finance improvements, such as adding a one dollar tax on 

vehicle licenses, or by taxing cigarettes and liquor. Yet, 

no one took action to organize a grass-roots support system 

for the parks.^ 

Thus, Texas state parks remained, according to one 

newspaper, the "most inadequate anywhere." Various people 

described the parks as run-down, patched-up, and shoddy. 

The situation seemed so grim that one park manager commented 

that "if things keep on they are not going to need much 

money for this park--just enough for a lock and chain." 

Yet, the Parks Board, as it had for almost thirty years, 

continued fending off complaints, trying to improve the 

parks, and lobbying for money.^ 

^Quote from Houston Chronicle, 17 April 1960; Denison 
Herald, c. February 1960; Letter to Parks Board from R. L. 
McKinney, Jr., Denison, undated, all in Daniel Papers, Box 
444, SHRLRC; S-Parks, November 1960. 

'Quote from undated, uncredited newsclipping, "Texas 
Park System is Called Quilt of Repairs"; Houston Post. 28 
April 1960; Houston Chronicle, 17 April 1960, Daniel Papers, 
Box 444, SHRLRC; Quote from Dallas News, 23 February 1961, 
Daniel Papers, Box 472, SHRLRC. 
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The Parks Board received many letters chiding it for 

the conditions in the parks. One letter from a state 

senator lectured Parks Board members about Bastrop State 

Park, where cabins were "falling down and pest ridden." 

Other citizens protested overcrowded conditions and the lack 

of camping and restroom facilities. Some of the complaints, 

such as an argument between New Braunfels and San Marcos 

over the name of a new park in the region, seemed trivial. 

Others had more serious implications.* 

The Parks Board received several complaints about 

alcohol consumption in the parks. It had a policy 

prohibiting alcohol in parks, but the policy lacked the 

force of law. Park managers could not enforce the rule and 

in some parks drunken youths disturbed the peace and caused 

problems. The problem became serious enough that in 1961 

the legislature passed a law making the possession or 

consumption of alcohol m state parks a misdemeanor. 

Even as it dealt with numerous complaints, the Parks 

Board considered new tracts of land for parks. One of the 

largest and most suitable areas to be considered was the 

Circle Bar Ranch in the Texas Hill Country. In 1962 Mr. and 

*Quote from Letter to Parks Board Chairman J. Carter 
King from State Senator Charles F. Herring, 8 June 1961, 
Daniel Papers, Box 472, SHRLRC; Letter to Harry M. Moore, 
Pasadena, from Bill Collins, Parks Board Executive 
Secretary, undated, Daniel Papers, Box 472, SHRLRC. 

^S-Parks, September 1960, November 1960, March 1961, 
April 1961; Texas Observer, 9 September 1960. 
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Mrs. C. A. Wheatley offered to donate 4,778 acres of land on 

the Pedernales River to the state. The lack of money for 

development caused consternation among the Parks Board 

members. Initially voting to refuse the land. Parks Board 

members compromised and decided to accept it provided the 

legislature appropriated $250,000 for improvements.^ 

With legislative appropriations in doubt, park 

supporters looked for ways to fund development. 

Representative James M. Gotten of Weatherford wrote the 

Austin American to urge it to sponsor a campaign to raise 

money for the park. Gotten donated the first dollar, 

saying, "I have long felt that the state parks of Texas are 

badly in need of development and yet the Legislature is 

beset with great financial difficulties." The movement 

failed. Gotten then suggested that, because the land 

bordered waters for fishing, the Game and Fish Commission 

should put up the money. The Game and Fish Commission 

rejected the suggestion, complaining about the diversion of 

its funds for parks.' 

^Minutes, 19 March 1962, 30 April 1962, 18 June 1962, 9 
July 1962. 

'Ideas for cooperation between the Game and Fish 
Commission and the Parks Board were not new and were not 
well liked. As early as 1926 various people began talking 
about putting the parks under the control of the Game and 
Fish Commission. The suggestion arose again in 1948. The 
move seemed logical to many people because both agencies 
filled the recreational needs of Texas. Rogers, "Texas State 
Parks," p. 102; S-Parks, August 1962; Quote from Austin 
American, 20 July 1962; Texas Observer, 2 July 1962. 
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Within a few weeks, the Wheatleys asked for the deed to 

be returned to them. They argued that the Parks Board had 

not told them about the run-down condition of the parks, 

although the Houston Post stated that "Texas newspapers 

teemed with articles and editorials about the pitiable 

plight of the state parks." The Parks Board refused to 

return the deed, preferring to wait to see if the 

legislature would appropriate the required $250,000 for 

development. 

Complaints about the condition of the parks, the 

Wheatley's reaction to the situation, and the Parks Board's 

tenacious pursuit of better parks, led Governor Price Daniel 

to promise to "do [his] best to bring about necessary 

improvements." Yet, few people had any expectation that the 

Parks Board's 1960 long-range plan. Operation Ten-Seventy, 

would be put into effect, especially since Governor Daniel 

followed his promise by writing the Parks Board and 

demanding that it exercise "extreme economy" in preparing 

its next budget by eliminating "all non-essential items."^ 

Already operating on a shoe-string budget, the Parks 

Board managed to maintain the parks by being innovative. 

%he legislature did not provide the necessary funds 
and the Board returned the deed. Quote from Houston Post. 13 
January 1963, TPWD Vertical File, CAH. 

^Quote from Letter to R. L. McKinney, Jr., Denison, 
from Governor Price Daniel, 3 February 1960; Daniel Papers, 
Box 444, SHRLRC; Quote from Dallas News, 23 February 1961, 
Daniel Papers, Box 472, SHRLRC; S-Parks, March 1962. 
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The Parks Board in 1962 owned only one tractor and one truck 

to service all fifty-eight state parks. If a park needed 

the tractor and it was not available, staff members 

improvised. For example, when they needed to dig ditches 

for water lines in one park but could not get the tractor, 

the staff rented a Fordson tractor and attached an old team-

pulled turning plow to do the job.̂ ^ 

The Parks Board also used convicts to develop the 

parks. Through a cooperative agreement with the Department 

of Corrections, the Parks Board supplied the state prison at 

Huntsville with timber from Huntsville State Park and the 

prison supplied laborers to dig ditches, lay water lines, 

and clear roads. All of the convicts who worked in the 

parks were favored prisoners. Most were African Americans, 

because the guards, in racist fashion, believed that blacks 

cleared underbrush, worked with timber, and cleaned better 

than other races. Hispanics, they argued, were better at 

cotton farming and other types of agriculture. The guards 

allowed very few white prisoners to work in the state parks 

because they believed that whites were "not worth a darn for 

anything." 

The Parks Board used convict labor in the Huntsville 

park with good results. Forty inmates worked there for 

^^Interview with Johnny Buck, TPWD Park Planner, 6 June 
1994, transcript in possession of the author. 

^̂ Ibid. 
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thirty days at a cost to the Parks Board for their keep, 

equipment, and security of $103 per day. The Parks Board 

reported that the inmates did more work than expected. The 

program helped the park and proved a valuable tool in 

rehabilitating the prisoners.^^ 

Despite the Parks Board's creative "make-do" attitude, 

the parks languished from the lack of funds. As a result, 

both individuals and organizations looked for ways to 

provide funding. 

As an alternative source of revenue, the Texas Research 

League in 1961 suggested that the Parks Board work out an 

agreement with the Game and Fish Commission. The 

legislature appropriated some one hundred thousand dollars 

each year to the Game and Fish Commission for piers, 

restrooms, and camping facilities, and other assets that 

could aid the state parks. Although the Research League's 

idea received a cool reception from Game and Fish officials, 

state legislators liked it. They authorized the Texas State 

Parks Board and the Game and Fish Commission to enter into 

interagency contracts to construct multi-use facilities.^^ 

There was a precedent for the two agencies to work 

together. In 1960 they had shared the cost of cleaning the 

^̂ Letter to John Connally from Maurice Turner, Chairman 
Parks Board, 21 May 1963, Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 
67, in the Lyndon Baines Johnson Library, University of 
Texas at Austin, Texas, hereafter cited as LBJL. 

^̂ Austin American, 20 July 1962; Texas Research 
League, Blueprint, p. 15; Minutes, 19 December 1960. 
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lake in Tyler State Park. The Game and Fish Commission 

treated the lake to kill unwanted fish and vegetation, and 

the Parks Board fertilized the surrounding park area. 

Federal funds financed seventy-five percent of the 

Commission's work, with the sale of fishing licenses 

generating the remainder. The Parks Board paid its share 

from fishing fees.̂ * 

Despite the efficacy of prior cooperative projects, 

some legislators did not believe that intra-agency 

agreements would provide enough help for the parks. Instead 

some legislators, such as Representative Bob Johnson of 

Dallas, believed that another state agency should assume 

control of the parks. Thus, in 1961 he introduced House 

The incident is notable not only because of the 
cooperative agreement, but because it illustrates the lack 
of knowledge about chemicals and how they were passed 
through the food chain. The Game and Fish Commission used 
14,000 pounds of copper sulphate on the sixty-five acre 
lake. Staff members applied the chemical during the morning, 
then allowed the public on the lake in the early afternoon 
to pick up the fish that were floating to the surface. 
Commission employees reported that the few fish that did not 
die appeared ill. Yet, they allowed people to take the 
chemical laden fish home to eat. The following year Rachel 
Carson's ground-breaking book. Silent Spring, brought the 
hazards of pesticide use to the public's eye. The book 
warned that chemicals could move up through the food chain, 
killing many animals and harming humans. Texas Game and 
Fish already knew that some pesticides and insecticides 
could cause harm. Its mouthpiece, Texas Game and Fish 
Magazine published an article in 1949 warning about the use 
of chemicals. "Drops of Death," Texas Game and Fish 
Magazine, July 1949, p. 16; Rachel Carson, Silent Spring 
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1962); S-Parks, March 
1961; John N. Dorchester, "Spring Cleaning at Tyler State 
Park," Texas Game and Fish Magazine, September 1960, pp. 14-
15. 
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Bill 111 to abolish the Parks Board and to place the parks 

under the auspices of the Game and Fish Commission. He 

wanted the expanded agency renamed the Game, Fish, and Parks 

Commission, to reflect additional responsibilities. The 

bill stressed that the merger would make over one million 

dollars of Game and Fish funds available to support the 

parks. The bill passed in the House and went to the 

Senate.^' 

The bill prompted considerable concern. Parks Board 

member Frank Quinn stated that the merger "would set Texas 

back thirty years in the bid for the tourist business." He 

called the measure "negative thinking" on the part of 

legislators and humiliating for the Parks Board. One 

newspaper argued that only upgrading the parks from "step

child status" would make the merger justifiable and that 

nothing indicated that the Game and Fish Commission could do 

more for the parks than the Parks Board.^ 

Sportsmen immediately registered objections to the 

consolidation proposal. Most did not want funds from the 

sale of sand, gravel, and shell, sources of millions of 

dollars for the Game and Fish Department, diverted to the 

parks. They argued that the parks system was "a mess" and 

^̂ Dallas Morning News, 2 August 1961, Daniel Papers, 
Box 472, SHRLRC; Waddell, "Merger," p. 25. 

^̂ Sunday Enterprise, 6 August 1961; Quote from Houston 
Post, 6 August 1961; Quote from Corpus Christi Caller Times. 
13 August 1961, all in Daniel Papers, Box 472, SHRLRC. 
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vowed to fight a merger. Some sportsmen questioned the 

reasoning behind the proposal. The Baytown Conservationist 

suggested that the cement industry was pushing for the move 

because the Game and Fish Commission had stopped some 

illegal practices concerning the grading of shell the 

previous year. Legislators, however, stated that the 

proposal had stemmed from the misuse of funds by the 

Commission.^' 

The bill died in a Senate committee, but despite the 

objections of sportsmen, the idea of merging the two 

agencies remained alive. In fact, the very next year, 1962, 

the Legislative Budget Board adopted a proposal to merge 

them. The budget board recommended reducing the number of 

Game and Fish Commissioners to three, changing the name of 

the department, and giving all the duties and powers of the 

Commission and the Parks Board to the three new 

commissioners. It argued that consolidation would provide 

funds to improve the parks, eliminate duplication in the 

field, help police the parks, and provide more wildlife 

refuges. It recommended a budget for the new agency of 

$6,854,193 for 1964 and $6,653,420 for 1965, with most of 

the money coming from the Game and Fish Fund. While over 

'̂Baytown Conservationist, undated, Connally Papers, 
Series 27, Box 69, LBJL; Waddell, "Merger," p. 27. 
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one-half of the total outlay was for administrative costs, 

only $211,487 was allocated for park maintenance.^^ 

Statistics released in 1962 reinforced the need to 

allocate more money for parks. In 1960, about six million 

people visited the parks annually and forecasters predicted 

twelve million in 1970. Park problems grew with increased 

usage, but the penurious nature of the legislature meant 

that the Parks Board never received enough funding to 

develop or maintain the parks system properly. Accordingly, 

the State Auditor in 1960 estimated the parks system's 

assets at only eleven million dollars, a significant 

decrease from previous years. The drop in value, according 

to the Texas Highway Department, reflected a loss of some 

seventy million dollars per year in revenue from tourist 

spending between 1957 and 1960. Therefore, tourism became 
iq 

an issue in the 1962 gubernatorial race." 

^̂ Minutes of the Legislative Budget Board, 2 November 
1962, Legislative Reference Library, Austin, Texas; Waddell, 
"Merger," pp. 29-135; "Preliminary Brief Proposal by the 
Staff of the Legislative Budget Board to Consolidate the 
Functions of the Parks Board and the Game and Fish 
Commission," in Waddell, "Merger," pp. 132-135. 

^̂ The Texas Highway Department reported that 10.3 
million visitors spent about $5,300,000 in 1958. Figures 
from 1960 show a significant decrease, with 8.6 million 
tourists spending 4.5 million dollars during the year. The 
slump ended in 1962 with tourists spending $471,000,000 (up 
$31,000,000 from 1961). The number of visitors increased 
from 8.4 million (1961) to 10.6 million (1962). Figures also 
showed an increase in out-of-state visitors. Austin 
American, 30 January 1931; Dallas Morning News, 24 January 
1965; Texas Research League, Blueprint, p. Ill, 1. 
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The candidates in the 1962 race included Governor Price 

Daniel, former Governor Allen Shivers, Texas Attorney 

General Will Wilson, Jack Cox, Marshall Formby, Don 

Yarborough, and John Connally. Connally, whom President 

John F. Kennedy had named Secretary of the Navy in 1961, was 

virtually unknown to most Texans, but his announcement to 

seek the governor's office came as no surprise to seasoned 

Texas politicians. In fact, some people expected Connally 

to run because, they claimed. Vice President Lyndon Baines 

Johnson (LBJ) needed to retain his influence in Texas 

politics to help him prepare for the presidential election 

in 1968.2° 

Running on a program of state spending cuts, Connally 

won the Democratic primary, defeating Don Yarborough in a 

run-off election by 565,174 to 538,924 votes. The general 

election in November 1962 pitted Connally against Republican 

2'̂The relationship between the two men stretched back 
to 1941 when Johnson asked the young Connally, a recent 
graduate of the law school at the University of Texas to 
work as a Congressional aide. After working for LBJ and 
serving in the Navy during World War Two, Connally returned 
to Austin where he worked in Johnson's radio station KTBC 
until he organized his own station, KVET. International 
Research Corporation, Who's Who in Texas Today: A New 
Biographical Survey of Texans (Austin: The Pemberton Press, 
1968), p. 113; Ann Crawford and Jack Keever, John B. 
Connally: Portrait in Power (Austin: Jenkins Publishing 
Co., 1973), p. 47-48; James Reston, The Lone Star: The Life 
of John Connally (New York: Harper and Row, 1989), p. 209; 
Dallas Morning News, 17 December 1961, 21 December 1961, 15 
April 1962; Texas Observer, 15 December 1961. 

181 



Jack Cox. Connally won his first elected office, 847,174 to 

538,924.21 

Soon after the November elections the Texas Observer 

published an article by Senator Ralph Yarborough. 

Yarborough lamented that Texans had little interest in 

fighting for parks. He argued that Texas needed someone 

with vision in state government to push for the progress of 

the state parks.^^ Connally wanted to be the man with the 

vision. *' 

When asked by a reporter about the state parks system 

two days after his November election, Connally replied that 

the state needed a "coordinated overall move to solve its 

problems." He declined to offer solutions, saying he would 

wait for the Texas Technological College report on the parks 

and would base his recommendations on that report.2* 

Texas Technological College's Department of 

Horticulture and Park Management had responded to the 

Research League's 1961 recommendation to develop a long-

^̂ Texas Observer, 15 June 1962; Morehead, Fifty Years 
in Texas Politics, p. 154. 

^Texas Observer, 27 December 1962 

2̂ "The Men Who Lead Texas," Texas Parade. January 1963 
referred to Connally as a man of energy, stamina, vision, 
(emphasis added) and fresh ideas. Connally noted that "most 
of the legislature had no particular interest in my vision 
(emphasis added) of Texas" in John Connally with Mickey 
Herkowitz, In History's Shadow, as quoted in "Famous Last 
Words," Texas Monthly, August 1993, pp. 78-81, 106-111. 

2*Quote from Texas Observer, 9 November 1962; "Parks 
Study," Texas Game and Fish Magazine, October 1963, p. 5. 
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range plan for the parks. The legislature appropriated 

seventy thousand dollars to prepare the report.^̂  The 

inter-agency contract required the college to provide a 

master plan for the system and for three individual state 

parks. The college began by developing plans for 

Huntsville, Garner, and Inks Lake State Parks. The Parks 

Board also authorized Tech to draft plans for Falcon Lake 

State Park and Lake Whitney State Park.̂ ^ 

Although he did not receive the official report from 

Tech until 9 September 1963, Connally revealed a plan to 

help the ailing state parks in his January 1963 address to a 

joint session of the Texas Legislature.2' The Governor's 

sixty-five minute speech contained thirty-seven proposals. 

One involved state parks, but focused only on the economic 

benefits of having a better parks system. Connally wanted 

2^Minutes, Texas State Parks Board Meeting, 10 May 
1961. 

^ Elo Urbanovsky of Texas Tech headed the study, but 
cooperated with Mark Gosdin, Superintendent of Grounds at 
Texas Tech, Paul V. Prior, a biology professor, history 
professors Ernest Wallace and Seymour V. Connor. Several 
graduate students used the study as the basis for their 
theses. The Tech group consulted Charles E. Doell, 
Superintendent of Parks, Emeritus, Minneapolis, Minnesota; 
the National Park Service; the Texas Highway Department; the 
Game and Fish Commission; and several other state agencies. 
The Board and Tech wanted to use all of the funds 
appropriated by the Legislature by August 31, 1963, when the 
next budget would be set. Minutes, Texas State Parks Board 
Meetings, 19 June 1961, 19 March 1962, 9 August 1962; 
Tolbert, "Texas History," p. 17; S-Parks. October 1961. 

2'Texas Observer, 9 November 1962; "Parks Study," Game 
and Fish Magazine. October 1963, p. 5. 
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better parks to improve tourism and tourist spending, 

thereby improving the state's economy. He began by stating, 

our present State Parks system is sick to the 
point of dying. Our parks are many, scattered and 
without tourist-attracting features needed for 
effective use. . . . We must make giant strides, 
because time has run out. We must decide what we 
want in the way of parks and what it will cost, 
then provide this service to our people, p,r not 
attempt to engage in the activity at all." 

Connally continued by proposing the consolidation of 

the six-member Parks Board and the nine member Game and Fish 

Commission under a three member commission.^^ According to 

the governor, both entities performed "different aspects of 

the same function and the administrative structure and field 

organizations of each can be meshed to provide stronger 

programs in each area with greater efficiency." The move 

would save the state about one million dollars per year, he 

argued, and benefit sportsmen by making game and fish more 

plentiful. Connally, an avid hunter and fisherman himself, 

believed that hunters, fishermen, and park lovers would be 

"proud and happy at the results" of the consolidation. 

Although he remained vague about details, Connally stressed 

2̂ Texas, House Journal, 58th Leg., Reg. sess., 1963, 
quote on p. 71; Dallas Morning News, 17 January 1963. 

2̂ Connally had been considering a merger since mid-
December when he had visited the various boards and 
commissions. Before he announced the merger plan, he 
evaluated the park system by visiting Texas Tech and 
conferring with the group conducting the park study for four 
hours. Waddell, "Merger," p. 39; Dallas News, 5 January 
1963; Texas, House Journal, 58th Leg., Reg. sess., 1963, pp. 
71. 
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that consolidation would help the impoverished parks, yet 

the wealthy Game and Fish Commission would not suffer 

because no revenue from the sale of licenses, sand, gravel, 

or shell, which netted the agency millions of dollars 

annually, could be diverted to the parks. Legislative 

appropriations from the General Revenue Fund would continue 

to finance the parks.̂ '̂  

Several groups, including the Baytown Rod, Reel, and 

Gun Club, immediately registered objections.^^ The groups 

argued that money from the sale of licenses and sand, shell, 

and gravel should be used to promote conservation, not to 

help the parks. The concern stemmed from the amount of 

Connally showed little concern with efficiency. His 
predecessor. Price Daniel, employed a staff of fifty-six 
full-time workers and fifteen part time workers. By 31 
August 1963, Connally had sixty-eight full-time employees 
and twelve people working part-time. His address to the 
legislature included a request for an appropriation of 
$85,772.00 for additional staff in the governor's office. 
"Texas Research League, Conservation at Work: The 
Reorganized Texas Game and Fish Commission, A Report by the 
Texas Research League (Austin: Texas Research League, 
1962), p. 71; Texas, House Journal, 58th Leg., Reg. sess., 
1963, quotes on pp. 74-75, 336; Head, "Conservation in 
Texas," p. 180; Fred Gnatt, The Chief Executive in Texas: A 
Study in Gubernatorial Leadership (Austin: University of 
Texas Press, 1964), pp. 99, 103; Childress Reporter, 4 April 
1963, Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 69, LBJL. 

'̂The Baytown Rod, Reel, and Gun Club (BRRGC) was part 
of the Sportsmen's Clubs of America (SCOT), "a loose 
federation of clubs having corporate identity" that 
officially supported the merger. To try to get SCOT to 
support the merger, Connally spoke at the group's January 
1963 Convention. The president of the BRRGC, Jack Walker, 
"said he was amazed that the Governor knew very little about 
the bill that he said would be introduced in a few days." 
Waddell, "Merger," pp. 52, 53, 60-62, 88. 
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money involved. With a net income of $2,156,639 for 1962, 

the Commission had collected enough revenues to finance a 

one million dollar headquarters building. Sportsmen wanted 

to continue channeling revenues back into hunting and 

fishing preserves.^2 

Nonetheless, on 21 January 1963, just five days after 

the Governor proposed the merger. Representative James M. 

Gotten proposed House Bill 21 to consolidate the Parks Board 

with the Game and Fish Commission, along lines suggested by 

Connally. Called the "controversial watchdog of legislative 

matters," Gotten had been elected to the House in 1960. 

Now, because he believed that state agencies wasted some 

twenty million dollars per year through duplicated efforts, 

he advocated the merger as a money saving measure. But he 

also supported the merger to gain control of the Game and 

Fish Commission and to get Executive Director Howard Dodgen 

out of the department. Gotten, who was one of Dodgen's most 

outspoken critics, had served on the 1960 House Interim 

Committee on Saving Taxes, which had originally accused the 

Game and Fish Commission of misusing funds. Gotten also 

^^Obviously, these conservation minded groups did not 
consider the parks as a way to conserve land. Waddell, 
"Merger," p. 43; Letter to Connally from Jack E. Walker, 
Baytown Rod, Reel, and Gun Club, 6 January 1963 in Waddell, 
"Merger," p. 40; Game and Fish Commission, Annual Report, 
1961-1962 (Austin: Game and Fish Commission, 1962), p. 4. 
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served on the Legislative Budget Board that m 1962 had 

recommended a plan to consolidate the two agencies.^^ 

During hearings about the House Bill 21, Gotten accused 

the Game and Fish commissioners of playing politics, and 

argued that too many employees were leaving because of 

mismanagement. He touted the bill as a money-saving 

measure, yet no studies had been performed to determine the 

amount of savings his new bill might create. Other than 

saying that the savings would come from office consolidation 

and supplies. Gotten refused to explain further. Gotten 

knew very little about the agency he was trying to abolish. 

He admitted that he was not aware that the Texas Research 

League had conducted a study of the Parks Board. He 

admitted that the parks needed money to upgrade, but he knew 

so little about them that he did not know what an upgrade 

would entail.^* 

Following the House hearings, which culminated in a 

"vicious fight" over merging the two state agencies, the 

House passed the bill by a vote of ninety-one to forty-

eight.^' The proposal went to the Senate on 21 February 

^̂ Dallas News, 24 August 1963, Connally Papers, Series 
27, Box 69, LBJL; Waddell, "Merger," pp. 26, 34, 37; Dallas 
News, 31 August 1962, Fort Worth Star Telegram 9 November 
1962, Quote from Houston Chronicle, 26 May 1963, all in 
Gotten Vertical File, CAH; Texas, House Journal, 58th Leg., 
Reg. sess., 1963, pp. 92-93. 

^*Waddell, "Merger," pp. 76, 77, 78, 79, 80. 

^̂ Bentley Wood, Wildlife Ripoff—Texas Style: A Game 
Warden's Expose (Hicksville, New York: Exposition Press, 
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1963. Senator Andy Rogers of Childress, voicing his 

displeasure about the whole philosophy of the Connally's 

proposal, led a four hour filibuster. He contended that 

Connally seemed intent upon increasing the power of the 

governor, and stressed that the "governor would gain control 

[of the new department and its governing commission] all in 

one setting." He lamented that "the way things have been 

going, there won't be any need for a legislature by the time 

we go home . "̂ ° 

As neither Connally nor his staff had talked to many of 

the legislators after hearings in the House, Senate approval 

of the reorganization remained doubtful. Because many 

senators had not heard from constituents about the proposal, 

the Senate held hearings to discuss the measure. Some Game 

and Fish Commissioners and Parks Board members appeared at 

the meeting to testify against the bill. Several 

individuals representing sportsmen's clubs also spoke 

against the merger. No organization representing the 

interests of the parks opposed the merger and neither side 

presented much data to support their varied arguments. 

Nonetheless, on 4 April 1963 the Senate passed the proposal 

1975), quote on p. 35; Texas, House Journal, 58th Leg., Reg 
sess., 1963, p. 352. 

-̂ Quote from Dallas Morning News, 18 April 1963; Texas, 
House Journal, 58th leg., Reg. sess., 1963, p. 341; Waco 
Times Herald, 22 August 1963, Connally Papers, Series 27, 
Box 69, LBJL; Childress Reporter, 4 April 1963, Connally 
Papers, Series 27, Box 69, LBJL. 
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to merge the Parks Board with the Game and Fish 
37 

Commission.' 

With both houses of the legislature's approval, the 

bill was sent to the governor for his signature on 8 April 

1963, just four days after the Senate approved it by a voice 

vote. Connally signed it on 17 April, calling it a "fine 

piece of legislation." The new Texas Parks and Wildlife 

Department (TPWD) became an official state agency on 23 

August 1963, ninety days after the adjournment of the 

legislature .̂^ 

As Connally wanted, it authorized the governor to 

appoint a three man commission to oversee the Texas Parks 

and Wildlife Department, as the Legislature renamed the Game 

and Fish Commission. The act, as of its effective date, 

would abolish the Parks Board and terminate the service of 

the Game and Fish Commissioners. A new three member 

commission, appointed by the governor and approved by the 

state senate, would govern the Texas Parks and Wildlife 
3Q 

Department." 

^̂ Austin Report, 16 February 1963; Waddell, "Merger," 
pp. 71, 109, 114. 

^^Texas, House Journal, 58th Leg., Reg. sess., 1963, 
pp. 334-336, 971, 1000; Quote from Dallas Morning News, 18 
April 1963; S-Parks, August 1963, p. 3; Waco Times Herald. 
22 August 1963, Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 69, LBJL. 

^^Wildlife Ripoff—Texas Style, p. 35; Dallas Morning 
News, 18 April 1963; Texas, House Journal, 58th Leg., Reg. 
sess., 1963, p. 341; Waco Times Herald, 22 August 1963, 
Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 69, LBJL. 
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Although some people opposed the merger bill itself, 

few people found fault with the concept of the new agency. 

Passage of the bill, however, prompted personal attacks on 

the governor. Former Game and Fish Commissioner Morris 

Higley, for example, used his newspaper in Childress to air 

his complaints about the measure, the governor, and Texas's 

government in general. He announced his intention to oppose 

Connally in the 1964 election and intimated that he [Higley] 

"would be as successful in controlling state politics as he 

ha[d] been in controlling local politics. "*° 

Heavy criticism also came from former Parks Board 

member J. Carter King, Jr. On 27 March 1963, King released 

copies of a letter he had written to the governor accusing 

Connally of trying to pressure the Parks Board into hiring 

his protege as executive director and asking if the new 

commissioners had promised to hire the man. King also 

pointed out that Connally had contradicted himself at the 

January Sportsmen's Clubs of Texas (SCOT) Convention and at 

the Southwest Cattle Raisers Association meeting in San 

Antonio in March 1963. Connally, he said, had told SCOT 

that he did not favor allowing the use of sand/gravel/shell 

funds for parks, but he had told the cattlemen that some of 

it would finance them. King concluded by stating that 

because none of the bodies that had studied the parks had 

*''childress Reporter, 4 April 1963, Connally Papers, 
Series 27, Box 69, LBJL. 
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suggested a merger, the measure was little more than a power 

grab on the part of the governor.*1 

King was right on at least one point: none of the 

studies had recommended a merger. The Texas Research League 

considered such a proposal, but decided against it because 

of opposition by sportsmen and because similar 

consolidations had not worked in California or Wisconsin. 

When the governor first announced the merger in January 

1963, officials contacted the League for its evaluation. 

The League reported that while a merger was "mechanically 

feasible," it was questionable policy. Plus, the League 

argued, the Parks Board was on the threshold of a new 

program. It was awaiting the report from Texas 

Technological College. The League also pointed out that the 

savings from the merger would be negligible. The 

Legislative Budget Board had estimated that the move would 

save $104,000 during the next biennium, but the League 

stressed that the sum was less than one percent of the total 

budget request of $13,500,000 for the two agencies.*^ 

Representative Paul Floyd, who voted against the bill, 

wanted his reason for the negative vote recorded in the 

House Journal. "I voted against H. B. 21," he said. 

*'Letter to Connally from King, 25 March 1963, 
reproduced in Waddell, "Merger," pp. 105, 149-150. 

**Texas Research League, Bulletin #6, (Austin: Texas 
Research League, 15 February 1963), pp. 1-3, quote on p. 2 
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because I do not think this merger will help the 
poor underdeveloped parks of our State which are 
now a source of shame to all of Texas, nor do I 
believe this merger is for the best interests of 
the sportsmen or the people of our great State.*̂  

Despite the opposition, the legislature was generous 

with its appropriations for the 1964-1965 biennium. 

Connally encouraged legislators to appropriate over seven 

million dollars for each year for the new department, a big 

jump from the inadequate $782,305 set aside for the parks 

system in the 1962 fiscal year. While it looked good to 

Connally's supporters, the figure was misleading. Over six 

million dollars of the seven million dollar budget came from 

the sale of licenses, sand, gravel, and shell and the act 

creating TPWD prohibited diversion of revenue from such 

sources to the parks. Revenue available to the parks 

equalled about one million dollars. Indeed, the legislature 

earmarked only seven hundred thousand dollars for park 

improvements and most of it went to only three parks. 

Because of the unenthusiastic legislative appropriation 

and the extensive construction and repairs needed in the 

parks, few people believed the new Texas Parks and Wildlife 

Department could or would help the parks. That sentiment 

was reinforced when Connally sent letters to all of the 

Parks Board members and the Game and Fish Commissioners 

•^Texas, House Journal, 58th Leg., Reg. sess., 1963, 
pp. 92, 93, 320, 334-341, 352, 353, quote on p. 353. 

•̂ Texas Parks Board, S-Parks, August 1963, pp. 3, 9. 
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after the measure had been passed by the legislature, 

thanking them for their work. He stressed that he had not 

recommended the bill as a reflection on them or their 

work.'' 

Nevertheless, Parks Board member Ed Kilman expressed 

his opinion of the merger and the new commission by saying 

that he was glad his term expired in May 1963 so that he 

would "not have the dismal duty of serving as a pallbearer 

at the funeral of the Parks Board, if not the parks 

themselves." He lamented that the "merger mess" popped up 

just as the public was becoming aware and concerned about 

the parks' plight and the legislature had been prodded into 

appropriating a more decent amount for the parks.-' 

One of the biggest points of contention about the 

merger concerned the appointments of the new commissioners. 

During the legislative debates, several lawmakers fought for 

an amendment to force the governor to name a member of the 

Parks Board and a Game and Fish commissioner to the new 

commission. The proposal was tabled because most 

legislators believed that the new commission should not have 

''Letter to J. F. Coley, Game and Fish Commissioner, 
from Connally, 21 March 1963, Connally Papers, Series 27, 
Box 67, LBJL; Letter to Ed Kilman, member Parks Board, from 
Connally, 21 March 1963, Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 67, 
LBJL. 

•'state law required the Board members to serve until 
their successors were appointed, thus Kilman served until 
the merger became effective. Letter to Connally from Ed 
Kilman, member Parks Board, 30 March 1963, Connally Papers, 
Series 27, Box 67, LBJL. 
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ties to either agency. The appointments were very important 

because the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department controlled a 

huge amount of money and land, plus the multi-million dollar 

shell dredging industry. Moreover, an appointment to the 

new Parks and Wildlife Commission would carry with it a 

great deal of prestige.*^ 

Many people tried to influence Connally's decision 

about the new commissioners. Over 123 people applied, or 

were nominated, for the positions, and Connally received 

hundreds of letters of recommendation. Some newspapers 

printed letters and editorials concerning the 

appointments .*̂  

Many letters of recommendation contained complaints 

that the old commissioners ignored studies conducted by 

scientists, to the detriment of the state's game and fish.*̂  

One outdoor writer commented that not many people lamented 

the passing of the old Game and Fish Commission and that 

only two or three of the nine commissioners "had the 

*̂ Wood, Wildlife Ripoff, p. 34; Jimmy Banks, Money, 
Marbles, and Chalk: The Wondrous World of Texas Politics 
(Austin: Texas Publishing Co., 1971), p. 108; Texas, House 
^Journal, 58th Leg., Reg. sess., 1963, p. 341. 

*̂ Letter to Connally from Hart Stilwell, undated 
newsclipping, Connally Papers, Series lOA, Box 32; Letter to 
Connally from Effie Joe Adkins, Recreation Areas Division of 
the Texas Federation of Women's Clubs, undated, Connally 
Papers, Box lOA, Box 32, LBJL; Dallas News, 23 August 1963, 
Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 69, LBJL. 

*̂ Letter to Connally from Robert W. Mitchell, Assistant 
Professor of Biological Sciences, Lamar State University, 2 
August 1963, Connally Papers, Series lOA, Box 32, LBJL. 

194 



intestinal fortitude and common sense needed to run the 

department on a biologically [sic] sound basis." He noted 

that he did not know the Parks Board members because it 

seemed that they never did anything worth reporting.'' 

Because of such complaints, Connally did not consider 

the former commissioners and Parks Board members for the new 

positions. He rejected other candidates because they had 

not supported him in the election. He promised to appoint 

"well qualified people without [political] motivation" to 

the new commission, but as of 12 August 1963, he still had 

not chosen the new commissioners. He stated that "I hope to 

reach my decision any day," and three days later on 15 

August he announced the appointment of the new 

51 commissioners." 

Connally selected three close friends and avid 

sportsmen to fill the posts. William Odom served as 

chairman with Albert Wadel (A. W.) Moursund and J. M. 

Dellinger filling the other positions. Connally praised the 

'̂'Dan Klepper, "Sights Focused on Commissioners," 
undated newsclipping, Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 69, 
LBJL. 

^̂ Wood, Wildlife Ripoff, p. 34; Banks, Money. Marbles, 
and Chalk, p. 108; Quote from Handwritten note on Telegram 
to Connally from T. A. Patterson, Executive Secretary 
Baptist General Convention, 15 March 1963, Connally Papers, 
Series lOA, Box 17, LBJL; Quote from Letter to Sam Fore, 
Jr., Floresville Chronicle-Journal, from Connally, 12 August 
1963, Connally Papers, Series lOA, Box 33, LBJL; Fort Worth 
Press, undated newsclipping in Connally Papers, Series lOA, 
Box 33, LBJL; Dallas News, 16 August 1963, TPWD Vertical 
File, CAH. 
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new commissioners, calling them "men of great capacity, 

great ability, and great courage." He told reporters that 

he had "great confidence in all of these men. They are men 

of great personal integrity and . . . good business 

52 
backgrounds."'* He applauded the new commissioners for 

being determined to ensure the adequacy and availability of 

Texas's outdoor resources.^^ 

Of the hundreds of letters of recommendations in 

Connally's files, none recommended Dellinger or Moursund for 

the posts. Odom had previously received five letters of 

recommendation to the Game and Fish Commission. Although 

the men were supposed to be concerned with hunting and 

fishing, two of the three men were virtually unknown to 

outdoor writers or sportsmen. One outdoor writer commented 

that "it would be too much to hope for that these three men 

could be free of political obligations and pressured only by 

true public sentiment." He was right.'* 

Connally owed his election to Lyndon Johnson and his 

supporters, plus shell dredgers, law firms, banks, and oil 

-̂ Quote from Austin American, 24 August 1963; "New 
Leadership," Texas Game and Fish Magazine, October 1963, p. 
3. 

'̂John Connally, "Looking to the Future," Texas Game 
and Fish Magazine, September 1963, p. 3. 

*̂Dallas News, 23 August 1963, Connally Papers, Series 
27, Box 69, LBJL; Undated mimeographed list of names with 
notation "these recommendations were made before there was a 
merger," Connally Papers, Series lOA Box 32, LBJL; Quote 
from Beaumont Journal, 30 July 1963, Connally Papers, Series 
lOA, Box 33, LBJL. 
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and gas interests. His appointments to the new, but 

prestigious. Parks and Wildlife Commission reflected the 

need to repay his political debts. Oil and gas interests 

had subsidized Connally's campaign and Chairman William 

Odom, a petroleum engineer and geologist for independent 

producers, had served as a director of the Coastal States 

Gas Production Company. ̂^ 

Commissioner J. M. Dellinger from Corpus Christi owned 

one of the largest heavy construction firms in the state. 

The new commission controlled the sale of sand, gravel, and 

shell and Dellinger's firm used all three substances, 

especially shell, for building roads. Shell dredgers also 

had supported Connally's bid for governor with substantial 

donations. When he went uninvited to the new commissioners' 

swearing-in ceremony, Howard Dodgen, outgoing executive 

secretary of the Game and Fish Commission, reported being 

surprised that "all of the shell dredgers from the Houston 

area were there."'' 

The third commissioner, A. W. Moursund, graduated from 

the University of Texas Law School in 1941, the same year as 

Connally. He was a rancher. World War Two veteran, and a 

former Representative to the Texas legislature. He also 

'-Banks, Money, Marbles, and Chalk, p. 108; Texas 
Observer, 1 May 1964, 6 June 1969; "New Officials 
Appointed," Texas Game and Fish Magazine, October 1963, p 
4. 

^̂ Texas Observer, 1 May 1964. 
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acted as a director for the American State Bank of San 

Antonio and the Citizens State Bank of Johnson City. 

Moreover, Moursund, a Blanco County judge from 1953 until 

1959 and a Johnson City resident, was one of Lyndon 

Johnson's oldest friends and served as his financial 

consultant." 

Governor Connally's popularity decreased dramatically 

in late 1963. Part of the public's reaction may have 

stemmed from his recent appointments to the TPWD Commission 

and from the actions of the commissioners after their 

appointment. As one of their first actions, the new 

commissioners named the executive director of TPWD. They 

chose J. Weldon Watson, an assistant commissioner in the 

State Welfare Department, for the post. Watson, one of the 

"nation's foremost administrators," had helped run a two 

thousand-member department with an annual budget of over two 

million dollars, but he knew nothing about parks or 

wildlife. The Commission bypassed the more obvious 

candidates: former Game and Fish Executive Secretary Howard 
CO 

Dodgen or Parks Director Bill Collins.'° 

^Crawford and Keever, Portrait in Power, p. 97, 149; 
International Research Corporation, Who's Who, p. 270; 
Banks, Money, Marbles, and Chalk, quote on p. 106; "New 
Officials Appointed," p. 4; Sam Houston Johnson, My Brother 
Lyndon, Enrique Hank Lopez, ed. (New York: Cowles Book Co., 
Inc., 1969) , p. 185. 

^̂ Dodgen was the Fish and Game Commission's second 
executive secretary. The first, W. J. Tucker, took the 
position in 1929 under a six member commission. When Tucker 
retired in 1944, Dodgen, who had been working as chief clerk 
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The Commission retained Collins as Parks Director, and 

told the employees of the two bodies to continue their 

regular duties. The Commission offered Dodgen only a 

temporary position as a consultant until the end of the 

year. It paid him four thousand dollars to work for four 

months, but consulted him only once.̂ ^ 

That the Commission refused to retain Dodgen in an 

important position caused tempers to flare. Former Game and 

Fish Commissioner Frank Wood had supported Dodgen's actions 

as executive secretary. He argued that some legislators did 

not like Dodgen because he did not play politics. The 

former Commissioner remarked that one legislator got angry 

when a game warden arrested his friends for breaking the 

law. The legislator, W. S. "Bill" Heatley of Paducah, tried 

to force Dodgen to drop the charges. Dodgen refused and the 

law breakers paid a fine. Another time, a warden warned 

within the department, became Executive-Secretary. Of note. 
Representative Jim Gotten, who was an out-spoken critic of 
Howard Dodgen, liked Weldon Watson, calling him a "most 
efficient manager." Fort Worth Star-Telegram, 1 September 
1963; Joan Pearsall, "Updated Narrative," undated 
manuscript, pp. 36, 57, in LBJ Public Affairs Library, 
University of Texas, Austin, Texas; Austin American. 24 
August 1963; "New Officials Appointed," p. 4; Quote from 
Houston Post, undated, Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 69, 
LBJL. 

•^Representative Terry Townsend from Brady told 
Connally that he had informally polled several potential 
commissioners about Howard Dodgen. All believed that Dodgen 
should not be retained. Letter to Connally from Terry 
Townsend, 26 July 1963, Connally Papers, Series lOA, Box 32, 
LBJL; Texas Observer, 1 May 1964; Austin American, 24 August 
1963. 
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Heatley's sons against firing a gun from a moving vehicle. 

Heatley again wanted the warden fired, but Dodgen did not do 

it. Wood argued that the three new commissioners had bowed 

to political pressure by not retaining Dodgen.̂ ^ 

A bigger controversy involved shell dredging. It 

caused ill-feelings between the citizens of Texas and the 

Governor and the Texas Parks and Wildlife Commission. Early 

in its history, the old Game and Fish Commission had 

experienced problems with shell dredging. By the early 

1920s, oyster beds had been seriously depleted and in 1947 

only 30,000 barrels of oysters were harvested. The Game and 

Fish Commission tried to control the losses by limiting 

dredging within 1,500 feet of live oyster reefs and by 

requiring dredgers to have permits to operate.̂ ^ Dredgers 

repeatedly asked the Game and Fish Commission to allow them 

to move closer to live oyster beds than the prescribed 1,500 

f!2 

feet. It consistently refused.°* 

The new Texas Parks and Wildlife Commission proved more 

receptive to the request. After a brief hearing on 30 

September 1963, just one month after taking office, the 

commissioners permitted companies to dredge for shells 

^^Three-fourths of the letters in Connally's files 
about Dodgen are in support of him. Connally Papers, Series 
lOA, Box 33, LBJL; Frank Wood's remarks to the Game and Fish 
Commission, August 1963, manuscript in Connally Papers, 
Series 27, Box 67, LBJL. 

^^Pearsall, "Updated Narrative," pp. 12, 20, 67, 69. 

^̂ Texas Observer, 1 June 1969, 6 June 1969. 
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within three hundred feet of live oyster beds. Legislators 

and sportsmen objected. Representative Bob Eckhardt filed 

suit on behalf of a group of sportsmen to stop the 

destruction of the oyster beds. Dodgen testified that the 

Game and Fish Commission established the 1,500 feet limit 

because scientists had found that oysters had little chance 

of survival with closer dredging. According to one 

authority, oysters suffocated under the mud and silt stirred 

up by dredgers and carried in the daily tides toward the 

oyster beds. The Commissioners' decision—to permit the 

removal of shells from within three hundred feet of live 

oyster beds--stood.^-

Another point of contention was Connally's lack of 

direction to the new Commission. In fact, after appointing 

the commissioners, true to his reputation of getting things 

started and then losing interest, Connally quickly forgot 

about Texas Parks and Wildlife.^* The new commissioners, 

following their personal interests, stressed hunting and 

fishing. Law enforcement remained the biggest expense of 

^̂ Texas Observer. 1 May 1964; TPWD, Minutes, 16 
September 1963; Austin American Statesman, 28 November 
1963, 7 December 1963. 

Biographer Charles Ashman says that Connally did not 
get along well with the legislature. He appeared crude and 
insecure and was prejudiced against minority members. Other 
sources contradict this claim. Charles Ashman, Connally: 
The Adventures of Big Bad John (New York: William Morrow 
and Co., Inc., 1974), pp. 23-25, 50, 69; Morehead, Fifty 
Years in Texas Politics, p. 156; Crawford and Keever, 
Portrait in Power, p. 126. 
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the Texas Parks and Wildlife, requiring fifty percent of the 

department's budget. Another thirty-four percent went to 

fish and wildlife management. The remaining sixteen percent 

funded state parks.^^ 

The Texas Parks and Wildlife Commission in 1963 also 

had to consider the new department's $8,046,544 budget (as 

recommended by the legislature). Although the Corpus 

Christi Caller had lambasted the fifty-eighth legislature's 

(1963) performance concerning 1964-1965 parks 

appropriations, the overall amount appropriated for the 

parks was more than the governor recommended. Its 

distribution, however, was questionable. Legislators, 

according to the Caller, had ignored Texas Tech's long range 

plan in order to favor their own districts. Pork barrel 

politics, according to the newspaper's editor, upset long-

range plans for a balanced development of the parks system. 

The amount allocated for repairs and maintenance was only a 

little more than half of what the parks system's managers 

had asked. The new commission approved the budget without 

much comment, although Commission Chairman William Odom, 

upon receiving the final version of Texas Tech's report on 

the parks in September 1963, promised that TPWD would give 

the parks some prompt attention. With available funds of 

^̂ Head, "Conservation in Texas," pp. xiv, 181, 183 
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$104,000, the commissioners soon learned the difficulty in 

keeping such a promise.^^ 

Before it started working to improve physically the 

state's fifty-eight parks, the Commission implemented a new 

organizational strategy. The plan, recommended by the Texas 

Research League, divided the department into five geographic 

regions to coincide with the regions of the old Game and 

Fish Commission. The operations of the parks division and 

the wildlife division remained separate. People employed 

through the wildlife division reported to their regional 

directors, while park employees reported directly to 

headquarters. The plan also recommended replacing the old 

manager/concessionaire system with full-time park rangers 

and private operators with concessions contracts.'-' 

At the end of its first year, the new Commission 

asserted that most of the state parks had received 

^̂ Corpus Christi Caller, 11 June 1963, Urbanovsky File, 
SWC; "Parks Study," p. 5. 

^̂ By December 1963, of the state's fifty-eight parks, 
only forty-two were staffed, the others lacked the size or 
improvements to need personnel. Park rangers or park 
attendants operated nineteen of the parks, twenty-three 
remained under the manager-concessionaire arrangement. 
Letter to Parks and Wildlife Commission from Weldon Watson, 
27 December 1963, Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 69, LBJL; 
Ilo Hiller, "Parks for Texas," Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Magazine, June 1972, pp. 20-25; Texas Research League, 
Analysis, August 1963, Legislative Reference Library; 
Undated newsclipping, "$8,046,544 Wildlife, Park Budget," in 
Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 69, LBJL; Texas Research 
League, "Report to the Commission and Executive Director of 
the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department," unpublished 
report, March 1982; Texas Research League, Bulletin #6. pp. 
4-5. 
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substantial improvements. At Tyler State Park it built a 

new dam. The old one, built by Civilian Conservation Corps 

workers during the 1930s, had collapsed on 12 September 

1963, draining the sixty-five acre lake in less than thirty 

minutes. Using $40,000 from an emergency appropriation, 

workers completed a new dam in March 1964. The department 

also sealed a dam at Buescher, which, because of seepage had 

not held water in several years. Staff members repaired the 

electrical system at Bastrop State Park, worked on the 

showers at Goose Island, and renovated Lake Corpus Christi, 

Inks Lake, and Fort Parker State Parks. In fact, all of the 

parks received some maintenance work. Workers painted, 

replaced door and window screens, repaired roofs, replaced 

water lines, dug new garbage pits, put up new signs, 

repaired vehicles, pruned trees, and cleaned the parks. The 

parks needed many more improvements, but the department had 

no funds for them.°^ 

The 1963 Texas Tech report had emphasized the need for 

substantial increases in funding for parks improvements. 

The report corroborated earlier studies that had also 

indicated the inadequacies in state parks. The report's 

authors set a goal for the state of 435,000 acres of 

parklands, requiring the acquisition of 373,000 acres. To 

ensure that some land remained in its natural state, they 

-̂TPWD, Annual Report for Fiscal Year 1964 (Austin: 
Texas Parks and Wildlife, 1964), pp. 1-15; TPWD, Minutes, 16 
September 1963; Parks Board, Minutes, 18 February 1964. 
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recommended developing only 67,000 acres of the parks. By 

the year 2000, the report suggested, the parks system should 

have a ratio of forty-five acres of park land per one 

thousand citizens, a figure that emphasized the poor 1960 

ratio of 6.4 acres per one thousand people.^' 

Park officials estimated the costs of implementing the 

Texas Tech plan at seven million dollars per year for forty 

years, or about one dollar ten cents per capita. However, 

they also expected improvements to the parks as outlined in 

the plan to raise real estate values, provide jobs, and 

encourage increased visitor spending.''̂  

Despite its inability to implement fully Tech's plan, 

Texas Parks and Wildlife tried to develop some of the parks. 

Implementing the master plans for the parks drawn up by the 

Texas Tech, TPWD officials started construction in Falcon 

Lake State Park, Dam B State Park, and Lake Whitney State 

Park. All of them got new roads, buildings, restrooms, and 

camping and picnic facilities. There was some development 

at other parks too, and with development attendance 

en 

The average expense on state parks before 1964 was 
about six and two-thirds cents per capita, with attendance 
still climbing. Texas Tech University, Department of Park 
Administration, Horticulture, and Entomology, Texas State 
Parks: A General Report of Functions, Space Requirements. 
Financial Considerations, and Policies for the Future 
(Lubbock: Texas Tech University, 1963), pp. 9, 13, 23, 26 

"̂Austin American. 18 April 1963. 
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increased. The number of visitors to the parks rose to 

7,910,691 for fiscal 1964."̂ ^ 

The merger of the Parks Board and the Game and Fish 

Commission in 1963 changed the parks system significantly. 

Many of the Parks' personnel saw the merger as an 

opportunity to get more money, and thus development and 

repairs, for the parks. Because it had little, the Parks 

Board had little to lose by the merger.'^ 

Most of the Parks Board's field employees did not know 

the members of the Board, thus the change in commissioners 

did not make much difference to them. However, the merger 

caused apprehension among the staff because none of them 

knew how conditions within the department would change. In 

fact, the parks division saw no immediate changes, but 

afterwards the staff had even less contact with the TPWD 

73 

Commission than it had with the Parks Board. ' 

In all, the merger was probably good for the Texas 

state parks. The controversy surrounding the merger brought 

the parks more attention and forced state officials to 

provide more funding for them. Nonetheless, most of the 

commissioners' time was taken up with matters concerning the 

^̂ The 57th legislature (1961) had appropriated $279,416 
for Falcon Lake State Park, $511,050 for Dam B, and $451,500 
for Lake Whitney. TPWD, Annual Report. 1964, pp. 1-15; Parks 
Board, Minutes, 18 February 1963. 

'^Interview with Johnny Buck, 6 June 1994. 

^̂ Ibid. 
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wildlife division. Where the Parks Board had met monthly, 

the Commission met only once quarterly. Minutes from its 

meetings reflect that the Commission did not consider the 

smaller issues concerning the parks, and it considered 

larger park issues in groups or by region rather than on an 

individual park basis. 

When the Parks Board became defunct, its members left 

with the hope that the new Texas Parks and Wildlife 

Commission would eventually realize the Parks Board's dream 

of making a first class system of state parks in Texas. 

With the Commission's emphasis on game laws and wildlife 

management, however, the Texas state parks system remained a 

"step-child" to wildlife. • 

'̂ Parks Board Minutes, 19 August 1963, TPWD Minutes, 19 
May 1964, 17 November 1964, 10 July 1965. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

THE SIXTIES: AFTER THE MERGER 

Despite the 1963 merger of the Parks Board with the 

Game and Fish Commission, Texas parks remained in poor 

condition. In the early 1960s the federal government 

implemented a program requiring matching funds from states 

to help the states plan recreational facilities. While the 

Texas parks and wildlife agency had more money for its parks 

than formerly, the Commission soon found its actions under 

public scrutiny. The controversies surrounding the 

department led to hard feelings, changes among personnel, a 

move to divide the department, and a new study to evaluate 

the needs of the parks system in order to satisfy the 

recreational demands of Texans. 

During the 1964 Texas gubernatorial campaign Governor 

John Connally's interest in the state parks system 

resurfaced. Although he voiced his lack of faith in the 

parks by stating that Texas needed to determine "whether the 

program is worth pursuing," Connally made park development 

and game management part of his re-election platform. He 

noted that Texas had done too little for parks and 

recreation and wondered if there was enough public interest 

to have a successful parks system. Nonetheless, of the many 

newspapers that supported Connally's 1964 re-election, only 
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one, the Gilmer Mirror, mentioned better state parks as a 

reason for its support of his re-election.' 

During the campaign his opponents questioned the 

governor's work that led to the creation of the new Texas 

Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD). Some state 

politicians endorsed candidate Ralph Yarborough for governor 

because Connally, they believed, was "not a good governor" 

as he was "controlled" and "non-progressive."^ 

People who opposed the merger also criticized 

Connally's mentor, Lyndon Baines Johnson (LBJ), who in 1964 

was campaigning for the presidency. Rancher and historian 

J. Evetts Haley of Canyon produced a contentious little 

book, A Texan Looks at Lyndon, in which he claimed that a 

minor run-in with some game wardens in 1955 had prompted LBJ 

to pressure Connally into pursuing the merger of the two 

departments in order to get rid of the offending parties. 

According to the Dallas Morning News, the book, which 

Connally referred to as a "propaganda piece," sold several 

million copies, but failed to influence many voters. Both 

l"59th Legislature," brochure. Smith Papers, SWC; 
Dallas Morning News, 24 January 1965; Connally, "Remarks at 
Governors' Conference on Natural Resource Management and 
Development," Dallas, 16 October 1964, Connally Papers, 
Series 5A, Box 8, LBJL; Gilmer Mirror, 30 April 1964, 
Connally Papers, Series 2C, Box 5, LBJL. 

^Childress Index, May 1964, Connally Papers, Series 2C, 
Box 5, LBJL. 
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Connally and LBJ won their elections, Connally by the 

biggest margin in the history of Texas.^ 

The condition of the parks system did not figure into 

the 1964 election, but in 1965 it became a topic for 

political concern. Re-elected Governor John Connally asked 

the legislature to appropriate for the 1966-1967 biennium 

two million dollars for park development. He requested an 

additional $1,500,000 to purchase and develop land in water-

oriented areas of the state, plus more funds for maintenance 

and personnel. His budget recommendation for the biennium 

totaled $3,500,000,000, up $254,000,000 from the 1965 

allowance. Based on Connally's suggestion, the legislature 

passed the largest budget in the state's history. The 

$3,600,000,000 budget included an appropriation of 

^Haley, who ran for governor in 1956, was considered an 
obscure but destructive man. He campaigned against 
integration, for interposition, and called on Congress to 
impeach the Supreme Court justices. He garnered only 88,000 
votes. Although Haley reportedly had over 7,000,000 copies 
of the book printed, it was almost universally condemned. 
Robert Sherrill, The Accidental President (New York: 
Grossman Publishers, 1967), pp. 128-129; Dallas Morning 
News, 25 September 1964, 26 September 1964; Lufkin News. 21 
March 1956, Daniel Papers, Box 233, SHRLRC; Brownwood 
Bulletin. 21 March 1956, Daniel Papers, SHRLRC; Big Spring 
Herald. 11 June 1956, Daniel Papers, Box 233, SHRLRC; "J. 
Evetts Haley," undated manuscript, Connally Papers, Series 
41A, Box 1, LBJL; "J. Evetts Haley: Texas Newsman Jim 
Mathis Looks at the Bitter Outcast," undated manuscript, 
Connally Papers, Series 41A, Box 1, LBJL; J. Evetts, Haley, 
A Texan Looks at Lyndon: A Study in Illegitimate Power 
(Canyon: Palo Duro Press, 1964). 
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$6,300,000 for TPWD. Of that amount, $1,900,000 was 

scheduled to develop and expand ten parks.* 

Many parks needed expanding because at the end of the 

1965 fiscal year statistics showed that visitation in the 

state's sixty-one parks had increased 25.4 percent from the 

previous year. The 9,851,853 visitors meant that some parks 

were "full and running over." Three parks, Martin Dies, Jr. 

(formerly called Dam B), Huntsville, and Garner State Parks, 

each had over one million visitors during the year. The 

number of visitors occasionally forced park officials to 

turn people away from the recreation parks, although the 

historic and scenic parks also reported record numbers.' 

The high number of visitors prompted TPWD officials to 

decry the lack of parks and emphasize the need for 

facilities near metropolitan areas. Commission Chairman 

Will Odom stressed the need to expand and improve the parks 

statewide. As he professed no new ideas to fund such 

expansion, the San Antonio Express stated "unhappily, brave 

*The parks included Eisenhower, Stephen F. Austin, 
Tyler, Palo Duro, Governor Hogg Shrine, Davis Mountains, 
Bastrop, Meridian, Old Fort Parker, and Kerrville. Dallas 
Morning News, 24 January 1965; Undated story for UPI, 
"Legislature-59th," Connally Papers, Series 23B, Box 3, 
LBJL; Houston Post, 29 August 1965; TPWD, Annual Report, 
1964, pp. iii, 1, 10, 22, 23; Letter to E. B. Chambers, 
Dallas, from Connally, 12 January 1965, Connally Papers, 
Series 27, Box 66, LBJL. 

^TPWD, Annual Report. 1965 (Austin: Texas Parks and 
Wildlife, 1965), pp. 1, 17; TPWD News, 21 July 1965, Smith 
Papers, SWC; Uncredited newsclipping, 26 September 1966, 
Connally Papers, Series 24, Box 7, LBJL; Quote from TPWD 
Press Release, 21 July 1965, Smith Papers, SWC. 
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words do not make brave deeds and noble aims do not make 

good parks." The paper noted that the state had always had 

good intentions, but had continually and shamefully 

neglected the parks.^ 

Many citizens wrote Governor Connally to complain about 

the conditions in the parks. One man noted that Texas's 

budget for advertising added to the budget for parks failed 

to equal tiny Rhode Island's park budget. He feared that 

visitors would see the advertisements, visit Texas, and 

leave without thoughts of returning because the recreational 

facilities were so poor. He reported that Garner State Park 

was so crowded that it was no longer a place to enjoy 

nature, but was a social arena in which to meet people. 

Other people complained too. Huntsville State Park was 

poorly designed, with an inadequate number of campsites that 

were too far from restroom facilities. One person suggested 

that the park rules needed clarifying and the roads needed 

paving. Officials at Inks Lake, argued another tourist, 

needed to make available interpretive literature and maps. 

The park, according to the visitor, was trashy, the latrines 

were dirty, and the park ranger was rude. Some people 

experienced problems with youths (unaccompanied by adults) 

Ŝan Antonio Express, 3 November 1965, Connally Papers, 
Series 24A, Box 7, LBJL. 

'Letter to Connally from Arnold E. Williams, Houston, 9 
September 1965, Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 67, LBJL; 
Letter to Connally from Mrs. David H. Calk, Houston, 1 June 
1966, Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 66, LBJL. 
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in the parks. Patrons complained that the teenagers yelled, 

played loud music, raced their cars, violated curfew, and 

consumed alcohol.^ 

Even the culture of the 1960s caused problems in and 

for the parks. Some people feared "hippies," as they were 

called, or high-school and college-aged youth who dressed 

and groomed themselves in unkempt styles and enjoyed rock 

music and an unfettered life. Hippies, some citizens 

feared, might burn crops or homes or rape area women. There 

was some concern about hippies moving into park areas. 

Other people feared that the parks would foster widespread 

drug abuse because some patches of cultivated marijuana were 

found in remote park areas. While drug use and the youth of 

the counter-culture sparked fear in some Texans, 

desegregation efforts in the state parks angered many 

others .̂  

^Letter to TPWD from Mrs. Z. W. Wade, Pasadena, 13 
April 1964, Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 67, LBJL; Letter 
to Connally from Frank E. Roberts, Austin, 30 August 1965, 
Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 67, LBJL; "The Elders Must 
Care," Texas Parks and Wildlife Magazine, June 1965, p. 3. 
Texas Game and Fish Magazine became Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Magazine in April 1965. The magazine featured a new format 
with a broader approach. "New Name . . . Same Game," Texas 
Parks and Wildlife Magazine, April 1965, p. 3. 

^Connally's files indicted that many Texans did not 
support integration. He received many letters from older 
and often almost illiterate people who were angry about his 
efforts toward achieving racial equality. Yet, others 
boasted that Texas had equal employment opportunities and a 
program of general civil rights that had been implemented so 
peacefully "that no one knows anything about it," Connally, 
"A Special Message to the People of Texas," 19 July 1963, 
Connally Papers, Series 5A, Box 3, LBJL; Undated 
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Governor Connally boasted that the state parks by 1964 

had achieved integration, but he could not claim that the 

parks were adequate to serve the needs of the citizenry of 

all racial groups. Texas Parks and Wildlife in 1965 

implemented a new concession program designed to provide 

better service to its patrons, but overall the parks 

remained "woefully inadequate. "̂^ 

Connally, who had signed more bills into law than any 

other Texas governor, planned to introduce a new "broad, 

expansive, and ambitious program" for parks and recreation. 

He argued that such a plan was needed because the state's 

population had increased to 10,500,000 and was expected to 

skyrocket to over 21,000,000 people within thirty-five 

years. The governor contended that Texas needed to plan for 

growth by developing more parks and recreation facilities. 

newsclipping, "Gov Connally Reveals Himself by Removing All 
Doubts," Connally Papers, Series 35, Box 2, LBJL; Letter to 
Connally, unsigned, undated, Connally Papers, Series 35, Box 
2, LBJL; Connally, "Speech Outline," 19 July 1963, 
manuscript in Connally Papers, Series 15A, Box 1, LBJL; 
Connally, "Remarks of Governor," 13 March 1964, Connally 
Papers, Series 15A, Box 1, LBJL; Connally Papers, Series 35, 
Box 2; Letter to Hugh Downs, Today Show, American 
Broadcasting Company, New York, from Leon L. Lewis, Fort 
Worth, 25 March 1965, Connally Papers, Series 35, Box 2, 
LBJL; Interview with Johnny Buck, 6 June 1994. 

l^Connally, "Remarks to the Austin Christian Life 
Workshop," 17 March 1965, Connally Papers, Series 20B, Box 
4, LBJL. 
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Recreation, he said, was "a human need as compelling as any 

in these times of stress and uncertainty."-^ 

While Connally could propose such plans, only the 

legislature could enact them. The impetus for the state 

legislature to support a scheme for increased recreational 

opportunities came from the federal government. The United 

States Congress in 1958 created the Outdoor Recreation 

Resources Review Act (ORRRA) to study and plan for the 

nation's recreational needs. Through cooperative agreements 

with state agencies, ORRRA surveyed the states and outlined 

a policy and program to provide recreation through the year 

2000. On 3 June 1962, ORRRA issued its final report along 

with twenty-seven volumes of studies on recreation in the 

states. As a result of the report, the federal Congress 

created the Recreation Advisory Council to promote 

cooperation among various agencies. It also established the 

Bureau of Recreation (BOR), a permanent federal agency 

charged with cooperating with state agencies to assure 

continuous planning and coordination of plans for park 

development. At the same time. Congress began working on a 

bill to authorize the expenditure of fifty million dollars 

l̂ Quotes from Connally, "Remarks to the Austin 
Christian Life Workshop," 17 March 1965, Connally Papers, 
Series 20B, Box 4, LBJL; TPWD, Annual Report, 1965. p. 18; 
Excerpts from Press Conference, 17 December 1965, Connally 
Papers, Series 21, Box 11, LBJL; Undated story for UPI, 
"Legislature-59th," Connally Papers, Series 23B, Box 3, 
LBJL. 
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in federal grants to help the states meet recreation 
12 

needs.'* 

Two years later, in 1964, federal lawmakers passed 

Public Law 88-5781 creating a revolving fund, known as the 

Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF), from which Congress 

was to appropriate money to the states for outdoor 

recreation. The fund, which was to be administered by the 

BOR, was funded by user, entrance, and admission fees. 

Forty percent of the monies in the fund would finance 

recreation in federally owned areas, the other sixty percent 

was earmarked for state and local projects.-' 

For it to qualify, a state had to prepare a statewide 

comprehensive outdoor recreation plan, or SCORP, which had 

to be approved by BOR officials. The plans had to include 

an evaluation of demand, projected costs, a program for 

implementing the plans, and a guarantee that areas acquired 

and developed with federal funds would continue to be 

operated and appropriately maintained for public outdoor 

1*U.S., Senate, Federal and State Programs Relating to 
Outdoor Recreation, 88th Cong., 1st sess., 28 February 1963, 
S. Rpt. 11; U.S., House, Promoting the Coordination and 
Development of Effective Programs Relating to Outdoor 
Recreation, 88th Cong., 1st sess., 23 March 1963, H. Rpt. 
160; Marion Clawson, "The Crisis in Outdoor Recreation," 
American Forests Magazine. Vol. LXV, No. 3 (March 19 59), pp. 
22-31, 40-41; Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Act, PL 
85-470, 28 June 1958, from S. 846; Brockman and Merriam, 
Recreational Use of Wild Lands, pp. 95-99, Minutes, 20 April 
1959; S-Parks, September 1962. 

l̂ Brockman and Merriam, Recreational Use of Wild Lands, 
p. 99; S-Parks, September 1962. 
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recreation. The law, which required matching funds by the 

states, became effective 1 January 1965.1* 

States wanting to participate in the program had to 

designate an agency capable of preparing the SCORP and able 

to plan the development, maintenance, and operation of 

recreational facilities. The Texas legislature designated 

the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department as the agency 

responsible for working with the BOR. Legislators 

authorized TPWD personnel to make rules to administer the 

program in Texas. They also directed the department, as 

required by the BOR, to prepare, maintain, and keep up to 

date the SCORP. ̂^ 

The United States Congress appropriated approximately 

$94,000,000 for the state and local grant program. It 

apportioned three-fifths of the amount to the states 

'*Brockman and Merriam, Recreational Use of Wild Lands, 
p. 99; "Outdoor Recreation: Land and Water Conservation 
Fund, Model State Legislation," transmitted with letter to 
Governors, Attorney General, Legislative Service Agencies, 
Budget Officers, Commissioner of Administration from Brevard 
Crihfield, Executive Director Council of State Governors, 28 
December 1964, Connally Papers, Series 12A, Box 1, LBJL; 
Hiller, "Parks for Texas," pp. 20-25; U.S., Department of 
Interior, National Park Service, Parks for America 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1964), 
pp. 53, 152-154. 

""Outdoor Recreation: Land and Water Conservation 
Fund, Model State Legislation," transmitted with letter to 
Governors, etc., from Crihfield, 28 December 1964, Connally 
Papers, Series 12A, Box 1, LBJL; Proposed bill, "An Act 
Designating the Parks and Wildlife Department," Connally 
Papers, Series 12A, Box 1, LBJL; "Commission Agenda Item, 
Staff Briefing, Proposal Policy for the Administration of 
the Texas State Park System," January 1975, Mike Herring 
Files; Vernon's Ann. Civ. St., Art. 6081r. 
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according to population, with the other two-fifths divided 

equally among the participating states. In early 1965 TPWD 

Chairman Will Odom announced that Texas had established its 

eligibility for $3,544,969 of Land and Water Conservation 

Fund monies, although it still had to develop the state's 

twenty-five year outdoor recreation plan.̂ ^ 

Outdoor Recreation Resources Review studies showed that 

the staff of TPWD faced a major undertaking in developing 

its SCORP. Texas had six national wildlife refuges, four 

national forests, fifteen major reservoir projects, and one 

national park. It also had five state forests, sixteen 

state wildlife refuges, nineteen historical parks, thirty 

recreational parks, and ten scenic parks. The Outdoor 

Recreation Resources Review committee encouraged Texas to 

establish more recreation areas to preserve streams, gulf 

coast areas, and several scenic roads and trails. 

Inspectors recommended that Texas add thirteen state parks, 

eleven state recreation areas, six beaches, nine historic 

sites, four scientific monuments, one wilderness area, and 

eighteen nature preserves to the parks system.-' 

The SCORP prepared by TPWD officials reflected the 

ORRRA committee's concerns. It noted that the number of 

l̂ TPWD Press Release, 17 January 1965, Connally Papers, 
Series 24A, Box 7, LBJL. 

1/ Interior, Parks for America, pp. 189-190, 195; Letter 
to Richard West, Research Assistant, Texas Legislative 
Council, from J. Weldon Watson, 6 June 1966, Connally 
Papers, Series 27, Box 66, LBJL. 
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Texas's parks had remained static between 1961 and 1966, 

although visitation had increased forty-eight percent. The 

plan showed that Texas needed to spend almost $196,000,000 

for land during the following five years to provide adequate 

outdoor recreation for its citizens. In addition to land 

acquisition, the state needed to preserve several critical 

areas. Private development had sealed off beaches, some 

species of wildlife were in danger, urbanization was 

obliterating unique natural areas, and some historically and 

archeologically significant areas were crumbling from 

neglect. The state's recreation plan also indicated that it 

desperately needed camping sites, hiking trails, and picnic 
10 

units .'° 

The Bureau of Outdoor Recreation approved Texas's SCORP 

on 14 January 1966. The plan indicated that Texas was 

drastically behind in meeting the outdoor recreation needs 

of its citizens. It outlined a program, based on state 

population and visitation trends, to solve the problem 

concerning outdoor recreation in Texas. It defined each 

type of area the state needed: recreation parks, scenic 

parks, state wildlife hunting areas, and state historic 

sites and parks. Texas Parks and Wildlife suggested 

l̂ The Texas SCORP, which came to be know as the Texas 
Outdoor Recreation Plan (TORP), was updated in 1968 and 
again in 1975. Stubble, "History and Spatial Impact," p. 
32; Hiller, "Parks for Texas," p. 23; Houston Chronicle. 30 
January 1966, Connally Papers, Series 24A, Box 7, LBJL; 
Bloom, "Evaluation of Recreation Legislation and Policy," 
pp. 32-34. 
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establishing recreation (user-oriented) parks within a two 

hour driving distance from major metropolitan areas. 

Officials wanted to expand some parks in order to preserve 

unique plants and endangered animals and to provide room for 

interpretative facilities. They also wanted to release 

Acton, Balmorhea, Big Spring, Mackenzie, Blanco, Jeff Davis, 

Lipantitlan, Lockhart, and Tips State Parks because they 

were too small and had limited access, were in towns or 

cities, or were not of statewide importance.^^ 

The department also suggested that the state acquire 

twenty-three scenic parks totalling 288,815 acres, which 

would cost approximately $24,260,500. It wanted to purchase 

for $1,000,000 thirty-nine historical parks and sites (2,755 

acres). For expanding the existing parks and acquiring new 

parks, the department recommended the purchase of 495,121 

acres worth $108,630,900. Legislative appropriations, the 

department realized, would never allow such a program, even 

with funds available from the LWCF. Therefore, park 

officials endorsed the sale of revenue bonds paid for 

through a dedicated tax, and the use of entrance fees to 

20 fund maintenance and operations.*^ 

l̂ TPWD, "A Problem--A Program," pp. 1-5, 13-16, undated 
manuscript in Mike Herring Files. The final draft of the 
program was entitled "Texas Outdoors: A Challenge--A Plan 
of Action." 

2°Texas Parks and Wildlife estimated that the state 
would need to pay a minimum of $53,700,000 for the project. 
Ibid., pp. 20-23, 28, 40, 44-45. 
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Before TPWD could do more than present its proposal. 

Executive Director J. Weldon Watson's actions came under 

scrutiny. Some people charged that Watson was not able to 

cope with the position and that he had not moved fast enough 

to bring changes to the parks. He was also called 

indecisive and mean spirited. Others contended that instead 

of setting policy and then allowing the professional staff 

carry it out, the Commission had tried to operate the 

department. After the 1964 shell dredging controversy, the 

commissioners had retreated behind closed doors and from 

there conducted much of their business in secrecy. Such 

actions further hampered Watson's efforts, which had been 

impaired since his appointment .̂^ 

The Commission had touted Watson as one of the foremost 

administrators in the state, but many newspaper reporters 

stressed that he knew nothing about parks or wildlife. 

Although he may not have had first-hand knowledge about the 

needs of the department, Watson had access to noted experts 

in many pertinent fields. He claimed that the commissioners 

by-passed him and went directly to the employees— 

undermining his job as executive director. The 

^̂ Letter to Connally from Robert L. Spicer, Kerrville, 
6 January 1964, Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 67, LBJL; 
Dallas Times Herald, 21 June 1966, 26 June 1964, J. Weldon 
Watson Vertical File, CAH; Texas Observer, 8 July 1966; 
Dallas News, 23 June 1966; Houston Post, 23 June 1966, 
Watson Vertical File, CAH; Letter to Gene Hendryx, Station 
KVLF, Alpine, from Bo Byers, Chief of Bureau, Houston 
Chronicle, 28 November 1966, Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 
66, LBJL. 
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commissioners and Watson had reached such an impasse by mid 

1966 that the operation of the department was affected. 

Thus, Watson resigned effective 31 July 1966.̂ 2 

The executive director's unexpected departure raised 

questions about the circumstances surrounding it. Rumors 

abounded that the three commissioners would soon resign or 

that the governor would replace them. The commissioners 

denied any kind of rift or any bickering with Watson and 

contended that he left of his own volition. Because of the 

problems Watson had faced, no one from the Texas Parks and 

Wildlife Department wanted the position, but W. J. Cutbirth 

served as interim head until J. R. Singleton accepted the 

role of executive director.^^ 

With the issue of the executive director resolved, the 

department again focused on its proposed acquisition 

program. Texas Parks and Wildlife justified the program by 

^̂ Dallas Times-Herald, 21 June 1966, Watson Vertical 
File, CAH; Austin American, 15 July 1966; Pearsall, "Updated 
Narrative," p. 80, 81; Letter to TPWD Commission from J. 
Weldon Watson, 19 June 1966, Smith Papers, SWC. 

Watson's resignation was the second departure by a 
major figure since the merger. In early 1964, Bill M. 
Collins, the Director of Park Services quit. The following 
May, William Mark Gosdin, one of the men who helped compile 
the 1961 Texas Tech report on the parks, resigned as a 
professor of Horticulture and Park Management at Tech to 
accept the post. "Gosdin Heads Texas Parks," Parks and 
Recreation Magazine, May 1964, p. 241; Texas Tech University 
Toreador, 20 March 1964, Smith Papers; Pearsall, "Updated 
Narrative," pp. 80, 81; Letter to TPWD Commission from J. 
Weldon Watson, 19 June 1966, Smith Papers, SWC; Dallas Times 
Herald, 26 June 1964, Watson Vertical File, CAH; Houston 
Post, 23 June 1966, Watson Vertical File, CAH. 
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citing previous studies, including the ORRRA committee's 

report and the SCORP, which showed that recreation needs 

would continue to rise. Governor Connally, who had just 

been elected to a third term, embraced the cause and the 

TPWD's acquisition plan as his own. To fund such an 

extensive program, the governor, following the 

recommendations of TPWD officials, proposed a ten-year, 

$75,000,000 bond program.2* 

The bond program, according to Connally, would be 

financed by a one dollar per car entrance fee at the state 

parks. Many Texans, because the state legislature had been 

so inconsistent in funding the parks, endorsed the program. 

People from outside the state helped the plan too. Supreme 

Court Justice William 0. Douglas's book. Farewell to Texas, 

published in 1967, was a scathing commentary on Texas's 

waste of its natural lands. Douglas noted that the parks 

were merely amusement centers, advertised for their dance 

pavilions instead of their natural attractions. He noted 

that Texas was far behind other states in parks and was even 

behind some parts of Asia, Africa, and Latin America in 

25 acquiring and maintaining land preserves.*' 

2*"Texas State Park Acquisition and Development 
Program," 8 December 1966, manuscript in Legislative 
Reference Library and Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 68, 
LBJL. 

2^Hiller, "Parks for Texas," p- 25; Letter to State 
Senator Jim Bates from Judge Oscar C. Dancy, Cameron City, 
20 April 1967, Connally Papers, Series 8B, Box 32, LBJL; 
William 0. Douglas, Farewell to Texas: A Vanishing 

223 



state officials released statistics to support the need 

and feasibility of the bond program. Despite current 

construction projects, without additional acquisition and 

development, the statistics showed, the state's parks would 

reach their ultimate usage and development by 1971. Texas 

Parks and Wildlife estimated that the entrance fee, which 

would be collected at twenty-six recreational parks, nine 

scenic parks, and eleven historic sites, would produce 

$1,268,268 in 1967 and $1,555,231 in 1968. It surmised that 

if that much were collected every year, Texas would have 

adequate parks by 1973. Thus, the legislature in 1967 

authorized the sale of up to $75,000,000 of revenue bonds 

for park acquisition, pending the acceptance of a 

constitutional amendment by Texas voters.2° 

Before the proposal could go before Texas voters, 

however, the Commission found itself embroiled in yet 

another controversy. Citizens from Meridian and Bosque 

counties through State Senator J. P. Word requested that 

they be allowed to build a nine-hole golf course on seventy-

Wilderness (New York: McGraw-Hill Publishing, 1967), pp. ix, 
133-134. 

^̂ Some people complained about the fees, and some about 
he lack of advertizing the new fee, especially since some 
parks charged and some did not. Editorial from Marshall 
News Messenger, enclosed in letter to Smith from J. B. 
Price, Atlanta, 10 December 1968, Smith Papers, SWC; TPWD 
News, 1 November 1967, Smith Papers; Letter to Terrell 
Blodgett, Administrative Assistant to the Governor, from J. 
R. Singleton, 13 February 1967, Connally Papers, Series 27, 
Box 65, LBJL. 
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five acres of Meridian State Park. The group contended that 

getting the facility, which would be maintained by members, 

would be a public course and open to everyone. On the 

recommendation of Executive Director J. R. Singleton and 

without discussion, the Commission agreed to lease the land 

for a golf course." 

The Commission's decision spurred an outpouring of 

objections. Many people believed that the commissioners had 

betrayed the public trust by allowing the destruction of a 

natural area without a public hearing and for not disclosing 

the price of the lease. Concerned citizens argued that the 

commissioners had heard the request without it even being on 

the agenda. Some reporters noted that the TPWD staff had 

strenuously objected to the proposal before the meeting and 

that the Commission had voted on it before the press had 

arrived at the meeting. Others called into question the 

28 

need for a golf course in the sparsely populated area.*" 

Conservation groups objected too. Construction of a 

golf course would entail clearing a virgin stand of cedar 

oak trees, the habitat of the vanishing golden-cheeked 

^'Minutes, 27 September 1967, TPWD Papers, Box 1987/24-
28, TSA; Letter and attachments to Connally from Edward C. 
Fritz, Dallas, 13 October 1967, Connally Papers, Series 27, 
Box 65, LBJL. 

^^Minutes, 27 September 1967; Letter and attachments to 
Connally from Edward C. Fritz, Dallas, 13 October 1967, 
Connally Paper, Series 27, Box 65, LBJL; Letter to Connally 
from 0. C. Sheffield, Tyler, 3 November 1967, Connally 
Papers, Series 27, Box 68, LBJL; Houston Post, 30 December 
1967, Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 68, LBJL. 
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warbler, rare black-capped vireo, and other species of 

wildlife. They noted that the site was in a remote rural 

area on the Balcones Escarpment. The soil was thin and, 

when the trees were removed, would probably erode and might 

never support a stand of grass. Despite protests about the 

"give-away" and threats that conservationists might not 

support the bond issue, the Commission, which according to 

Chairman Odom "had been unduly belabored over what he 

considered to be their responsibility to provide a total 

recreational program," stood firm and allowed the golf 

course lease. ̂' 

Finally in November 1967 voters considered the proposal 

to sell revenue bonds to acquire, develop, and maintain 

state parks. They passed the amendment to Article III of 

the Texas Constitution, and the legislature authorized the 

TPWD to issue General Obligation Bonds, which were to be 

repaid through entrance fees. The amendment not only 

allowed the sale of bonds, but also caused a change in the 

way appropriations for the parks were made. The legislature 

had always appropriated set amounts for specific projects. 

''Odom resigned in 1968 with two years of his term 
left. He was replaced by Leon P. "Leon" Gilvin, a 
contractor from Amarillo. Austin American Statesman, 15 
December 1968, Smith Papers, SWC; Minutes, 13 February 1968; 
Lone Star Sierran, November 1967, Connally Papers, Series 
27, Box 69, LBJL; Letter and attachments to Connally from 
Edward C. Fritz, Dallas, 13 October 1967, Connally Papers, 
Series 27, Box 65, LBJL; Letter to Connally from L. N. 
Baxter, Texas Conservation Council, 23 October 1967, 
Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 68, LBJL; Houston Post. 30 
December 1967, Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 68, LBJL. 
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which meant a lack of overall state planning. With the bond 

issue and the availability of money through the LWCF, the 

legislature now had to allow the department more flexibility 

in taking advantage of the funds.̂ '̂  

Flexibility was important because Texas had spent 

$5,500,000 on only ten state parks since the LWCF had become 

available in 1965. Had the budget been more flexible at an 

earlier date, more parks might have received attention. 

With more budgetary flexibility, the department wanted to 

apply for LWCF money for more parks. Since getting money 

from the Land and Water Conservation Fund was contingent 

upon the amount of state money available, TPWD asked the 

legislature to appropriate $7,800,000 for the 1967-1968 

biennium to develop twenty-seven recreational and fourteen 

historical state parks.^^ 

With more funding available, TPWD acquired several new 

park sites. ̂^ In 1964, the state added the Port Lavaca 

'̂'commission Agenda Item; Vernon's Ann. Civ. St.. Art. 
6070h; Hiller, "Parks for Texas," pp. 20-25; Letter to Smith 
from J. R. Singleton, 20 March 1967, Smith Papers, SWC; 
Legislative Budget Board, "TPWD, Selected Aspects of 
Program, Operations, and Funding," Staff Report, 8 December 
1967, Legislative Reference Library. 

^̂ The total budget proposed by TPWD equalled 
$33,600,000. Fort Worth Star Telegram, 28 June 1966, 
Connally Papers, Series 24, Box 7, LBJL; Letter to Bo Byers 
from Gene Hendryx, 5 December 1966, Connally Papers, Series 
27, Box 66, LBJL; Austin American, 28 June 1966, Connally 
Papers, Series 24, Box 7, LBJL; TPWD News, 6 December 1967, 
Smith Papers, SWC. 

^̂ Texas in 1965 received $232,897.20 from the LWCF. 
The sum increased to $1,898,709 in 1966, and $1,282,150 in 
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Causeway and 705 acres for the Martin B. Dies, Jr., State 

Park. The department acquired in 1967 the San Jacinto 

Battleground (445 acres) and Fannin Battleground (thirteen 

acres). In 1967, the Texas Highway Department transferred 

the six-acre Copano Bay site to TPWD, and a separate gift 

added thirteen acres to the Varner-Hogg Plantation State 

Park. During 1968, the department gained Fort Leaton, Fort 

McKavett, Fort Lancaster, Fort Richardson, and Mud Island 

State Parks. The next year it acquired Hueco Tanks and 

through proceeds from revenue bonds, it purchased Dinosaur 

Valley State Park near Glen Rose (see Figure 8.1).^^ 

The most controversial site the state attempted to 

acquire was a park to honor President Lyndon Baines Johnson, 

a Texan. Having determined in 1964 that such a park was in 

the public interest, the Commission ordered the executive 

director to acquire, through purchase or condemnation, 269 

acres in Gillespie County near the LBJ Ranch. The 

1967. The department also received over one million dollars 
in 1968 and in 1969. Texas matched the funds. "Status of 
Land and Water Fund," 27 May 1968, Connally Papers, Series 
37, Box 64, LBJL; TPWD News, October 1968. 

^̂ The move to transfer the San Jacinto and Fannin 
Battlegrounds from the Board of Control to TPWD began in 
1964. The forts were all used to protect settlers from the 
Comanches, Kiowas, and Apaches. Fort Worth Star Telegram. 
10 May 1968, Connally Papers, Series 24, Box 7, LBJL; 
Hiller, "Parks for Texas," p. 23; "State Park Acquisition 
Since 1 September 1963," undated manuscript in Buck Files; 
Letter to Connally from W. N. Blanton, Chairman San Jacinto 
Battleground Commission, Houston, 21 December 1964, Connally 
Papers, Series 27, Box 66, LBJL. 
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commissioners later, in an unannounced meeting, voted to add 

four hundred acres to the park. Since most of the land 

owners were reluctant to sell their land for the offered 

$450 per acre, the Commission began condemnation 

proceedings. To cover the expense of the suits and to pay 

for the land, the commissioners in 1965 established the LBJ 

State Park Fund, with themselves as the governing 

instrument, to raise money for the park.̂ * 

The park fund and the commissioners' actions raised 

many questions and caused resentment. In July 1966, 

Chairman Will Odom revealed that the fund had accumulated 

enough money to pay for the land that had already been 

condemned. Many people believed that there "must be some 

underhanded dealings involved" because all of the money in 

the fund was contributed anonymously or with the agreement 

that the names would not be made public. The commissioners 

refused to reveal the donors' names or the amount of money 

contributed. Thus, Senator Jim Bates accused the 

commissioners of soliciting donations and demanded their 

resignations as the directors of the fund and as TPWD 

*̂TPWD, Order, 17 November 1964, Connally Papers, 
Series 27, Box 69, LBJL; Banks, Money, Marbles, and Chalk, 
p. 107; Minutes, 17 November 1965; Statement by Senator Jim 
Bates regarding LBJ State Park, pp. 1-20, Connally Papers, 
Series 12B, Box 12, LBJL, hereafter cited as Bates 
Statement; uncredited newsclipping, 1 March 1966, Connally 
Papers, Series 27, Box 66, LBJL. 
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commissioners. He also wanted them to return all of the 

money collected for the park.̂ -

Some people objected to the park on general principles. 

One writer argued that because the other parks were in 

terrible shape and had not been maintained or improved, the 

LBJ State Park looked unpromising. Another person contended 

that there was no reason to locate a park "in that hot, dry, 

desolate area, with no natural beauty and very few trees." 

Others simply stated that the deal "stinks." Many people 

believed that President Johnson should have donated his own 

land for a park.̂ ^ 

Since Johnson did not donate the land, many people 

wanted to know who had donated money to buy it, and they 

suspected that some funds had been donated by firms who did 

business under permits from the Commission. Even when the 

^̂ Quote from Letter to Connally from Billy J. Nations, 
Henderson, undated, Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 68, 
LBJL; Texas Observer, 8 July 1966; Press Release, 17 October 
1966, Connally Papers, Series 12B, Box 12, LBJL; Austin 
American, 15 July 1966; Sherrill, The Accidental President, 
p. 57; Bates Statement. 

^̂ Letter to Connally from Joyce B. Stewart, Aurora, IL, 
30 March 1966; Letter to Connally from H. J. Bulgerin, 16 
March 1966, Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 68, LBJL; Letter 
to Connally from Scott Metcalf, Dallas, 13 April 1966; 
Letter to Connally from Lorene Maddin, Fort Worth, 27 April 
1966, Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 66, LBJL; Letter to 
Connally from Ida C. Scott, North Tarrytown, NY, 2 March 
1965, Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 68, LBJL; Quote from 
Letter to Connally from Mrs. Gayle Hayes, San Antonio, 3 
November 1966, Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 68, LBJL; 
Letter to Connally from H. H. Gathings, Quemado, 13 April 
1966, Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 68, LBJL; Letter to 
connally from Jack Taylor, Dallas, undated, Connally Papers, 
Series 27, Box 68, LBJL. 
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Texas General Investigating Committee in 1967 asked the 

Commission for information about the donors, the 

commissioners refused to release the names or the amounts 

donated. Some people believed that the commission was 

trying to get contributions to gain credit with the 

President, who, although he never discussed it publicly, was 

interested in the park. Indeed, Johnson was involved in the 

park's conception, finances, and construction. For example, 

one day when some TPWD employees went to the park, Johnson 

and his wife. Lady Bird, were there, along with some federal 

experts, to supervise the dirt work for a wildlife fence.^ 

Although they believed that a park honoring President 

Johnson was appropriate, many people condemned the 

Commission's handling of the situation. The commissioners, 

as the sole trustees of the fund, conducted most of the 

business concerning the park in private administrative 

sessions. They explained that the meetings were not secret, 

they were just not scheduled. The commissioners' secrecy in 

handling the funds led to suspicions, charges, acrimony, and 

public distrust. Most people did not agree with the 

commission that it could divest itself of its public 

character to administer the fund, and they argued that there 

^̂ Lady Bird, who is know for her roadside 
beautification program, served coffee, then reminded the men 
not to throw their cups on the ground. Banks, Money. 
Marbles, and Chalk, pp. 107-109; Interview with Buck, 6 June 
1994; Sherrill, The Accidental Presidency, p. 57; Fort Worth 
Star Telegram, 2 May 1967, Connally Papers, Box 24A, Box 7, 
LBJL. 
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was a conflict of interest. The secrecy surrounding the 

TPWD Commission meetings and the LBJ State Park Fund 

contributed to the furor that led legislators to introduce 

and pass bills in both houses to make open meetings 

mandatory for all state and local agencies, boards, and 

commissions. ̂° 

Thus, Governor Connally relieved the Commission from 

the trusteeship of the fund in 1967. At the request of 

Chairman Will Odom, he appointed John Ben Sheppard to 

administer the LBJ State Park Fund. The Parks and Wildlife 

commissioners, however, said that they requested the change 

because it was too hard for three men from different parts 

of the state to manage the fund. They denied that the 

change was due to criticism. Although the state by 1967 had 

managed to acquire only 171 acres of the land chosen for the 

LBJ State Park, Sheppard promised to provide the names of 

the donors as soon as the land had all been acquired and 

turned over to the state. By late 1968, Sheppard had still 

not revealed the names of the donors, but the Texas Observer 

reported that George Brown of Brown and Root Construction 

"is known to have given $50,000." Adding to the 

controversy, the sixtieth legislature (1967) in special 

^̂ Fort Worth Star Telegram, 2 May 1967, Connally 
Papers, Series 24A, Box 7, LBJL; San Angelo Standard Times. 
26 October 1966, Connally Papers, Series 24, Box 7, LBJL; 
Austin American, 15 July 1966; Sherrill, The Accidental 
President, p. 57; Dallas Times Herald, 26 June 1964, Watson 
Vertical File, CAH; Houston Post, 23 June 1966, Watson 
Vertical File, CAH. 
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session appropriated $500,000 for the LBJ park, funds that 

TPWD had not asked for and for which it had no plans.-' 

In addition to hard feelings caused by the LBJ State 

Park Fund controversy, the Texas Parks and Wildlife 

Commission caused more resentment by changing a thirty-five 

year old policy about using convict labor in the parks. In 

a closed meeting (held before the Open Meetings and Records 

Act became effective), commissioners decided not to use 

inmates for construction, but to limit them to clearing 

brush and other unskilled labor. Predictably, costs 

increased. Shelters at Falcon State Park built with convict 

labor, for example, cost the state about $700 each. After 

contractors took over construction, the price rose to $1,700 

each.*° 

Because of conflicts and resentments related to holding 

closed meetings and withholding information from the public, 

many people began calling for a separation of the parks 

division and the wildlife division. Others, arguing that 

the workload was enormous, wanted a bigger commission and 

^̂ San Antonio Express, 1 July 1968, Connally Papers, 
Series 24A, Box 5, LBJL; uncredited newsclipping, 28 July 
1968, Connally Papers, Series 24A, Box 7, LBJL; San Angelo 
Standard Times, 4 January 1967, Connally Papers, Series 24, 
Box 7, LBJL; Quote from Texas Observer, 13 December 1968; 
Letter to Connally from Howard Ritcheson, Dallas, 2 January 
1967; Letter to Connally from Seth P. Walton, Jr., Marshall, 
3 January 1967, Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 68, LBJL; 
Press Release, 31 December 1966, Connally Papers, Series 8B, 
Box 32, LBJL. 

*''Texas Observer, 26 May 1967. 
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they wanted to give the governor the authority to replace 

the commissioners. Governor Connally protested the 

expansion of the three-person commission.*^ 

In late 1967, Connally, citing a lack of patience, 

resilience, and enthusiasm, decided not to run for a fourth 

42 term. In response, Texas Parks and Wildlife Commissioner 

A. W. Moursund asked Connally not to reappoint him, and 

another commissioner seriously considered resigning. 

Moursund's replacement, Harry Jersig, was the chairman of 

the board of the Lone Star Brewery Company and one of the 

founders of the Sportsmen's Clubs of Texas. The 

announcement of his appointment brought a shower of 

complaints. One writer noted that "until now our parks have 

been relatively free of intoxicants." He expected Jersig to 

support the use of alcohol in the parks, which would give, 

he wrote, "a drunk another place to go."*̂  

*^Excerpts from Press Conference, 23 November 1966, 
Connally Papers, Series 21, Box 11, LBJL; Letter to Connally 
from Joe W. Pacheck, Kerrville, 5 July 1966, Connally 
Papers, Series 27, Box 66, LBJL; Letter to Connally from 
George T. Jambers, 9 July 1966, Connally Papers, Series 27, 
Box 66, LBJL; Letter to Connally from Ollie Crawford, 
Jasper, 15 February 1967, Connally Papers, Series 8B, Box 
32, LBJL. 

*̂ 0f the people who wrote to Connally concerning his 
seeking a fourth term, most were against it and against him, 
but not against what he had done with TPWD. Connally 
Papers, Series 2B, Box 1, LBJL; Connally Papers, Series 2C, 
Box 5, LBJL; Statement by Governor John Connally, 10 
November 1967, Connally Papers, Series 2B, Box 3, LBJL; San 
Antonio Express, 14 January 1969. 

*̂ Telegram to Harry Jersig from Connally, 21 February 
1967, Connally Papers, Series lOA, Box 32, LBJL; Quotes from 
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While the alcohol issue did not cause a major problem, 

Jersig and his fellow commissioners faced problems of low 

staff salaries and inadequate operating funds. In 1968, the 

park manager at Palo Duro State Park reported that someone 

had broken into the headquarters building. In the course of 

investigating the alleged robbery. Regional Park Supervisor 

Paul Harris discovered that a park employee had mishandled 

and diverted state funds.** 

The park superintendent admitted that on his 

instructions, he and other employees had not run some gate 

receipts through the register, diverting them to a petty 

cash fund to buy coffee and other supplies for the park. 

Although the admission did not provide enough proof for 

criminal charges, officials asked the park employees to 

resign. Four, including the park superintendent resigned, 

and officials then asked three other employees to leave. 

The mishap resulted in all parks division employees 

Letter to Connally from Jack W. Shoultz, Houston, 3 March 
1967, Connally Papers, Series lOA, Box 32, LBJL; Letter to 
Connally from Moursund, 11 January 1967, Connally Papers, 
Series lOA, Box 32, LBJL; Texas Observer, 26 May 1967. 

**Employees found the door open and a window screen cut 
and removed. Investigators believed that it was an inside 
job. Letter to George Dowlan, from J. R. Singleton, 2 
August 1968, Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 65, LBJL; 
Letter to George W. McWiel, State Auditor, from J. R. 
Singleton, 5 August 1968, Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 
65, LBJL; Memo to Paul Harris from Jerry Mullican, Park 
Superintendent III, 4 March 1968, Connally Papers, Series 
27, Box 65, LBJL; Letter to Singleton from Paul Harris, 31 
July 1968, Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 65, LBJL. 
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receiving a directive explaining the responsibility of 

keeping proper accounts and in handling gate receipts.*' 

The desire to correct problems, such as the one at Palo 

Duro, in part led Preston Smith, who had served as 

Connally's lieutenant governor from 1962 through 1968, to 

seek the state's highest office. Smith won the subsequent 

election and in 1969 became governor. At the outset of his 

term he pledged to improve education, industry, and law 

enforcement. He promised to build better roads, make state 

government more efficient, and to "take advantage of 

Texas'[s] great economic potential in out-of-state 

tourists."*^ 

Many people urged the new governor to "[straighten] out 

the mess that Connalley [sic] put the Fish and Game 

Department in."*' Smith was willing to try. He wanted to 

change the TPWD Commission because "a three-man board is 

nothing but a governor's board and can be dominated by the 

chief executive." He agreed with many outdoor writers who 

wanted a larger commission, and he suggested a six-member 

body, apportioned on a geographical basis. Smith wanted the 

*̂ Letter to Will Odom from Singleton, 6 August 1968, 
Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 65, LBJL; Letter to 
Singleton from Paul Harris, 31 July 1968, Connally Papers, 
Series 27, Box 65, LBJL. 

*̂ Jerry Douglas Conn, Preston Smith: The Making of a 
Texas Governor (Austin: Jenkins Publishing Co., 1972), pp. 
17, 74-75, quote on p. 106. 

*̂ Letter to Smith from W. W. Trout, 27 June 1968, Smith 
Papers, SWC. 
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commissioners to be people having administrative, business, 

and technical knowledge, as well as an interest in the 

field. The new governor also suggested dividing Texas Parks 

and Wildlife into separate entities. He believed that it 

was time to admit to a "bad bargain," cut the bond, and 

allow the parks to go their separate way from the wildlife 

division. Since the commission was plagued with troubles, 

the time for change seemed right.*̂  

Texas was not the only state that had problems similar 

to those related to the consolidation of the parks and the 

game and fish departments. The Colorado Department of Game, 

Fish, and Parks in 1966 was in trouble with the public too. 

The Colorado problem stemmed from some animal deaths during 

winter storms in 1965 when the department did not feed the 

animals. In 1966 there was a scarcity of deer in Colorado. 

Many people accused the department of mismanagement, not 

keeping the public informed, and of taking political 

payoffs. The Colorado department was much smaller than 

TPWD, employing only 440 people and having an annual budget 

of $7,000,000, of which the parks received only $740,920. 

*̂ Quote from Houston Post, 14 July 1968, Connally 
Papers, Series 24, Box 7, LBJL; Quote from Austin American 
Statesman, 15 December 1968; Letter to Smith from Cecil R. 
Haden, Houston, 19 August 1968, Smith Papers, SWC; Smith to 
W. W. Trout, 3 July 1968, Smith Papers, SWC; Survey sent to 
political candidates by the Texas Conservation Council, the 
Lone Star Sierra Club, and Citizen Organizations, and 
Smith's answers, 4 April 1968, Smith Papers, SWC; Smith's 
message to the sixty-first legislature, 23 January 1969, 
manuscript in Smith Papers, SWC. 
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Although the Colorado department had over $20,500,000 in 

assets, many people questioned the wisdom of the 1961 

merger, because it had not solved the problem of financing 

the parks.*^ 

In Texas, Governor Smith's 1969 suggestion to divide 

the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department by separating the 

parks from game and fish, found favor with many parks 

people. While the merger had brought more money for the 

parks and allowed for a better parks system, the parks 

people had little rapport with the game and fish employees. 

Many people believed that the parks division had gained the 

momentum needed to make it on its own.̂ '̂  

After a strong movement to turn the parks over to the 

Texas Highway Department had failed, the Texas House of 

Representatives voted for separation of the parks and 

wildlife divisions. The bill then went to the Senate, where 

Lieutenant Governor Ben Barnes referred it to the Senate 

Parks and Wildlife Committee. Senator Wayne Connally, 

brother of former Governor John Connally, chaired the 

committee. He blocked consideration of the bill, charging 

that Smith merely wanted to use the appointments to the 

Parks Commission to gain control of the money available to 

it--money from the bond sales and from the Land and Water 

*̂ Denver Post, 20 March 1966, Connally Papers, Series 
27, Box 65, LBJL. 

'̂'Houston Post, 6 March 1969, TPWD Vertical File, CAH; 
Interview with Buck, 6 June 1994; 
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Conservation Fund. Thus, the Texas Parks and Wildlife 

Department remained a viable entity. •-

Meanwhile, the massive funds expected to be available 

to the department from the revenue bonds never 

materialized. Before he left office in January 1969, 

however. Governor Connally issued a self-congratulatory 

publication in which he noted that on the day that Texans 

had passed the bond amendment "the immediate crisis in state 

parks was finally met."^^ 

The facts proved otherwise. By August 1969, the bond 

program had been in effect for ten months, but only 

$5,750,000 worth of bonds, scheduled to be retired by 30 

October 1978, had been sold. Moreover, officials estimated 

that by the end of the twelve month period income from 

entrance fees would equal only $515,243--$59,757 (plus 

interest) short of the $575,000 per year required to pay the 

53 

bonds on time." 

The chairman of a Texas Senate Interim Committee, Don 

Kennard, an "outdoor-loving liberal," announced in February 

1969 that the bond program was a failure because no more 

''Houston Post, 23 April 1969, 27 April 1969, TPWD 
Vertical File, CAH; Texas Observer, 6 June 1969. 

^^Connally, "Report to the Legislature: Texas Reaches 
for Greatness," 15 January 1969. 

^^Letter and "Report on Texas Park Development Bond 
Program" to the 61st Legislature from Pearce Johnson, 
Chairman TPWD, 18 August 1969, Legislative Reference 
Library. 
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bonds had been sold.̂ * Kennard's committee was concerned 

about the bonds. 

The legislature, in the meantime, had charged Kennard's 

committee to study the state's parks and make 

recommendations about locating and securing land for parks. 

It also asked the committee to find ways to utilize better 

existing parks and find ways to develop them. The committee 

was to report to the sixty-first legislature.-' 

Upon completing its study, Kennard's committee in 1969 

presented its forty-nine page report to the legislature. 

The committee found that Texas's state parks were still 

unable to accommodate the increasing number of visitors 

expected over the following ten years. Existing programs 

met only seventy percent of the state's outdoor recreation 

needs. Texas, according to the committee, needed more parks 

and should work to acquire them, but should also plan 

adequately for new parks before acquisition. The state 

needed more hiking trails, wilderness areas, and protection 

for archeologically significant areas. The committee noted 

that the state's parks and unique areas were not safe from 

water projects and that the citizens of Texas needed to be 

*̂Daily Texan, 20 April 1969, Kennard Vertical File, 
CAH; Quote from Austin American Statesman, 23 February 1969, 
Kennard Vertical File, CAH; This Land is Our Land. A Report 
on Texas' Natural Environment, A Report to the 61st 
Legislative Session by the Senate Interim Committee on Parks 
and Recreation, 1969, p. 5. 

^̂ Press Release, 17 July 1968, Smith Papers, SWC. 
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educated about conservation. The report emphatically stated 

the opinion of the committee: "if we can go to the moon, we 

can save some of our landscape in its true natural state."-' 

Finally, the committee's report emphasized that Texas's 

park problems could not be solved overnight. The parks 

system had operated under limited funding for so long that 

it lagged far behind other states in acreage and 

development. The parks system acquired land as money became 

available, yet was unprepared for the surge in acquisitions. 

Program implementation and staff shortages, the report 

noted, remained a problem and planning occurred only after 

the legislature appropriated the money that it estimated was 

necessary. The report became a catalyst for changes in the 

1970s.-' 

In looking back over the 1960s one must be impressed 

by the political infighting and controversy that marked the 

period after the merger. Throughout Connally's term as 

governor, critics charged TPWD with being politically 

tainted. To many Texans, the actions of the Texas Parks and 

Wildlife Commission were "troublesome and disturbing," and 

the department's three commissioners often found themselves 

embroiled in controversies.'^ Indeed, perhaps one of the 

•̂ This Land is Our Land, pp. 5, 12, 16, 19, 23, 39, 40, 
41, quote on p. 5. 

''ibid. , p. 41. 

^̂ Crawford and Keever, Portrait in Power, pp. 126, 127, 
151; Quote from Texas Observer, 8 July 1966. 
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biggest failures of the 1960s related to the appointment of 

the commissioners, as no standards were set for 

appointments. The unsalaried commissioners were not 

selected by geographical criteria, previous experience, or 

knowledge about parks or wildlife. In fact, even after 

Governor Smith's efforts to revamp the department, there 

were no standards or requirements for the position, a 

problem that continued to plague the department into the 

1970s. 
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CHAPTER IX 

THE SYSTEM MATURES, 1970-1984 

Four main themes permeate the decade of the 1970s: 

acquisitions, reorganizations, funding, and politics. 

Throughout the decade the Texas Parks and Wildlife 

Department's staff worked to resolve the problems 

surrounding these considerations and all the while the parks 

system matured. The number of parks increased, the 

department settled on a workable organizational structure, 

worked to find means of funding, and worked around political 

constraints and accusations. Park planners focused not only 

on acquiring parks, but on acquiring quality parks that the 

people of Texas would find enjoyable. To that end. Governor 

Preston Smith in 1970 issued his goals for state government. 

Goals relating to the parks system included the 

establishment of statewide a system of hiking trails and 

scenic rivers. He also favored developing existing parks 

and recreation areas and acquiring more land preserves, 

especially near urban areas.^ 

The governor's recommendations paralleled suggestions 

for state parks nationwide. Statistics showed that 

400,000,000 people visited the nation's state parks during 

1970 and that despite the $800,000,000 spent in 1970 to 

acquire, develop, and maintain them, most systems needed 

-Goals for Texas. Phase 2 (Austin: Office of the 
Governor, 1970), pp. 187, 198. 
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additional parks that were more easily accessible and near 

urban centers. Texas, because seventy-four percent of its 

population lived in cities, was one of the states needing 

parks near metropolitan areas.^ 

Parks that the state acquired in 1970 and 1971 

reflected the recreational need for parks in urban areas. 

The Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) accepted 

several new parks: Lake Arrowhead and Copper Breaks near 

Wichita Falls, Lake Somerville between Austin and Houston, 

and McKinney Falls near Austin. The department also 

acquired Pedernales Falls near Austin, Galveston Island at 

Galveston, Lake Colorado City between Big Springs and 

Abilene, Dinosaur Valley near Cleburne, Fort Richardson near 

Jacksboro, and Governor Hogg Shrine at Quitman.-

The TPWD in 1970 began the process of acquiring a 

3,802.25-acre site on Mustang Island. Ada Rogers Wilson 

asked $4,182,475 for the land. The Commission, with Pearce 

Johnson dissenting because the site was not included in the 

Texas Outdoor Recreation Plan (TORP). voted to buy the site 

as a park. Because the department did not have the money to 

"̂A New Era for State Parks," Parks and Recreation, 
September 1970, p. 31; Commission Agenda Item, Staff 
Briefing, "Proposed Policy for the Administration of the 
State Parks System," January 1975, Mike Herring Files. 

^Hiller, "Parks for Texas," p. 25; Pearsall, "Updated 
Narrative," p. 85; Legislative Budget Office, Fiscal Size 
UP: Texas State Services. 1971-1972 (Austin: Legislative 
Budget Office, 1972), pp- 108, 110; "State Parks 
Acquisition," Buck Files. 
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buy Mustang Island and fulfill the plans outlined in the 

TORP, many staff members agreed with Johnson, who was known 

not to get along with the other commissioners or Executive 

Director J. R. Singleton.* 

When the Commission applied to the Bureau of Recreation 

(BOR) for funds, Johnson refused to sign the letter, 

delaying the application. The other commissioners, Harry 

Jersig and Pete Gilvin, then by-passed the regular BOR 

application procedure, thereby infuriating Governor Smith, 

who charged them and Executive Director Singleton with 

improper conduct. Nonetheless, the BOR approved the grant.-

Smith was outraged. He sent letters to all three 

commissioners asking for their resignations if they could 

not resolve the matter. He also protested the BOR decision 

to President Richard Nixon. The commissioners refused to 

modify their stance, and the testy Jersig suggested that 

Governor Smith resign." 

*Andrew Theodore Manus, "Mustang Island State Park: A 
Case Study and Analysis of Recreational Island Acquisition 
in Texas," (Master's thesis, Texas A&M University, 1976), 
pp. 23, 24, 28, 35. 

^Ibid., pp. 37, 55, 56, 67. 

Not everyone in Nueces County, where Mustang Island 
was located was happy abut the transfer either. The 
Executive director wrote to the judge and commissioners of 
the county to encourage them to cooperate with the 
department or the park would not be developed. Ibid., pp. 
70, 72, 81; Letter to TPWD Executive Director Garrison from 
Commissioner Bob Burleson, 16 February 1973, TPWD Files, Box 
1989/37-5, TSA. 
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The commissioners signed the deed to Mustang Island 

State Park in early 1971, an acquisition that caused not 

only disagreements, but disrupted the administration of the 

Parks and Wildlife Department as well. Parks Director Mark 

Gosdin, who had disagreed with the commissioners about the 

purchase, was on extended leave, and Singleton had resigned. 

With Gilvin's term expiring soon after finalizing the deal, 

the commissioners chose an interim executive director to 

replace Robert Mauermann, who was serving as the acting 
7 

director. 

The administrative "shake-up" and the department's 

dramatic size increase led in 1970 to a study of Texas Parks 

and Wildlife. At the Commission's request, Touche Ross and 

Company, a private accounting firm, examined the 

department's organization and management. It found that the 

parks system had only a minimal level of organizational 

effectiveness, with an obvious lack of a mechanism to 

anticipate adequately its needs or to deal with them. It 

recommended that the department reorganize. Rather than 

make recommendations for programs within the department, it 

suggested a larger reorganization scheme. The plan included 

decentralizing supervision of field operations and 

centralizing staff functions at headquarters. Touche Ross 

^Singleton reportedly left because of health problems, 
although some reports said that the commissioners forced him 
to resign because he disagreed with them and did not keep 
them fully informed. Manus, "Mustang Island State Park," 
pp. 24, 82-83, 88. 
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expected the reorganization plan to save the department 

about $300,000 annually.^ 

In 1971 the department, under the leadership of new 

Executive Director James Cross, implemented a reorganization 

plan similar to that recommended by Touche Ross. It called 

for four divisions that served both parks and wildlife: 

administration, current operations, planning, and regional 

management. It outlined five regions, each with a director 

who was to report directly to Cross.^ 

With the reorganization completed, the department began 

looking for additional ways to fund the parks. The bond 

program, as Senator Don Kennard had stated in 1969 in the 

first of three studies planned by the Senate Interim 

Committee, This Land is Our Land, was a failure. The 

program by 1971 had provided only $5,750,000 through bonds 

for the parks let in 1968. Texas Parks and Wildlife could 

not authorize the sale of more bonds because the rising 

interest rate made it too expensive. ̂^ 

^Touche Ross and Company, "Parks and Wildlife 
Organization for the 70's, a Management Study of the Texas 
Parks and Wildlife Department," May 1970, pp. 4-5, Texas 
State Library and Legislative Reference Library; Texas 
Research League, "Agency Organization and Board/Staff 
Relations in the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department," March 
1983, pp. 3, 5, unpublished report, Texas Research League, 
Austin. 

^Texas Research League, "Agency Organization," pp. 5. 

^^Legislative Budget Office, Fiscal Size Up: Texas 
State Services, 1970-1971 (Austin: Legislative Budget 
Office, 1971), p.70; This Land is Our Land, p. 5. 

248 



Despite accounts that claimed that its first report had 

little impact, the Senate Interim Committee, as directed by 

the legislature, reported a second time in 1971 in This Land 

is Our Land, II. Because the legislature at the Interim 

Committee's suggestion had established in 1969 an Advanced 

Planning Unit within Parks and Wildlife, the department had 

compiled its projected financial requirements for the next 

decade, which were included in the 1971 report. The 

department estimated that it would need a total of 

$114,568,240, or $11,500,000 per year for acquisition, 

development, and maintenance.^^ 

Since many people doubted that the legislature would 

appropriate the amount needed. Senator Kennard suggested 

implementing a tax on cigarettes. Of the Parks and Wildlife 

Commissioners, only Pearce Johnson supported the idea; the 

Commission as a whole never took a stand on the tax. 

Nonetheless, the sixty-second legislature in 1971 imposed a 

one cent per pack tax on cigarettes, with the proceeds to be 

disbursed from the specially created State Treasury Fund 31, 

which was earmarked for the acquisition, development, and 

maintenance of state parks. Parks purchased using Fund 31 

monies were to be chosen according to the TORP, which 

^̂ This Land is Our Land. II. A Report on Texas's 
Natural Environment, Presented to the 62nd legislative 
session by the Senate Interim Committee on Parks and 
Recreation, February 1971, p. 9. 
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defined regional priorities and facility requirements. The 

tax generated $16,000,000 its first year.̂ ^ 

Many programs within the Texas Parks and Wildlife 

Department were expensive. The 1971 administrative 

reorganization proved no different. Because it was a 

bureaucratic and bookkeeping nightmare, the new system and 

Executive Director James Cross had within the department 

short-lived tenures. The Commission fired Cross in July 

1971 because he had tried to "exclude political 

considerations from department operations." Because the 

department management did not support it and the regional 

directors lacked administrative abilities, the 

organizational concept failed in the fall of 1972.̂ -

The department's legislative appropriation for 1972 was 

$32,104,684. It also got funds from the one cent tax per 

pack on cigarettes, and the Land and Water Conservation Fund 

(LWCF) provided another $16,000,000. The budget was the 

^Imposing taxes on cigarettes to benefit parks was 
not a new idea. Wisconsin raised $24,000,000 annually 
through a similar tax. Indiana was considering such a tax. 
Texas officials estimated that the tax would raise 
$10,000,000 annually. S-Parks, September 1962; Mary Love 
Bigony, "Accomplishments and Expectations: What Happened in 
the 70s and the Outlook for the 80s," Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Magazine, August 1980, pp. 17-19; Commission Agenda 
Item, Staff Briefing, "Proposed Policy;" "59th Legislature," 
brochure. Smith Papers, SWC; Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Department, "Background Material," 18 February 1977, Buck 
Files; Griffin Smith, Jr., "The Strange Case of the Missing 
Parks," Texas Monthly, September 1975, pp. 88-90, 137-144; 
Austin American Statesman, 9 September 1984. 

^̂ Texas Research League, "Agency Organization," p. 8; 
Quote from Texas Observer. 6 November 1972. 

250 



biggest in the history of the department. Thus, the 

department was able to expand at a dynamic rate, acquiring 

in 1972 twenty tracts of land to be used for new parks or to 

expand existing ones.^* 

The expansion was needed because between 1970 and 1972 

a "back-to-nature" movement had begun, spurred in part by 

"Earth Day" celebrations, which began in 1970 and became 

annual events. More people used state parks, forcing park 

commissions nationwide to expand the number of parks and 

trails available. As a result of the movement, some states 

began using railroad right-of-ways as hiking trails. 

Because of the passage of the National Wild and Scenic 

Rivers Act in 1968, there was also a national movement to 

establish a system of scenic rivers in each state, which was 

one of Governor Preston Smith's goals in 1970.-' 

Texas Parks and Wildlife put together a report entitled 

"Pathways and Paddleways" about a system of trails and 

rivers in Texas. When in 1972 TPWD attempted to acquire 

land for campgrounds and access points along the Guadalupe 

River near San Antonio and an abandoned railroad bed near 

*̂Letter to Burleson from Cross, 3 September 1971, TPWD 
Files, Box 1989/27-2, TSA; Texas Research League, "A Review 
of the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department's Land 
Acquisition Process, FY 1972-1980: Procedures, 
Acquisitions, and Expenditures, A Report to the Commission 
and Executive Director of the Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Department," unpublished report, March 1982, p. 11, Texas 
Research League, Austin. 

^̂ John S. Blair, "What's Happening in State Parks?," 
Parks and Recreation, February 1974, 9: 26-8. 
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Bourne, landowners objected, fearing the trails "would bring 

people with long hair and beards to [their] property." The 

Commission, reluctant to use its power of condemnation, 

refused to act. The Commission's vote not to pursue the 

matter led Senator Kennard to say that at least three of the 

commissioners still had "a country club approach" to 

parks .'° 

The commission in 1970 had also ordered the staff to 

conduct a feasibility study on a proposed state railroad 

park near Palestine. Although Commissioner Pearce Johnson 

hesitated to spend over a million dollars to buy the tracks 

without having any trains, the Commission voted to accept 

the site before it knew if it could acquire locomotives or 

other rolling stock. With the help of the governor's 

office. Representative Jake Pickle, and Senator Don Adams, 

the department located two engines: the United States Army 

donated one and the department purchased the other. To run 

the trains, the commissioners coaxed some former engineers 

out of retirement. With staffing and equipment problems 

resolved, in mid-1972 the Commission authorized the expense 

of over $1,700,000 to rehabilitate the railroad.*' 

Ic Ibid.; Quote from Texas Observer, 18 February 1972. 

-'Texas Parks and Wildlife, Executive Session Staff 
Summary, 10 August 1971, Mike Herring Files; Letter to Smith 
from Representative J. J. "Jake" Pickle, 6 October 1972, 
TPWD Files, Box 1989/37-3, TSA; Minutes, 17 August 1972, 
TPWD Files, Box 1987/37-59, TSA; "Revival of a Railroad," 
1973 ACE Conference, Grand Canyon, Arizona, undated, TPWD 
Files, Box 1987/37-2, TSA. 
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In addition to acquiring new parks, the department 

greatly improved existing areas. Yet, because staff morale 

was low and the department's organization was without a 

clear chain of responsibility, some parks continued to need 

maintenance and repairs. A visitor to Garner State Park 

reported that the park had been neglected and the restrooms 

and water fountains were out of order and filthy. Park 

patrons complained that Daingerfield and Martin Dies State 

Parks needed electrical hook-ups and that Martin Dies was 

overcrowded. The quality of Inks Lake State Park had 

deteriorated from improper use, including unrestrained pets, 

loud music and noises, and off-road vehicles being driven 

through campsites.^^ 

Help for the parks came in November 1972. When he 

became the Eeecutive director, Clayton Garrison implemented 

another reorganization, which included new directors for new 

divisions. The plan established the divisions of parks, 

wildlife, finance, administration, engineering, information-

education, and law enforcement. It also created a new 

0 ^ 

'-Letter to Texas Parks and Wildlife from Mrs. W. L. 
Newby, Port Arthur, 26 October 1972, TPWD Files, Box 
1989/37-1, TSA; Letter to Thomas R. Meredith from Garrison, 
2 August 1973, TPWD Files, Box 1989/37-1, TSA; Letter to 
State Senator Roy Harrington from W. S. Peyton, Bridge City, 
20 March 1973, TPWD Files, Box 1989/37-4; Letters to 
Garrison and to Park Director at Inks Lake from Kay Taebel, 
Arlington, 21 May 1973, TPWD Files, Box 1989/37-2, TSA; 
Letter to Pat L. Knieff, Daingerfield, from Garrison, 11 
July 1973, TPWD Files, Box 1989/37-1, TSA; Letter to Stone 
from Ben J. Lednicky, Brownwood, 28 August 1973, TPWD Files, 
Box 1989/37-1, TSA. 
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fisheries division which included the Resource Protection 

Branch to evaluate the impact of pollution, to conduct 

environmental assessments, and to issue permits. The plan 

removed decision making from the field and closed the 

regional offices.^' 

Garrison and his new administration worked with Senator 

Don Kennard and the Senate Interim Committee to prepare a 

third report for the legislature. When finished, the 

report. This Land is Still Our Land, reflected on earlier 

problems outlined in This Land is Our Land (1969) and This 

Land is Our Land. II (1971). It re-stated the Interim 

Committee's objectives, and explained Texas Parks and 

Wildlife's role in fulfilling them.̂ '̂  

The report, which the Interim Committee presented to 

the sixty-third legislature in 1973, commended the progress 

being made in the parks. It called them a "source of 

justifiable Texas pride." It again recommended establishing 

a system of wild and scenic rivers and a system of trails. 

Garrison quickly raised the ire of Commissioner Bob 
Burleson by failing to notify him that the office at Temple 
was closing. Burleson, who hailed from Temple, knew nothing 
about the closing until his friends at the office told him. 
Letter to Garrison from Burleson, 23 September 1972, TPWD 
Files, Box 1989/37-2, TSA; Pearsall, "Updated Narrative," 
pp. 87-88; Austin American Statesman, 19 June 1974; Texas 
Research League, "A Review of the Resource Protection 
Programs in the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, 
unpublished report, March 1982, p. 1, Texas Research League, 
Austin. 

^Wmo to Burleson from Paul Schlimper, 29 December 
1972, TPWD Files, Box 1989/37-2, TSA. 
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which had been blocked by the Texas Parks and Wildlife 

Commission. The committee members suggested acquiring 

Matagorda Island and portions of East Texas's Big Thicket. 

They advocated establishing wilderness parks on the Rio 

Grande above Big Bend National Park and in the Quitman 

Mountains, both on land that the state already owned. The 

report recommended a thorough study of the lands in Texas to 

determine what needed to be preserved. It also stressed the 

need for the legislature to stop line-item appropriations 

for specific parks. ̂-

Although many of the committee's recommendations never 

became reality, the parks system continued to grow and to 

flourish. In 1973 the system contained about seventy parks, 

which hosted almost 14,000,000 visitors. The department 

used part of its $7,056,576 LWCF apportionment and monies 

from Fund 31 to acquire 20,000 acres of land for parks. It 

finalized negotiations on the controversial Mustang Island 

State Park, and added Sea Rim and Sabinal Canyons State 

Parks, plus it acquired seven tracts of land to expand 

existing parks.** 

This Land is Still Our Land, A Report on Texas' 
Natural Environment, The Third in a Series of Reports, 1969-
1973 for the 63rd Legislative Session by the Senate Interim 
Committee on Parks and Recreation, February 1973, pp. i, 5-
10, 13-16, 17-20, 34, quote on p. i. 

^^Interior, Preserving Our National Heritage. P. 567; 
Pearsall, "Updated Narrative," p, 89; Letter to Commissioner 
Jack Stone from Garrison, 2 August 1973, TPWD Files, Box 
1989/37-1, TSA; Dallas Morning News, 14 February 1974; 
Austin American Statesman, 20 June 1974; Texas Research 
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As the TPWD staff members concentrated on acquiring 

park lands, the nation focused on an impending energy crisis 

and the need to conserve energy. Following directives from 

Governor Dolph Briscoe, in November 1973 the department 

implemented an energy savings plan. The plan called for 

employees to turn off the lights in state owned buildings by 

5:00 PM, restricted the use of small appliances and desk 

lamps, required turn-off reminders near electrical switches, 

and restricted the use of electricity in parks.*̂  

The fuel shortage affected park visitation. The number 

of visitors increased by eight percent as people sought 

vacation spots close to home. More visitors translated into 

a fifteen percent increase in revenues. Increased usage 

from the energy crisis coupled with the "back-to-nature" 

League, "A Review of the TPWD's Acquisition Process," p. 11; 
Texas Research League, "Sources of Funding the Texas Parks 
and Wildlife Department, A Report to the Commission and 
Executive Director of the Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Department," unpublished report, March 1982, pp. 1, 4. 

^̂ Dolph Briscoe, who was elected governor in 1972, led 
a "dull, caretaker administration." He seemed so dull that 
some legislators introduced legislation to have the governor 
declared legally dead. The bill stated that "it has been 
ascertained that the governor elect's electroencephalogram 
consistently registers a negative reading and that his staff 
is entirely responsible for his remaining motor functions." 
Had the bill passed, Briscoe would have been the first 
governor in the nation's history to be declared dead while 
completing office, although his mentor. Pa Ferguson, had 
been declared by the legislature "addled." Press Release 
from State Representative Orville Drall, undated, in Francis 
Farenthold Papers, Box 3U138, CAH; Letter to Farenthold from 
Bob Schmidt, Austin, 22 January 1974, Farenthold Papers, Box 
3U138, CAH; Letter to Briscoe from Garrison, 27 November 
1973, TPWD Files, Box 1989/37-3, TSA. 
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movement put pressure on the state parks. The Texas state 

parks system had to change to meet the demands of people who 

wanted more hiking trails and places to bicycle and camp. 2* 

The need for trails was a nation-wide phenomenon and as 

a result Congress created the National Trails System. By 

1974 sixteen states had legislation to provide for national 

trails within their borders. Two more states had drafted, 

but not passed, the necessary legislation, and sixteen more 

states, including Texas, had begun studying the possibility 

of drafting legislation. Texas Parks and Wildlife estimated 

the cost of implementing a system of scenic rivers at 

$22,557,217 per year for five years, after which it would 

require about $1,400,000 per year to operate. The 

legislature refused to allocate funds for trails, so the 

department revamped some existing trails and parks to 

provide recreation for hikers.̂ ^ 

Texas Parks and Wildlife in 1974 rehabilitated several 

heavily used parks. It began over $400,000 worth of work at 

Kerrville State Park, including erosion control and building 

a new headquarters building, maintenance area, warehouse, 

and river walk. The staff also revamped a little-used 

24 

^̂ Letter and attachments to Stone from Garrison, 11 
February 1974, TPWD Files, Box 1989/37-1, TSA; Letter to 
Stone from George P. Mitchell, 12 June 1975, TPWD Files, Box 
1989/37-2, TSA; Blair, "What's Happening," 9: 26-28. 

^̂ Letter to Thomas M. Keel, Legislative Budget Board, 
from Garrison, 23 February 1973, TPWD Files, Box 1989/37-5, 
TSA; Texas Trailways: A Feasibility Report on a System of 
Trails in Texas (Austin: Texas Parks and Wildlife, 1975). 
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bicycle trail for use by hikers and added a primitive 

camping area. Texas Parks and Wildlife also joined forces 

with the Army Corps of Engineers to construct recreational 

facilities on federally owned lands at Lake Whitney, Lake 

Martin Dies, Lake Somerville, and Atlanta State Parks. *̂  

The department also acquired almost four thousand acres 

at a cost of $1,348,409.60. It bought three new parks: 

Seminole Canyon, Bryan Beach, and Landmark Inn. It expanded 

nine other parks. The cost of the land was more than offset 

by receipts. The cigarette tax proceeds equalled 

$13,204,271.59 for the year, and concession and entrance 

fees contributed another $1,205,441.51. The balance in the 

cigarette fund (fund 31) at the end of the 1973 fiscal year 

was $17,569,494.29.^' 

Because most Texans had quit donating land, the state 

had to buy the land it acquired for the parks system. Where 

the state parks had been receiving over one million dollars 

per year from the LWCF, the 1974 allocation was less than 

one million dollars and it was earmarked for local parks. 

The cigarette tax, according to the commissioners, was not 

adequate to meet the department's goals and provide proper 

^̂ "An Introduction to the Texas State Parks System and 
Site Selection Criteria," undated manuscript, TPWD Files, 
Box 1989/37-1, TSA; San Antonio Light, 14 February 1974, 
Briscoe Papers, Box 233, CAH; Dallas Times Herald. 16 March 
1974, Briscoe Papers, Box 233, CAH. 

^̂ Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, Annual Report. 
1974 (Austin: Texas Parks and Wildlife, 1974), pp. 9, 24, 
25. 
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maintenance and repairs. Once again the parks needed 

funding. ̂° 

The need for funds may have prompted the Austin 

American Statesman in June 1974 to run a series of articles 

that exposed the political machinations within the 

Commission and the department. The paper reported that a 

former governor had admitted that political pressures 

surrounded the appointments to the TPWD Commission. One 

article stated that two former directors had accused the 

Commission of running the day-to-day business of the 

department and not allowing the director to carry out 

policies .̂^ 

From its inception in 1963 until mid-1975, seven men 

had served as director or acting director. Their 

administrations lasted from a few weeks to four years. All 

of them left under clouds of controversy. The abrupt 

turnovers and associated resentments left the agency "strife 

torn, lashed by criticism, and split by discord."" The 

problems within the department led one observer to liken the 

*̂ Austin American Statesman. 20 June 1974. 

^̂ Austin American Statesman, 17 June 1974. 

"The seven were W. J. Cutbirth (1966), J. R. Singleton 
(1966-1971), Acting Directors Robert Mauermann and Ron Jones 
(1971), James Cross (1971-1972), and Clayton Garrison (1972-
1977). Austin American Statesman, 16 June 1974, 17 June 
1974, 19 June 1974, 29 January 1989, quote from 16 June 
1974. 
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department to the Greek navy, as described by Petronius in 

210 B.C.: 

We trained hard, but it seemed that every time we 
were beginning to form up into teams we would be 
reorganized. I was to learn later in life that we 
tend to meet any new situation by reorganizing--
and a wonderful method it can be for creating the 
illusion of progress while producing confusion, 
inefficiency, and demoralization.--

The staff was demoralized. To stave off bad reports in 

the press and to legislators. Wildlife Director Ted Clark 

issued an order requiring employees to report in writing any 

accounts of conversations with the commissioners or 

legislators. Garrison quickly countermanded the order after 

a tongue-lashing from Representative Jim Nugent of Kerrville 

who vigorously protested the measure. Following the 

incident, several legislators began talking about enlarging 

the Texas Parks and Wildlife Commission from six to nine 

members. They wanted to dilute the power-base. 

Commissioner Burleson protested the move as it would make 

establishing working relationships and reaching final 

decisions more difficult.^^ 

The recommendation to enlarge the Commission was not 

part of the Parks Subcommittee of the House Committee on 

Environmental Affairs's report to the sixty-fourth 

legislature in 1975. The report counseled the legislature 

'̂Austin American Statesman, 19 June 1974. 

^̂ Houston Chronicle, 19 November 1974, Briscoe Papers, 
Box 223, CAH; Memo to Garrison from Burleson, 14 February 
1975, TPWD Files, Box 1989/37-2, SA. 
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to allocate additional funds for parkland acquisition, and 

suggested that TPWD focus on acquiring land rather than 

developing it. To facilitate land acquisition, the 

committee members proposed amending current laws to require 

the expenditure of monies in the special funds only for land 

purchases. The report noted several sites that the 

Representatives thought should be bought, including 

Matagorda Island.̂ ^ 

Texas in 1975 had eighty-two parks containing 107,115 

acres, proving that TPWD had acquired land, although not as 

rapidly as the legislators would have liked. The department 

had to refuse one very interesting site. A man hailing from 

Terlingua, Texas, offered TPWD in 1975 a forty acre site for 

a Texas state park near Pike's Peak in Colorado. The 

department could not accept the site because the Texas 

Constitution forbade the expenditure of state monies outside 

of the state.-* 

However appealing a Texas state park in Colorado might 

have been to the Texas Parks and Wildlife Commission, many 

legislators wanted parks closer to home, especially near 

"Texas Parks and Wildlife was not as derelict in its 
duties as the legislators implied. It had acquired between 
1972 and the end of 1975 sixty-three tracts of land for new 
parks and to expand existing ones. The Report of the Parks 
Subcommittee House Committee on Environmental Affairs to the 
64th Legislature, 1975, pp. 1-2, 8, 9-10, University of 
Texas Law Library; Texas Research League, "A Review of the 
TPWD's Land Acquisition Process," p. 11. 

-*The Report of the Parks Subcommittee, p. 27; Dallas 
Times Herald, 5 February 1975, TPWD Vertical File, CAH. 
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metropolitan areas. Their commitment to the concept was 

intense enough that they introduced a bill to force the 

Commission to create such parks. The legislators claimed 

that TPWD officials "were not representing the people" and 

were "entrenched in politics. "̂ ^ 

Many people agreed that the Commission did not 

represent the people of the state, others simply questioned 

the role of the commissioners. In response to the queries 

of a Texas A&M University student. Commissioner Bob Burleson 

stated that the role of the Commission was to select an 

executive director, to establish policy, and to resist the 

economic exploitation of natural resources. Burleson 

admitted that the present commissioners carried their 

involvement further by requiring staff members to keep them 

informed about all of the department's operations so that 

the commissioners had input on almost everything. He stated 

that before the commission was enlarged to six members in 

1972 "there was a tendency for former Commissions to rubber 

stamp staff decisions, without close analysis.""*̂  

Close analysis is what Texas Parks and Wildlife got in 

September 1975 when Texas Monthly published a blistering 

expose on the parks. Editors of the magazine alleged that 

^^House Committee on Parks and Recreation, Public 
Hearing on H. B. 16, 28 March 1975, pp. 5, 37, 41, 46, 
Legislative Reference Library. 

^^Letter to Nicholas DeGeorges, Texas A&M University, 
from Burleson, 11 April 1975, TPWD Files, Box 1989/37-2, 
TSA. 
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Fund 31, replenished by the one cent per pack tax on 

cigarettes, had not been used to acquire parks, but for 

development and construction, and to increase salaries. The 

tax, implemented in 1971, had produced over $53,000,000 by 

1975, yet less than $9,000,000 from the fund had been spent 

for acquisition. The department still had Fund 64 from 

concessions. It was supposed to fund administration, 

operations, and maintenance, but it yielded only about 

$1,500,000 per year, and Fund 31 had a surplus in 1974 of 

$18,899,051.63.2^ 

Between 1971 and 1975 Texas spent for acquisition and 

development over $33,000,000 on recreation parks, $9,000,000 

on scenic parks, and $1,000,000 on historic parks. Yet, the 

article stated that the Texas state parks system was third 

rate because the department had emphasized recreation and 

had over-developed the parks, instead of leaving the land in 

a natural state. The author attributed the problem to the 

state's hostility toward public land ownership and because 

the recreation parks produced more revenue than the scenic 

3" 

•̂ 'The proceeds from the cigarette tax equalled 
$13,397,093 in 1975. In 1976 an internal report stated that 
of the $87,723,436 available from 1971 through March 1976, 
sixty percent of the money was spent on development, 
fourteen percent was spent on planning, the remaining 
twenty-six percent was used for acquisition. Texas State 
Park Progress, September 1971 to March 1976. manuscript in 
Buck Files; State of Texas, Bob Bullock, Comptroller of 
Public Accounts, Biennial Review, 1975-1977 (Austin: 
Comptroller of Public Accounts, 1977); Texas Parks and 
Wildlife, Annual Report. 1974 (Austin: Texas Parks and 
Wildlife, 1974), p. 25; Smith, "The Strange Case of the 
Missing Parks," pp. 88-90, 137-144. 
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38 
ones. Funding remained a problem because legislators 

threatened to withhold appropriations if the department did 

not establish parks where the legislators wanted.-' 

Despite administrative problems, park visitation in 

1975 increased three percent and park revenues rose six 

percent. While the numbers represented substantial 

increases over 1974, Texas did not meet the statistics 

reported nationwide, where attendance was up 3.2 percent and 

funds spent exceeded $670,000,000, up 14.6 percent. Thus, 

Texas from 1970 through 1975 was not among the top ten 

states in the highest percentages of increase in operating 

expenditures, increase in total expenditures, operating 

expenses recovered by operating revenues, or increase in 

attendance (see Table 9.1).*^ 

Because of administrative problems as well as the low 

national ranking of Texas parks, the department codified its 

policies. During 1975 it completed the four volume TORP, 

which included an overview of the scientific and educational 

benefits of preserving natural areas, and recommendations 

for the future. The department also formulated "Policy 

"Smith, "The Strange Case of the Missing Parks," pp. 
88-90, 137-144. 

^̂ Ibid. 

*"Letter to Stone from Garrison, 26 February 1975, TPWD 
Files, Box 1989/37-2, TSA; Robert D. Buechner, " . . . State 
Park Systems," Parks and Recreation, July 1976, 11:35-7. 
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Guidelines for Acquisition, Development, and Operation," 

which the Commission adopted in 1975. The policy guidelines 

were a formal statement of the administration of the parks 

system and included the department and Commission's 

objectives: to seek out and protect land, provide 

opportunities for varied outdoor recreation, and to impart 

understanding and appreciation for the cultural history of 

the state. The policy guidelines required the department's 

staff to conserve and manage the land and to join with other 

Texans to promote conservation.^^ 

The guidelines included definitions for the various 

classifications of parks within the state system. They 

defined state parks as "spacious areas of outstanding 

natural or scenic character, often containing historical, 

archeological, ecological, or geological values." State 

recreation areas were to be "relatively natural areas having 

the best scenic quality, which are usually associated with 

water resources." State historic areas included 

historically significant parks, sites, and structures. The 

policy established that state natural areas were to preserve 

ecological, biological, geological, or scenic features. It 

^Interior, Preserving Our Natural Heritage, p. 565; 
Ilo Hiller, "Objectives Established," Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Magazine, November 1975, pp. 17-19; Commission 
Agenda Item, "Proposed Policy;" Texas Parks and Wildlife, 
Texas Parks and Wildlife Commission Policy for the 
Administration of the Texas State Park System: Policy 
Guidelines for Acquisition, Development, and Operation 
(Austin: Texas Parks and Wildlife, 1975), pp. 1-2. 
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added such categories as state fishing piers and state 

natural landmarks. Each of the parks was reclassified 

according to the new system (see Table 9.2).^^ 

The policy also called for a more balanced parks 

system, which to achieve required planning and standardized 

criteria. The staff prepared a master plan for each park, 

as well as plans for interpretation, construction, 

operations, and personnel training. The policy required 

TPWD to acquire historic sites and structures according to 

chronological divisions. The sites were to have certain 

characteristics and meet guidelines for acquisition to 

prevent duplication. In fact, the policy recommended a 

major acquisition program, saying the system by 1980 would 

need another 43,548 acres to provide for the recreational 

needs of Texans. ••' 

As they attempted to acquire parks, Texas Parks and 

Wildlife staff members received many complaints from patrons 

visiting existing parks. The park manager at Mother Neff 

•̂ Quote from Hiller, "Objectives Established," pp. 17-
19; Commission Agenda Item, "Proposed Policies," Commission 
Policy, "Guidelines," pp- 2-3, 12-15. 

^̂ The policy allowed the department between 1972 and 
1977 to acquire twelve historic sites, structures, or parks 
Texas Research League, "A Review of the Historic Sites and 
Restoration Program at the Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Department," unpublished report, March 1982, at Texas 
Research League Offices, Austin; Commission Agenda Item, 
"Proposed Policy;" Commission Policy, "Guidelines," pp. 3-
10. 
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"̂ ^̂ ^̂  ^^^ 197 5 Reclassificauon of Texas State Parks 

STATE PARK.3 
Barjtrop 
Bent-son Rio Grande 
Buescher 
Caddo Lake 
Caprock Canyons 
Copper Breaks 
Daingerfield 
Davis Mountains 
Dinosaur Valley 
Galveston Island 
Garner 
Huntsvi1le 
Inks Lake 
Lake Mineral Wei Is 
Longhorn Cavern 
Martin Dies. Jr. 
McKinney FalIs 
Monahans 
Mother Neff 
Mustang Island 
Palmetto 
Palo Duro 
Pedernales 
Sea Rim 
Tyler 

NATURAL AREAS 
Sabinal Canyon 

FISHING PIERS 
Capano Bay 
Port Lavaca 
Isabel la 

RECREATION PARKS 
Abilene 
Atlanta 
Balmorhea 
Big Springs 
Blanco 
Bonham 
Brazos Island 
Bryan Beach 
Cleburne 
Eisenhower 
Fairfield Lake 
Falcon 
Fort Parker 
Goose Island 
Jeff Davis 
Kerrville 
Lake Arrowhead 
Lake Brownwood 
Lake Colorado City 
Lake Corpus 
Christi 
Lake Livingston 
Lake Somervi1le 
Lake Whitney 
Lockhart 
MacKenzie 
Meridian 
Possum Kingdom 
Tips 

HISTORIC PARKS 
Fort Griffin 
Fort Richardson 
Go ilad 
Hogg Shrine 
Hueco Tanks 
Jim Hogg 
LBJ 
Mission Tejas 
Sabine Pass 
San Jacinto 
Seminole Canyon 
S. F. Austin 
State Railroad 
Varner-Hogg 
Washington 

HISTOR[C_SIT^^ 
Ac Loll 
Caddoan Mc^unds 
E i s e n h o w e r 
B i r t h p l a c e 
F a n n i n 
Fort Lancaster 
Fort Leaton 
Fort McKavett 
Landmark Inn 
Lipantitlan 
Monument Hi 11 
Old Fort Parker 
San Jose Mission 

HISTORIC 
STRUCTURES 
Port Isabel 

Source: Texas Parks and Wildlife, "Guidelines," pp. 12-15 
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had caused problems by not following proper procedures and 

Garner State Park was in pitiful condition. Finally, in 

1976 the department formulated plans to upgrade existing 

facilities and build new ones at Garner, one of the most 

heavily used parks in the system.- Despite such 

complaints, in late 1976 one Texan wrote Governor Dolph 

Briscoe to brag about TPWD and the "statewide resources 

which are so well planned and managed by it."'-

In January 1977, although some parks were still under 

construction and not open, Texas had 96 state parks. They 

encompassed 132,000 acres and hosted during 1976 over 

sixteen million people. Texas Parks and Wildlife expressed 

concern about the ratio of park acreage to the total acreage 

in the state. The lack of parks encouraged officials to 

emphasize acquisition over development and to stress the 

need for systems of trails and rivers and the establishment 

of parks in urban areas. Staff members recognized the need 

to educate citizens, to establish parks with multi-uses, and 

to preserve natural areas. They vowed to restrict the 

department's operations to unstructured recreation, such as 

^̂ The department in August 1977 finally received about 
one million dollars to renovate Garner State Park. Letter 
to E. P. "Sonny" Elliott, Sheriff, Franklin, from Garrison, 
6 July 1976, TPWD Files, Box 1989/37-2, TSA; Letter to Mr. 
and Mrs. C. S. Bright, Concan, from Garrison, 8 September 
1976, TPWD Files, Box 1989/37-4, TSA. 

'̂Letter to Briscoe from B. E. Michie, Jacksonville, 22 
December 1976, Briscoe Papers, Box 482, CAH. 
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swimm ing, hiking, and nature study, rather than tennis and 

golf .*̂  

Some park patrons at Pedernales Falls introduced the 

commissioners to a different type of nature study. The 

commissioners addressed the subject of nudity at the park, 

which was four to five times worse there than at other 

parks. Despite strained relations, the commissioners found 

humor in the situation. Bob Burleson said that he could not 

"honestly see that it's all that bad to take a skinny dip 

now and then," although he admitted that he was past the age 

of wanting to join in. A staff member remarked that perhaps 

the nature of the area made the visitors want to go 

primitive. The area's proximity to counterculture Austin 

may have contributed.* 

Texas Parks and Wildlife officials agreed that the 

state needed natural areas for scientific study and 

recreation. They also agreed with legislators and other 

critics that the department had not acquired enough land. 

Park officials had emphasized development over acquisition, 

yet it had acquired between 1971 and 1977 more than one 

hundred tracts of land, including twenty parks.'° 

^̂ Texas Park Issues Workshop, "Meeting Recreation and 
Resource Needs," 24-25 January 1977, pp. 20, 33, 41, 42, 43. 

^'Minutes, 28 February 1977, TPWD Files, Box 1987/24-
101, TSA. 

^̂ Letter to Briscoe from Sheriff John Lightfoot, 
Nacogdoches, 17 January 1977, Briscoe Papers, Box 482, CAH; 
Texas Park Issues Workshop, "Meeting Recreation and Resource 

270 



So many people wanted to correct the department's 

reputed failure to acquire land that when Commissioner Bob 

Burleson's term expired in 1977, Governor Briscoe received 

scores of letters of recommendation for persons to replace 

Burleson. Many of the letters wanted the governor to 

appoint someone from the authors' area with interests 

similar to their own, although most of the letter writers 

noted the nominees' integrity. Few nominees had experience 

or professional expertise in parks or wildlife. Instead 

they were primarily farmers, ranchers, hunters, fishermen, 

doctors, pharmacists, and businessmen. The letters included 

some recommendations for Land Commissioner Sharron Stewart 

of Lake Jackson, the first woman to be nominated for the 

position since the 1920s.*̂  

The need for the governor to appoint a new commissioner 

led to many questions about the political nature of the 

appointment. One man protested not only that the political 

considerations got too much attention, but also that the 

geographical regions of the state were not being 

represented. He called the commission appointments 

"exceedingly political" and said that the governor should 

Needs," p. 20; Texas Research League, "A Review of the 
TPWD's Land Acquisition Process," p. 11. 

'̂̂ Briscoe Papers, Boxes 53 and 482, CAH. 
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appoint people who were conservationists and concerned with 

wild-life.'-

Governor Briscoe denied that his appointments were 

political and claimed that there was no relationship between 

his appointees and campaign contributions. Yet, he sent a 

telegram to Washington, D. C , to seek the approval of other 

political friends before appointing new commissioner Perry 

Bass to replace Bob Burleson.^^ 

In July the department got another new appointee. 

Clayton Garrison, who had become executive director in 1972, 

resigned. The Commission appointed Henry B. Burkett, the 

former director of law enforcement in TPWD, to succeed 

Garrison. '' 

One of the first problems the new executive director 

had to deal with concerned discrimination in hiring 

practices. The dilemma stemmed from a complaint filed in 

1974 with the Federal Equal Employment Opportunity 

Commission. The complaint stated that 93.7 percent of the 

department's employees were white males. It contended that 

''Letter to Briscoe from Gerald Michael Wilson, 
Houston, 1 March 1977, Briscoe Papers, Box 482, CAH. 

•'Memo to Linda from Carol, undated, Briscoe Papers, 
Box 53, CAH; Telegram to Mrs. John J. Andujar, Washington, 
D. C., from Briscoe, Briscoe Papers, Box 53, CAH; Letter to 
Gerald Michael Wilson from George Lowrance, Administrative 
Assistant, 11 March 1977, Briscoe Papers, Box 482, CAH. 

^^Minutes, 14 July 1977, 22 July 1977, 31 August 1977, 
TPWD Files, Box 1987/24-101. 
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only 0.8 percent were black, 5.4 percent were Mexican 

American, and only 0.1 percent were Asian Americans.'-

Despite warnings to correct the situation, statistics 

in 1976 showed that of 1,861 full time Texas Parks and 

Wildlife employees, 85.9 percent were white, 3.0 percent 

were black, ten percent were Hispanic. Divided by gender, 

79.4 percent were male and 20.6 percent were female. None 

of the women were administrators or in law enforcement. 

Most of the women and minorities were in lower paying 

positions. •' 

Because of the complaint against Texas Parks and 

Wildlife and similar complaints against other agencies, the 

Department of Justice investigated the state of Texas and 

its agencies. It found that the state, its departments, and 

commissions had collectively and individually discriminated 

against minorities. Too few minorities worked within the 

state government and most of them worked in lower paying 

jobs and were denied promotions. It ordered the state to 

rectify the situation immediately by encouraging minorities 

to apply for jobs." 

"Austin American Statesman, 6 April 1974. 

•̂Parks and Wildlife Summary of Employment Statistics, 
TPWD Files, Box 1989/37-5, TSA. 

'̂ Letter to Attorney General John Hill from Drew S. 
Days, III, Assistant Attorney General, Civil Rights 
Division, Department of Justice, Washington, D.C., 25 
November 1977, TPWD Files, Box 1987/37-5. 
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As the Texas Parks and Wildlife administrators dealt 

with the Department of Justice and sought to correct hiring 

practices, Texas Parks and Wildlife Magazine pointed out the 

problems associated with overuse of the state parks. The 

article suggested that overcrowding caused soil compaction, 

emphasized inadequate parking, roads, and restroom 

facilities. Having too many people in the parks caused 

congestion and the loss of wildlife habitat. The author 

stressed the need to redevelop the older parks.'° To cut 

down on overuse the department implemented a new reservation 

system that was in effect from 26 June through 4 

September.' Critics pointed out that acquiring new parks 

would decrease overuse and could have been accomplished by 

using Fund 31, which ended 1977 with a surplus of 

$27,100,000.^-

In order to provide the parks and recreation facilities 

required to meet the desires of Texans, the department 

surveyed 3,020 people to find out what they wanted. Most 

respondents stated that they would travel between fifty and 

one hundred miles for an overnight trip. The majority said 

that Texas needed to acquire more parks, but that the 

existing parks had a good ratio of developed land to 

^̂ Tom McGlathery, "Too Many People," Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Magazine, December 1977, pp. 16-18. 

-Letter to Ronald Danley from Henry Burkett, 26 
September 1977, TPWD Files, Box 1989/37-4, TSA. 

'̂ State of Texas, Biennial Review, 1975-1977. 
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undeveloped land. Many believed that the parks were too 

crowded, although they were adequately maintained and well 

located." 

When asked about the department's responsibility in 

preservation, many respondents said that they believed the 

state needed to do more to protect the environment and that 

conserving wildlife habitat was more important than economic 

and population growth. They advocated the acquisition of 

wilderness areas, recreation areas, and historic sites.^' 

The department also polled other public agencies. A 

majority of such respondents noted that access to state 

parks was a problem because so much of the Texas's land was 

in private ownership. They also noted that the parks were 

overcrowded and believed that the distance from cities to 

parks was too far. The respondents stressed the need for 

more protection in natural areas and wilderness, for better 

handicapped facilities, and for outdoor recreation areas 

where none existed. They noted that the major problems in 

parks were vandalism, litter, pollution, crowding, 

unrestricted pets, and off-road vehicles."^ 

59 Texas Parks and Wildlife, Citizen Opinions on Outdoor 
Recreation in Texas: Summary of Survey Responses (Austin: 
Texas Parks and Wildlife, Resource Planing Section, Fall, 
1978), pp. 21, 22, 24, 27. 

•°Ibid. , pp. 29, 31. 

^̂ Public Agencies and Organizations Survey, Summary 
Analysis, TPWD Resources Planning Section, 1978, pp. 4, 5, 
13. 
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Despite the problems noted in the 1978 surveys, the 

department in 1979 budgeted for 1,886 employees, down from 

1,945 in 1978, although most of the cuts came from the 

wildlife division because the parks division continued to 

expand its development program. The department controlled 

101 park units including twenty-eight state parks, thirty-

one recreation areas, fifteen historical parks, two natural 

areas, eighteen historical sites, four historical 

structures, and three fishing piers. Over 16,000,000 people 

visited the parks annually, although Texas ranked forty-

first in the nation in per capita acreage for parks.̂ ^ 

The 1979 departmental budget topped $80,000,000, but 

the parks division depended heavily on the cigarette tax. 

By 1979 it had netted over $115,000,000, yet less than 

$20,000,000 had been spent on acquisitions (most of the 

funds from the account went for development) and the 

legislature tried annually to divert the money in it to 

other programs. The reason for the lack of new lands, 

according to an article in Outdoor Life, was that the 

commissioners had little expertise in parks and mistrusted 

'̂ The legislature in 1979 established the Local Park 
Fund financed from an additional one cent per pack tax on 
cigarettes. Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, Six Year 
Plan, 1986-1991 (Austin: Texas Parks and Wildlife, 1984), 
p. 2; Legislative Budget Board, Fiscal Size Up: Texas State 
Services. 1978-1979 (Austin Legislative Budget Board, 1979), 
pp. 127, 128-129; Peter Elkind "The Buck Stops Here," Texas 
Monthly, January 1990, pp. 102-105, 142-147. 
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the state's obligation to acquire land from private 

sources .^^ 

Media sources pointed out that strife plagued the 

department. The "brutally political" nature of the 

department led to factionalism, secrecy, authoritarianism, 

and strife between the parks division and wildlife. Authors 

emphasized the "hyper-political" nature of the Commission, 

because politics influenced the governors to appoint the 

commissioners. A newspaper claimed that most commissioners 

were ranchers or oil millionaires, who favored big ranching 

operations over land preservation or stringent hunting and 

fishing regulations. The Commission tended to be more 

interested in hunting, fishing, and law enforcement than in 

parks. The law enforcement division grew accordingly, 

requiring about fifteen percent or $11,700,000 of the 

budget.^* 

The political nature of the department also caused 

intra-office jealousies and low morale, which was further 

hampered by low wages and the lack of merit raises. The 

possibility of lay-offs loomed over the heads of some staff 

'̂In 1979 the legislature combined Fund 31 (cigarette 
tax revenues) and Special park Fund 64 (concessions and 
fees), and started Fund 467 to house the proceeds from the 
second cent per pack tax on cigarettes. Texas Research 
League, "Sources of Funding the TPWD"; Richard Starnes, "The 
Texas Fat Cat Game," Outdoor Life, February 1980, 165: 57-9. 

fi^The Outdoor Life article reported that the law 
enforcement division required forty-eight percent of the 
budget. Starnes, "The Texas Fat Cat Game," pp. 57-59, quotes 
on pp. 57, 58. 
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members because the department had let some employees go m 

preceding years and had admitted that it still needed to 

reduce the number of employees. Low staff morale, feared 

officials, would encourage field employees to neglect the 

parks. °"̂  

The Austin staff depended on written reports from park 

managers to learn about the condition of the parks. But 

Executive Director Burkett followed up the reports by 

visiting the parks himself to determine their conditions. 

Although he reported that most of the parks were well 

managed and in good condition, he found problems at many of 

them. Huntsville State Park, according to Burkett's report, 

was dirty and not properly managed. The report also 

indicated that Lake Whitney, Caddo Lake, and Daingerfield 

State Parks were poorly run. Burkett reported that 

Eisenhower, Kerrville, Palo Duro Canyon, and Blanco State 

Parks needed cleaning and repairing. The worst park, 

Burkett noted, was Davis Mountains, where he found that the 

park manager had neglected the park to tend to his personal 

interests. The manager, reported Burkett, set hunting traps 

in the park, gave away park equipment, used state supplies 

for his personal benefit, and was an alcoholic who drank on 

"̂ Dallas Times Herald, 16 March 1980, TPWD Vertical 
File, CAH; Starnes, "The Texas Fat Cat Game," pp. 57-59 

278 



duty. Burkett also found that the morale among workers at 

many of the parks was low.̂ ' 

The department's new headquarters building was another 

source of embarrassment and low morale. The building, 

according to the Dallas Times Herald, was a mistake. The 

sixty-second legislature in 1971 had authorized the 

construction of a $8,000,000 building at the 632-acre 

McKinney Falls State Park near Austin. The commissioners 

planned a headquarters complex that included a warehouse, 

archives/library space, and room enough to grow. They 

agreed that they wanted a low profile building with a wing 

or finger plan to allow additions and to facilitate using 

natural ventilation. The building was to have an overhang 

or porch to shelter the walls from direct sunlight and 

windows that would open.' 

The House Environmental Affairs committee later 

condemned the proposal and questioned the legality of the 

move because the department used park funds to build it. 

Despite the question of legality, the department continued 

construction. When it was completed, the building, said the 

--Office memo and Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 
Park Survey Report, April-August 1979 (Austin: Texas Parks 
and Wildlife Department, 26 October 1979), Legislative 
Reference Library. 

-'"pearsall, "Updated Narrative," p. 87; Hiller, "Parks 
for Texas," p. 25; Letter to Garrison from Stone, 1 August 
1973, TPWD Files, Box 1989/37-1, TSA; Letter to Garrison 
from Burleson, 22 October 1973, TPWD Files, Box 1987/37-2, 
TSA. 
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Dallas Times Herald, looked "like a stack of giant bleachers 

turned over on their seats." More importantly, the building 

was not as energy efficient as it was originally designed to 

be. The commissioners had rotated the building to face a 

yet un-built street, thus exposing it to direct sun during 

the afternoon and requiring air conditioning.°° 

Additional expenses from changes in the building meant 

that money was tight and parks were not as clean as they 

should have been. The department had to learn to economize 

or to find other sources of funding because the 1981 budget 

would drop significantly to $67,000,000.^^ 

The Texas Parks and Wildlife Commission, fearing 

continued budget cuts, catered to legislators and landowners 

and complained about the frustrations of their positions. 

One commissioner admitted that he had been naive about "the 

amount of work it takes selling the budget to the 

legislature." Others commented on the pressures that 

legislators placed upon the Commission. Commissioner Ed Cox 

reported that when he first was appointed in 1979 

legislators tried to force the Commission to build parks 

near metropolitan areas rather than securing natural areas. 

Former commissioner Bob Burleson warned future commissioners 

that "anywhere the legislature gets involved in the parks. 

^̂ Quote from Dallas Times Herald, 16 March 1980; 
Houston Chronicle, 20 December 1974, Briscoe Papers, Box 
223, CAH. 

^ballas Times Herald, 16 March 1980. 
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the results are disastrous." He also noted that the most 

ill-suited parks in the system were mandated by the 

legislature. Most TPWD commissioners believed that they 

needed a better working relationship with legislators.'" 

Working relationships between the commissioners and 

parks staff members in the early 1980s also suffered. In 

fact because of a whole series of difficulties, Texas Parks 

and Wildlife employees began the decade under a cloud of 

fear and reprisal. Staff members distrusted the 

commissioners, and department heads vied with one another to 

gain an advantage for themselves in their departments. 

Commissioner Perry Bass admitted that he had little use for 

the staff, which he accused of trying to run the Commission. 

Such festering resentments, worsened by contentious comments 

from the commissioners, caused low morale and high employee 

71 turnover rates.^ 

One staff member in 1980 said that he feared not only 

for his job, but for the parks themselves. He described the 

situation at TPWD as a "mess in your nest policy," meaning 

that the department acquired land then destroyed it through 

overdevelopment. 

°̂Quote from Dallas Times Herald, 23 March 1980; Fort 
Worth Star Telegram, 8 June 1980; Second quote from Austin 
American Statesman, 11 September 1984. 

^̂ Fort Worth Star Telegram, 8 June 1980. 

''Ibid. 
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The nature of the park development also troubled many 

citizens and staff members. As it did throughout the late 

1960s and the 1970s, the Commission continued to develop 

parks geared to automobile and trailer camping, but in the 

1980s most Texans wanted "primitive" camping facilities. 

The most common criticism of the Texas state parks during 

the 1980s was the tendency for the department "to love the 

parks to death" by concentrating on highly developed and 

over-used parks.̂ ^ 

In the mid-1980s TPWD tried to foster a sense of 

"primitivism" by placing signs of civilization, such as 

concrete and electricity, unobtrusively in the parks, but it 

had no true wilderness parks. Some parks offered isolated 

and back-country experiences, including primitive camping. 

To keep the wilderness flavor, the department embraced the 

philosophy of "pack it in--pack it out," requiring visitors 

to hike to the campsites, carrying all their supplies, 

including water, and upon leaving, to remove all signs of 

their presence.^* Only four percent of the parks' 194,000 

75 acres in 1984 was considered "natural area."" 

^̂ Dallas Morning News, 12 September 1982. 

^̂ Austin American Statesman, 11 September 1984; Mike 
Herring, "Alternative to Crowded Campgrounds: Primitive 
Camping," Texas Parks and Wildlife Magazine, October 1983, 
pp. 32-37. 

^̂ Texan's Opinions on Parks and Recreation Issues in 
1982, December 1982, TPWD Vertical File, CAH; Texas Parks 
and Wildlife, 1981 Outdoor Sporting Goods Expenditures in 
Texas (Austin: Texas Parks and Wildlife, 1982), pp. ix, 11; 
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Although it had not concentrated on purchasing natural 

areas, TPWD between 1972 and 1983 added thirty-three new 

parks and spent over $100,000,000 on the parks system. Both 

the number of parks and parks visitors increased, with the 

number of parks rising from 103 in 1980, to 118, containing 

more than 194,297 acres, at the end of 1984. Visitation, 

sparked by the growing number of parks, rose from 16,000,000 

in 1980 to 18,000,000 in 1984. Although since 1968 the 

state had spent $71,600,000 to acquire 153,922 acres, the 

Texas state parks system averaged only 12.4 acres per one 

thousand people, ranking it forty-first in the nation.'' 

With growth came change. In 1983 the legislature 

enlarged the commission from six to nine members. Governor 

Mark White named the three new commissioners and replaced 

two whose terms had expired. He appointed George R. Bolin 

(Houston), Perkins Daughtery (Midland), Richard R. Morrison, 

III (Houston), Ray E. Santos (Lubbock), and William L. 

Graham (Amarillo). Because the men all came from business 

Texas Sunset Advisory Commission, Staff Evaluation of Texas 
Parks and Wildlife Department (Austin: Texas Sunset 
Advisory Commission, 1984), pp. 25, 60, 61. 

^4n 1984, only ninety-seven parks were operational, 
the others being closed for development. Victoria Advocate. 
28 August 1983, TPWD Vertical File; Texas Sunset Advisory 
Commission, Administrator's General Statement (Austin: 
Texas Sunset Advisory Commission, 1983); Fort Worth Star 
Telegram, 8 June 1980; David Baxter, "Ever-Changing 
Recreational Opportunities in Texas," Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Magazine, April 1981, pp. 2-3; Dallas Morning News. 
12 September 1982; Texas Sunset Advisory Commission, Staff 
Evaluation, pp. 25, 60, 61; Austin American Statesman. 9 
September 1984, 10 September 1984. 
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backgrounds and showed more interests in game-hunting 

seasons than in parks, many people criticized the governor 

for his choices.^' 

However, the new and larger commission cooperated more 

with TPWD staff members than had earlier commissions. Ed 

Cox particularly had worked to improve staff morale and 

conditions within the department. In September 1984, the 

departmental directors reported better cooperation with one 

another and between the TPWD and the legislature. 
7 ^ 

Relationships with environmentalists also improved. " 

Executive Director Charles D. "Dickie" Travis, hired in 

1979, helped to implement the changes and to foster better 

relations within the department and Commission. Travis 

served until January 1990. He stayed out of the limelight 

and worked effectively with the legislature, and he played a 

key role in stabilizing the department.'^ 

Working to better the department, Travis cooperated 

with the Texas Research League in 1982 when it evaluated the 

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, including its processes 

and procedures and the relationships between the Commission 

''Dallas Morning News, 28 July 1983; Austin American 
Statesman, 9 September 1984, 10 September 1984, 29 January 
1989, TPWD Vertical File, CAH; Fort Worth Star Telegram, 29 
July 1983. 

'̂ Austin American Statesman, 9 September 1984, 10 
September 1984, 29 January 1989, TPWD Vertical File, CAH. 

"̂ Sherman Democrat, 26 September 1986, Travis Vertical 
File, CAH; Austin American Statesman, 18 January 1990, 
Travis Vertical File, CAH. 
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and the staff. Although it did not formally adopt the 

Research League's report, the Commission implemented many of 

the League's recommendations, including a suggestion to 

restructure the park division and to develop a long-range 

plan.'" 

Adoption in 1984 of a new long-range plan, eventually 

called the "Six Year Plan," brought the Texas state parks 

system to maturity. Looking back over the 1970s and early 

1980s, it seems clear that TPWD's staff had worked not only 

at economizing but also at expanding the parks system by 

acquiring almost two hundred tracts of land for new parks or 

to expand existing parks. As it had matured through the 

decade, the parks system had turned to the purchase and 

operation of more primitive and less developed parks. 

Recreation within the new parks had changed from structured 

sports to nature study, hiking, and camping. Although Texas 

did not establish a system of trails or scenic rivers, the 

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department had tried to meet the 

recreational needs of Texans by upgrading little used paths 

into hiking trails. The Texas state parks system, despite 

accusations of political maneuvering and incompetency, had 

matured in the 1970s and early 1980s and had grown better 

with age. 

^̂ Texas Sunset Advisory Commission, Staff Evaluation, 
pp. 60-61. 
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CHAPTER X 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

State parks in Texas existed long before the creation 

of a formal system. Several cities set aside areas for 

public picnic grounds and camp meetings. Pat Neff's 

influence as governor between 1919 and 1924 allowed him to 

promote the conservation of public resources through the 

systematic development of the state parks. He encouraged 

the state legislature to create a Texas State Parks Board to 

select, approve, and oversee the development of park lands. 

The legislature, bowing to public opinion, created a Parks 

Board to solicit donations of land for parks. However, 

legislators failed to allocate funds to acquire, develop, or 

operate the parks. Only when the pitiful condition of the 

parks in Texas became a political issue did funding become 

available. 

The state legislature showed only token support for the 

state parks through the 1930s, relying instead on federal 

dollars to finance state parks. The federal government 

poured money into programs designed to relieve the effects 

of the Great Depression. One of the programs was the 

Civilian Conservation Corps, an agency that provided labor 

and funds to develop park lands. In order to qualify for 

federal assistance, which eventually amounted to over thirty 

million dollars, the state legislature appropriated money 

for the parks from the Texas General Revenue Fund. State 
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appropriations increased from five hundred dollars in 1932 

to $81,300 in 1940. When it acquired several parks and 

improved existing sites during the 1930s, the Texas State 

Parks Board laid the foundations of a quality Texas state 

parks system. 

During the 1940s, recreation become more important. 

Yet, the progress made in state parks during the Depression 

years provided a distinct contrast to the lack of progress 

made in Texas's state parks during the 1940s and 1950s. As 

the United States became involved in World War II, the parks 

system entered a period of stagnation as government 

attention focused elsewhere. People had more leisure time 

after the war and began using state parks to fulfill their 

recreation needs. Despite increasing attendance at the 

parks, static legislative appropriations from the General 

Revenue Fund paid only administrative costs. Revenue from 

concessions paid operating costs, but allowed the Board only 

to make minor repairs in the parks. Thus, the parks fell 

into major disrepair from the lack of adequate funding. 

As it entered the 1950s, the Parks Board became 

embroiled in a legal battle. The question of racial 

equality became of paramount importance to the Board as 

African Americans sought to gain access to the Texas state 

parks through the court system. The lawsuit led the Parks 

Board to seek new parks, new facilities, and a new system of 

financing. To finance parks for African Americans and to 
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provide additional funds for rehabilitating the 

deteriorating state parks, the Board attempted to sell 

revenue bonds. A slow market and a lack of proven revenues 

discouraged investors and the plan failed. 

The debates surrounding the lawsuit and the plan to 

issue revenue bonds brought the plight of the state parks to 

the attention of the public. Even as Texans learned about 

the poor condition of the parks system, the legislature 

brought before the public a Constitutional amendment to 

allow the state to advertise its parks. Because advertising 

might increase tourism, legislators authorized a study to 

evaluate the parks system. They wanted to ensure the proper 

development and maintenance of the parks. 

The resulting 1958 study by the Texas Legislative 

Council indicated that many of the state's fifty-eight parks 

were of local rather than of state importance and that 

political considerations influenced the acceptance of many 

sites into the state parks system. The Council's report 

recommended establishing an advisory board to set standards 

for parks. More importantly, it advised the legislature to 

appropriate more money for the parks system. The 

legislature never acted on the Council's recommendations. 

Although the parks continued to languish from the lack of 

maintenance, development, and over-use, more tourists 

visited the parks. 
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A 1961 Texas Research League study noted the poor 

condition of the parks system. It pointed out that the 

Parks Board needed to develop a long range plan for 

acquisition, development, and maintenance. The Board, after 

almost forty years in existence, in 1961, finally adopted a 

policy statement for classification and criteria of parks, 

although later records indicate a failure to adhere to the 

policy. About this time, Texas Technological College's 

Department of Horticulture and Park Management helped to 

develop a long range plan, but the plan was only partially 

implemented. 

Despite the efforts of the Parks Board to implement 

suggestions by the Texas Legislative Council, the Texas 

Research League, and Texas Tech, the parks suffered from the 

lack of funding. The intervention of the federal government 

finally brought the parks the attention they needed. In 

1962, Congress created the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, a 

permanent agency charged with cooperating with state 

agencies to assure continuous planning and coordination of 

plans for park development. The Bureau evaluated the state 

parks in each state and found Texas's lacking in quantity, 

acreage, and quality facilities. About three million people 

visited Texas parks in 1950, but ten years later six million 

visited them annually. Through preparations for the Texas 

centennial celebration and New Deal programs, 
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the quality of the facilities in the state parks peaked in 

the late 1930s. Afterwards, improvements failed to keep 

pace with use. 

Federal attention led state politicians to become more 

interested in the parks. One of them was John Connally, who 

wanted to expand the state's tourist industry. Because 

parks had the potential to play a major role in attracting 

tourists to Texas, Connally, when he became governor, 

revealed a plan to help the ailing state parks. 

Connally wanted to consolidate the six-member Parks 

Board with the nine-member Game and Fish Commission under a 

three-man commission. He argued that the move would help 

the impoverished parks and save the state approximately one 

hundred thousand dollars per year by eliminating duplicate 

positions. It would also benefit sportsmen by making game 

and fish more plentiful. His influence and political 

strength resulted in the creation of the Texas Parks and 

Wildlife Department in 1963. 

The consolidation helped the parks in some ways. 

Appropriations from the state general revenue fund increased 

dramatically. The legislature authorized the sale of up to 

twenty-five million dollars in Park Development Bonds to 

fund maintenance and improvements. It also levied a one 

cent per pack cigarette tax to help fund the acquisition of 

parks. By 1975 the tax had raised over $53,000,000, but 

less than nine million dollars of the amount went for 
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acquisitions. Texas Parks and Wildlife spent some of the 

money to develop other parks and to build a new headquarters 

building in Austin. 

Despite several attempts to reorganize the department 

and to improve conditions, the Texas state parks system 

lagged behind other states in acreage and development. 

Although the system acquired thirty-one new parks over the 

next few years, Texas in 1983 ranked forty-first in the 

nation in per capita state park acreage. In 1984, the Texas 

Parks and Wildlife Commission adopted a "Six Year Plan" to 

provide planning and direction for the agency. The new plan 

closed the first era in the history of the Texas state park 

system. 

Political concerns continued to infect the department 

during the early 1980s. Despite highly volatile 

relationships between the Texas Parks and Wildlife 

commissioners, the staff, and the legislature, the 

department acquired several parks. With growth came changes 

in the Commission and a new executive director, heralding a 

more cooperative spirit within the department that has 

allowed the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department to become 

more receptive to the recreational needs of Texans. 

Because the growth of state parks systems across the 

country has paralleled that of Texas, state parks in America 

are now more commonplace than national parks. State parks 

are usually smaller and less spectacular, but they provide 
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critical links in preserving natural ecosystems and allowing 

places for scientific investigation, education, and 

recreation.^ 

The purposes of today's Texas Parks and Wildlife 

Department are to seek out and protect the finest of the 

state's natural and cultural resources, provide outdoor 

opportunities, impart an understanding of the resources, and 

promote conservation.^ In fulfilling its purposes, the 

department must consider ecological and regional balance as 

well as size and placement of parks. Texas must emphasize 

the need for natural areas, still an alien concept to many 

Texans. Until the 1960s, most Texans, as well as most 

Americans, believed that parks had to be developed to be of 

any worth. Texans tended to decorate their parks with large 

barbecue pits, baseball diamonds, tennis courts, swimming 

pools, and dance terraces. Such parks reflected the more 

urban lifestyle that most Texans experienced after the early 

1960s.^ 

The philosophy regarding nature changed during the 

1960s. People became more aware of the state's diminishing 

^E. Glenn Carls, and A. K. Ludeke, "State Park 
Contributions to Natural Area Protection in Texas, U.S.A.," 
Biological Conservation, 1984, 28: 95-110. 

^V.T.A.C, Parks and Wildlife Code, 59.61, 59.63. 

1̂990 Texas Outdoor Recreation Plan (TORP) (Austin: 
Texas Parks and Wildlife, 1990), p. 45; Carls and Ludeke, 
"State Park Contributions," 28: 95-110; S-Parks, February 
1963. 
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natural resources. On a national scope, the back-to-nature 

movement produced the Wilderness Act of 1964, which called 

for the Secretary of the Interior to review national park 

and refuge-system lands of more than five thousand acres for 

possible inclusion in the wilderness system. Environmental 

concerns led to the passage of the 1969 National 

Environmental Policy Act, which requires any agency using 

federal funds to evaluate the impact of its activities on 

the environment.* 

During the 1970s, Texans joined the growing 

environmental movement and learned about the need to 

preserve some land in its natural state. Various newspapers 

touted the need to "get back to nature" and lamented that 

"the unenlightenment, the callous indifference, the 

selfishness, the Neanderthal nature of Texas government is 

nowhere more clearly apparent than in this state's 

reprehensible record in conservation." More and more groups 

and individuals echoed the Lone Star Sierra Club's belief 

that "our parks should be set up on a broader concept than 

that which appears to prevail" in Texas.^ 

As a result, the way of thinking about parks in Texas 

changed. Until the late 1960s the state parks system 

consisted of tiny parcels of land and it over-emphasized 

^Interior, Preserving Our National Heritage, pp. 53-54 
I 
'Quote from Texas Observer, 15 September 1967; Houston 

Post, 2 August 1968; Quote from Lone Star Sierran, November 
1967, Connally Papers, Series 27, Box 69, LBJL. 
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recreation. A trend toward protecting the land "from" 

people instead of merely protecting it "for" people 

developed slowly over the next few decades. The first major 

shift from an anthropocentric philosophy (man first, nature 

second) to biocentrism, a philosophy of nature first, people 

second, was the resistance to roads in parks. Although 

national park planners adopted a biocentristic attitude in 

the 1960s, the idea has only recently been promoted in 

Texas. New parks, usually a minimum of one thousand acres, 

do not include playfields, golf courses, or urban type 

recreation. They offer fishing, camping, hiking, and nature 

study as primary recreational activities.'' 

Clearly, the Texas state parks system between 1923 and 

1984 has endured a whole series of problems, the most 

significant of which has been the lack of funding from the 

state legislature. Nonetheless, the state parks system has 

Despite the worthwhile goal to disassociate state 
parks and urban type recreation, older Texas parks today 
contain two baseball fields, forty-five golf holes, three 
soccer fields, four softball fields, and five tennis courts, 
in addition to other facilities. Stubbles argues that TPWD 
had adopted a biocentristic philosophy during the 1970s by 
emphasizing the "natural integrity of ecosystems at the 
expense of recreational and other human use. He adds that 
TPWD has always stressed biocentrism because the first lands 
it purchased were Palo Duro Canyon and Longhorn Cavern 
(which were actually purchased by the old Parks Board) were 
not close to urban areas, and were instead chosen for their 
individual merits. He contends that TPWD formally adopted 
biocentrism in 1975, although current research points to the 
mid-1980s. Stubbles, "History and Spatial Impact, " pp. 99-
101; 1990 Texas Outdoor Recreation Plan (TORP) (Austin: 
Texas Parks and Wildlife, 1990), p. 45; Smith, "The Strange 
Case of the Missing Parks," p. 137; Nash, Wilderness and the 
American Mind, pp. 321, 323, 326-327. 
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expanded over the years, changed its philosophy regarding 

recreation as the state's public has sought different kinds 

of recreational opportunities, and in many ways mirrored a 

larger Texas society in its approach to parks and park use. 

Whatever failings may have existed in the past, the growing 

maturity in the 1970s and the early 1980s bode well for the 

future. In 1984 the Texas state parks system with a new 

six-year plan in place seemed ready to face with confidence 

a new era in its efforts to provide for the primary outdoor 

recreational needs of the people of Texas. 
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CHAPTER XI 

EPILOGUE 

After 1984 the Texas state parks system entered a new 

era, one marked by increasing sophistication in its 

operations and growing satisfaction among both its employees 

and its park users. The door to the new era was the Six 

Year Plan, adopted by the Texas Parks and Wildlife 

Commission in 1984. It provided a clear, concise statement 

of the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department's (TPWD) mission, 

which was to preserve, conserve, and protect the state's 

natural resources and to maximize humankind's opportunity to 

enjoy them. The plan emphasized anticipatory management and 

proposed the acquisition of 72,000 additional acres by 1991, 

starting a new era in the history of the Texas state parks 

system. 

The Six Year Plan noted that since 1968 the state had 

added 168,000 acres of parklands (of which 67,000 acres came 

at no cost to the state), but visitation had increased 

nearly 200% over the same period. The plan urged the state 

to add by 1991 another 72,000 acres so that the ratio of 

park acres per 1,000 people might increase. In response to 

the plan, the department determined to achieve a balance 

between recreational, natural, and historical areas; to 
4 

evaluate additional sites; and to establish priorities.-

^Texas Parks and Wildlife, Six Year Plan, 1986-1991: 
Texas Parks and Wildlife, 1987 Operational Plan (Austin: 
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Because of reductions in federal and state funding, 

revenues for TPWD stabilized and even declined m 1985. 

Thus, fewer funds were available for acquisition, 

maintenance, and staffing. The situation caused one 

commissioner to note that most Texans did not know how bad 

the parks system was. He suggested that they would find out 

only when the parks became heavily overcrowded.^ 

Indeed, by September 1984, the financial situation in 

Texas parks had become critical, or so the Austin American 

Statesman claimed. It published a series of articles 

evaluating the parks, the TPWD, and the Commission. The 

paper noted that the cigarette tax, which by 1983 had raised 

over $187,000,000 and paid for 135,000 acres in forty-nine 

state parks, had failed to compensate for rising land prices 

and the demands of the 20,000,000 people who in 1983 visited 

the state's 103 operational parks.^ 

The shortage of funds prompted the Commission to issue 

$30,000,000 worth of revenue bonds (authorized in 1967 as 

part of Governor John Connally's $75,000,000 bond program). 

Texas Parks and Wildlife, 1987), TPWD Files, Box 1987/24-
187, TSA; Minutes, 8 November 1984, TPWD Files, Box 1987/24-
172, TSA. 

^Texas Parks and Wildlife, 1985 Texas Outdoor 
Recreation Plan (Austin: Texas Parks and Wildlife, 1985), 
p. 10; Austin American Statesman, 10 September 1984. 

•̂ The state controlled a total of 121 parks and 198,060 
acres. Senator Don Kennard contended that TPWD had spent 
seven dollars on development for every one dollar it spent 
for acquisition. Austin American Statesman, 9 September 
1984. 
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To fund the bonds, the Commission in 1985 adopted a new fee 

schedule, raising prices for campsites, group lodges, 

tabernacles, auditoriums, picnic shelters, rooms, and other 

buildings and equipment. With money from the sale of bonds, 

TPWD purchased several new parks. In 1989 Texas, with 

433,000 park acres, ranked fourth in the nation in acreage, 

but forty-second in percent of state budget 

spent on the parks.* 

The parks division (now called the public lands 

division) has set a goal to become self-sustaining. It has 

instituted several plans to facilitate the goal, including a 

catalog sales program. It has also implemented the 

"Entrepreneurial Budget System" (EBS) to allow parks to 

operate on a more autonomous basis. The program permits 

parks to carry over some funds to the following year instead 

of rushing to spend money before the end of the fiscal year 

when the funds revert back to the General Revenue Fund."* 

Texas Parks and Wildlife encourages park managers to 

find additional sources of revenue: from selling firewood 

*Ann Richards, Ann Richards: An Environmental Agenda, 
manuscript in Farenthold Papers, Box 3U138, TSA; Minutes, 30 
August 1985, 7 November 1985, 3 December 1985, TPWD Files, 
Box 1987/24-128, TSA. 

-Interview with John E. Williams, State Park Planer, 
Park Special Studies Branch, TPWD, 17 May 1995, transcript 
in possession of the author; Interview with John Emerson, 
Director of Programs, TPWD, 16 May 1995, transcript in 
possession of the author; Interview with Bill Scruggs, 
Director of Operation and Maintenance, TPWD, 17 May 1995, 
transcript in possession of author. 
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and pecans to encouraging neighboring communities and park 

users to establish endowment funds to provide money for 

maintenance. The endowment fund has proven effective at 

Falcon Lake State Park and one is in the planing stage at 

LBJ State Park. On the whole, the EBS has proven so 

effective that the parks are now recouping almost fifty 

percent of their operating costs.^ 

In fact, the United States Congress invited public 

lands Director Ron Holliday to explain the system in 

Washington in May 1995. It has been successful enough that 

the National Park Service is considering implementing a 

program similar to Texas's EBS.' 

The department has also created a Central Reservations 

System. At first glance (and use) the system seems like a 

bureaucratic nightmare. In the past, guests wanting to make 

reservations called the park they planned to visit. Now, 

guests must call Austin, where the reservationists often 

know little about the parks. However, when a requested park 

is full, the reservationists know to redirect the guests to 

a nearby and usually less well-known park. The system 

allows Texas Parks and Wildlife to insure against 

overcrowding and to encourage people to visit other parks. 

hbid. 

"ibid. 

^Ibid. 
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Inter-departmental relationships have also improved. 

Only within the last few years has the department become 

unified. Before 1990 the park division acted as though the 

wildlife division did not exist. With the appointment of 

Andrew Sansom as executive director in 1990 the situation 

has changed. Sansom, whom staff members describe as an 

effective and receptive director, has been effective in 

making TPWD's bureaucracy work. With 2,564 full time 

employees, the task has not been easy, but Sansom has 

brought unity to the department. He has lobbied for higher 

salaries for staff members and has won their loyalty by 

delegating responsibility and decision making authority. 

Now, the various program areas and divisions within the 

department work together to ensure that Texas has better 

parks and wildlife management.' 

Although most staff members have little contact with 

the commissioners relationships are good. In fact. 

Commissioner Terese Hershey makes regular appearances "on 

the floor" in the public lands division. Others 

occasionally call to ask questions or complain about 

something. Importantly, the Commission has come to 

appreciate the TPWD's hardworking staff.̂ ° 

While the appointments to the commission remain largely 

political, staff members believe that the commissioners rise 

^Ibid., Interview with Buck, 6 June 1994 

^̂ Ibid. 
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above partisanship to do what is best for Texas's natural 

resources. With one exception, Terese Hershey, none of the 

recent commissioners was "park oriented." In fact, in 

recent years, most of them have been hunters and fishermen, 

with little interest in parks." 

Texas state parks have also improved. In 1994 over 

26,000,000 people visited the state's 136 parks and explored 

over 518,657 acres. ̂' Yet, with the state's population 

growing and visitation increasing, Texas needs to continue 

to pursue land acquisition. The department needs to add 

between 7,000 and 7,500 acres of parklands each year. Even 

though Texas Parks and Wildlife acquired almost twenty 

thousand acres between 1991 and 1994, Texas still ranks well 

below the national average in the number of park acres per 

capita. 

If the Texas state parks are to mature further, 

Texans must embrace environmental issues and turn more than 

in earlier years to protecting land. Indeed, to meet the 

needs of future Texans for recreation and for the peace of 

unspoiled nature the Texas Parks and Wildlife Commission and 

11 Ibid., Interview with Scruggs, 17 May 1995 

^n Texas has 136 parks, but only 125 are operated by 
department. Ten of the remaining eleven are leased or 
operated by concessionaires. The other, San Jose Mission, 
is under guardianship of the NPS. Interview with Linda 
Ranney, Head of Public Information, 15 May 1995, transcript 
in possession of the author. 

^^Interview with Williams, 17 May 1995; Interview with 
Emerson, 16 May 1995. 
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legislators, one hopes, will redirect their focus toward 

preserving land, for its own sake. Only by protecting land 

through public preserves, such as through the Texas state 

parks system, will future generations be able to experience 

wild nature. 
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