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I. Background:

In 1983, the Texas Historical Commission (THC) designated the Alamo as a State Archeological

Landmark (SAL) under Chapter 191 of the Natural Resources Code (aka the Texas Antiquities

Code). That designation applies to all resources (archeological and standing structures) within

the boundary, described as “Bound on the west by North Alamo Street; on the north by East

Houston Street; on the south by East Crockett Street; on the south by Nacogdoches Street.”

Work on, or alterations to, SALs requires the issuance of a permit by the THC. Detailed

guidance is provided in Texas Administrative Code Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 26. The Alamo

Defenders Cenotaph is included within these boundaries and so is subject to the provisions of the

Antiquities Code.

The Cenotaph is also a “Contributing Structure” to Alamo Plaza which has been listed in the

National Register of Historic Places. The Lady Bird Fountain (1974) and the Bandstand (1976)

are also listed as “Contributing Structures” to Alamo Plaza. The latter two structures are less

than fifty years old and do not meet the criteria for designation as a SAL.

General Land Office and the Alamo Trust consultant, HKS has applied for a permit for the

RELOCATION of the Cenotaph, the Lady Bird Fountain and the Bandstand (see Attachment 1 –

Permit Application). Please note, RELOCATION is the category checked after the applicant was

unsure whether to check RESTORATION or NEW CONSTRUCTION. The THC guided the

applicant to check RELOCATION.

II. TAC Code; Title 13; Part 2; Chapter 26; Subchapter D Rule 26.22:

The Texas Administrative Code Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 26, Subchapter D Rule 26.22 states,

“All work done on historic buildings or structures and their sites will be reviewed, and issued

permits when appropriate, in accordance with one or more of the following permit categories.

Section 191.054 of the Texas Natural Resources Code authorizes the commission to issue permits

for survey and discovery, excavation, restoration, demolition, or study. The following permit

categories clarify specific scopes of work within these areas. Restoration is herein understood to

include preservation, rehabilitation, restoration, and reconstruction as defined in the Secretary of

the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (Standards), per 26.20(b) of this

title (relating to Application for Historic Buildings and Structures Permits).

(7) Relocation Permit. Under most circumstances, a permit to relocate a building or

structure from its original site will not be issued unless the commission has been satisfied that

there is a real and unavoidable threat to the building or structure on its original site. If

relocation is unavoidable, the building or structure should be relocated to a site that resembles

its original setting as closely as possible. A relocation permit will require thorough

documentation of the relationship between the building or structure to demonstrate that the new

site and setting are comparable to the original. An archeological investigation of both the old

and new site locations may also be required. “
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III. Possible Motions for the THC to take regarding the Relocation Permit Application: 

• Denial of Relocation Permit: Move to deny approval of State Antiquities Landmark

Historic Buildings and Structures Permit #1033 for the Alamo Plan – Phase 1, and to request

submission of alternate plans to restore the Cenotaph in its historic location

• Delegation of Authority to Approve Permit: Move to authorize the Executive Director to

issue State Antiquities Landmark Historic Buildings and Structure Permit(s) for The Alamo

Plan – Phase 1, including Cenotaph relocation and restoration, as stated in the permit

application, provided that the requested construction documents are consistent with the

report and presentation to the Commission on January 28, 2019, and contingent upon THC

staff satisfaction with the technical details provided.

• Delegation of Authority to Approve Permit with SAL nomination of the Cenotaph at

the New Location: Move to authorize the Executive Director to issue State Antiquities

Landmark Historic Buildings and Structure Permit(s) for The Alamo Plan – Phase 1,

including Cenotaph relocation and restoration, as stated in the permit application, provided

that the requested construction documents are consistent with the report and presentation to

the Commission on January 28, 2019, and contingent upon THC staff satisfaction with the

technical details provided. Further, move to require that the City of San Antonio nominate

the Cenotaph as a State Antiquities Landmark at its new location prior to staff acceptance of

the completion report for Permit #1033.

IV.  Relevant Questions to Answer before a Relocation Permit may be granted (according to 

TAC, Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 26, Subchapter D, Rule 26.22 (7)): 

Is there a “Real and Unavoidable threat to the building or structure on its original site”?

The answer is NO…there is not imminent threat to the Cenotaph. It can be restored on its

current site.

In November of 2014, a team of conservationists and engineers surveyed the Alamo Cenotaph.

As stated in their report, “One of the principal goals of the assessment was to evaluate whether

the displacement of the stone at the top of monument presented a safety hazard.” An additional

goal was to “develop short term and long-term recommendations for the maintenance,

conservation and restoration of the monument.” In the five years since this report, the Cenotaph

has not been deemed to be a safety hazard, and no restoration or conservation attempts have been

made by the City of San Antonio. According to the NON-ACTION by the City of San Antonio

since the 2014 Alamo Cenotaph Condition Assessment Report, there is not a “real and

unavoidable threat” to the Cenotaph.
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The Conditions and Assessment Report with Treatment Recommendations from the 2014 study

gave two options for restoration of the Cenotaph where it stands. It states, “Removal and

replacement of all of the marble units should not be necessary unless the concrete frame is

exhibiting a level of deterioration that undermines its structural stability. If all of the aluminum

anchors appear to be badly corroded but the frame is sound, it should be possible to re-secure the

marble panels to the frame without removing all of them. Selective removal of individual units

should provide enough access points to add additional anchors to the more vulnerable carved

stone panels without removing them” (See Attachment 2 – Conditions Assessment Report pages

3&4).

Alamo CEO, Douglass McDonald, whose company has been paid upwards of $583,000 of Texas

Taxpayer money, admitted the Alamo Plan consultants do not know whether or not the

Aluminum fasteners within the Cenotaph are failing. At a January 2020 meeting, McDonald

said, “We don’t know the date. And we don’t know how many of these fasteners have failed

already. Or, if any (fasteners) have, quite honestly. But, there will be a date when these fasteners

will fail, when they will be corroded away.”

Restoration vs. Relocation

The reports by HKS and CVM have not given any justification for Relocation of the Cenotaph.

Both reports reference the 2014 study and no new information has been provided since

inspection of the Cenotaph has not been invasive of the structure. Restoration is clearly

necessary. However, restoring the structure can be performed in the current location of the

Cenotaph. No justification has been provided as to WHY relocation is necessary by the

GLO/Alamo Trust and Alamo Plan consultants. Although currently unknown, it is possible an

entirely new concrete skeleton may be needed to properly restore the Cenotaph, but this can be

done where the Cenotaph currently stands, in the location intended for the Cenotaph by the

Italian immigrant sculptor, Pompeo Coppini, the City of San Antonio, and the Texas State Board

of Control – Texas Centennial Commission.

Does the new site of the Cenotaph resemble its original location as closely as possible?

Answer: It is impossible for any new setting to emulate the original setting of the Cenotaph

unless that locale is within the Alamo Battlefield footprint; and only if the Cenotaph

remains in its current directional configuration (not rotated 180 degrees).

Original Setting of the Cenotaph

In January 1937, architect Carleton Adams stated the Cenotaph was initially planned to be

constructed near the location of the Bandstand (see Attachment 3 – 1/8/1937 letter from Adams

to Coppini). After Coppini was awarded the job of Sculpting the Cenotaph, he secured the

current location on the Alamo Battlefield as part of his design. Pompeo Coppini successfully

coordinated with the City of San Antonio, the State Board of Control, property owners in the
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region of Alamo Plaza and even representatives from the San Antonio Express Newspaper (See

Attachment 4, 5, & 6 – Coppini letters discussing the Cenotaph location change in 1937).

Relocating the Cenotaph off the Alamo Battlefield will undermine the design intent of Coppini as

well as the difficult negotiations Coppini successfully completed to secure the new location.

In his autobiography, From Dawn to Sunset, Coppini wrote, “(I) HAD THE LOCATION

CHANGED where it is now, in the center of the battlefield where our heroes’ blood stained that

sacred spot” (Coppini, 339). Coppini explains the Cenotaph (empty tomb) is not the same as a

mere memorial. Coppini states, “it was decided that the Memorial was to be a Cenotaph, no other

logical place could have been given but the spot where the Alamo Heroes were massacred by an

overwhelmingly superior number after refusing to surrender. That tomb may be empty, but the

soil is sacred…” (Coppini, 339). Moving the Cenotaph off the battlefield soil completely

undermines the intent of Coppini and the other entities which insisted the Cenotaph be located

indefinitely on the Alamo Battlefield.

The Alamo 
Plan Phase 1 
– calls for the 
Cenotaph to 
be moved off 
the Battlefield 
to a non-
historical 
location. 
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Coppini also designed the Cenotaph such that each side had directional 

meaning.   He prepared a detailed description of his design and the 

intentional meaning of each side in a paper he wrote for a KTSA radio 

show which later appeared in a publication (See Attachment 7 –

Memorial Salesman).

• North – Facing the Federal Building (National Register of Historic

Places). Coppini wrote, “On the back, facing the postoffice, there

stands the allegorical figure of Texas, the State of the Union, not the

Texas of 1836, purposely facing north as a token of gratitude to the

federal government which furnished all the money ($100,000) for the

project.” Turning the Cenotaph 180 degrees would cause the

Cenotaph to face the River Center Mall, which obviously was not the

intent of Coppini.

• South – Faces the general direction of the Alamo. Coppini wrote,

“Now let us look at the front and face that group which call “The

Spirit of Sacrifice.” The top figure is symbolic of that heroic, noble,

sublime sacrifice, rising from the death of the flesh, from the funeral

pyre on which all of the bodies were burned by the victor after being

killed in the fiercest, uneven struggle for their adopted country’s

liberty and independence ever put up by a small band of the greatest

heroes ever known in our history, as they were not surprised, but

refused to surrender, and as they dedicated themselves to such a fate,

so by their death the state of Texas may be born.”

• West - Travis and Crockett are the leading figures of this

panel. Coppini wrote, “While at this west panel, study the

two last seated figures at the south end, where I tried to

portray how those young heroes felt after knowing they had

dedicated themselves to a certain death. In their far-away

look, they express how their mind wandered far, far away,

thinking of their dear ones who they left far in other states…”

The far way look would be directed at the Menger instead of

outward as Coppini designed this west panel.

• East – Bowie and Bonham are the leading figures on the East 

panel of the Cenotaph. Coppini wrote, “On the East panel you 

will stand before the figure of Bowie…he stands before you at 

the time he was a well and happy respected man in the San 

Antonio community, having married the daughter of the 

Mexican governor, Verimendi.

NORTH PANEL

SOUTH PANEL

WEST PANEL

EAST PANEL
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New (Proposed) Setting of the Cenotaph

• The Alamo Plan calls for the relocation of the Cenotaph in the area of the current

bandstand…exactly where Coppini did not want it placed. Coppini states, “they were half

satisfied to have a Cenotaph erected outside of the sacred ground, on the spot called the band

stand, but in fact a dirty comfort station, which should have been converted into a tomb of our

heroes! The very thought was repulsive to me” (Coppini, 339).

• The new setting has the Cenotaph turned 180 degrees. The intended design relationship to

structures as well as direction intended by Coppini will also be lost.

• At a recent meeting, Alamo CEO MeDonald spoke of the new Cenotaph location/setting, “We

think the entire space is historic. We think the entire space is important. And so, we want to

translate that historic site even into the civic plaza section of the South. So we think that does

it pretty well. We think, frankly, I know all the figures of the Cenotaph; I feel it (the

Cenotaph) will be a lot more respectful in front of the Menger than in front of Ripley’s.” This

is the muttering of someone who either does not understand the history of the Cenotaph and

Coppini, or, who only reports what he wants the public to hear. Ripley’s is being moved off

Alamo Plaza (as McDonald had just explained in the meeting), so this statement is deflective

and insulting to the Alamo Heroes as well as the artist, Coppini.

Have the Alamo Plan Consultants (HKS and CVM) provided documentation of the

relationship between the building or structure to the proposed location or the current

location?

Answer: No. The only information provided in the paperwork by the Alamo Plan

Consultants state the Cenotaph will be turned 180 degrees so the front of The Spirit of

Sacrifice will continue to face the general direction of the Alamo. No historical

documentation has been provided.

In paperwork provided to the City of San Antonio for the 10/10/2018 HDRC meeting, the

consultants stated, “It is well documented through 1936 that the bandstand location to the south of

the historic Mission site was the originally-selected site for the Alamo Defenders memorial. The

announcement of a new location for the memorial in north Alamo Plaza came in July 1937. There

is little documentation of why the change in location had occurred.” Numerous sources

document why the change occurred. The Alamo consultants failed to provide this information to

the San Antonio HDRC and it is not provided to The Texas Historical Commission. Coppini

worked on this change because the Spirit of Sacrifice was a CENOTAPH (empty tomb).

At the end of this report, a series of letters found in the Coppini-Tauch Collection detailing

Cenotaph and Coppini history found at the UT-Austin Briscoe Center for American History will be

included and presented in chronological order. The HDRC panel of San Antonio admitted they

did not know of this history since the Alamo consultants did not provide this basic research.
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V. The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties

The CVM documentation states the scope of work will comply with The Secretary of the Interior’s

Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. Relocation is not listed as an option in the

Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. The Standard categories include preservation,

rehabilitation, restoration, and reconstruction. Both the Alamo and the Cenotaph are considered

State Archeological Landmarks. Hence, the Cenotaph is considered a Historic Property as much

as the Alamo itself. The changes to the Cenotaph simply cannot meet the Standards. The National

Park Service published an interpretation of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the

Treatment of Historic Properties regarding a historic 1935 Railroad Depot which may be applied

to the relocation of the Cenotaph (See Attachment 8 – 1935 Rail Depot Sec. of Int). Similar to the

Alamo Plan proposal for the Cenotaph, work was done to the Depot that included relocation of the

Depot, a change in grade as well as changes to the landscaping. The interpretation concluded,

“Setting is essential to a historic property’s significance. Drastic changes to the surrounding

grading, landscape features, or incompatible new construction on the site, diminish a historic

property’s ability to convey its historic significance. Therefore, such alterations do not conform to

the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.” Relocating the Cenotaph, while

ignoring its relationship to the battleground and the design intent of both Adams and Coppini,

changing the grade, turning the Cenotaph 180 degrees and adding landscape features are NOT IN

COMPLIANCE with The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic

Properties.

VI. Relocation for the Purpose of Restoring a Sense of the Original Setting of the Alamo. 

As this map shows, a large portion of the footprint of the Alamo grounds are underneath existing 

buildings, especially to the North and West of the Alamo chapel. 
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There are two problems with this premise of relocation for the purpose of restoration. First, there

are multiple time periods of significance for the Alamo. The second issue with the Alamo Plan is

piecemealing the restoration to include only some of those features, which results in confusion for

the visitor seeking history.

Which time period of the Alamo are the Alamo Plan Consultants going to focus on? The

ORIGINAL SETTING is in 1724 when the Alamo was the Mission San Antonio de Valero. The

Alamo façade as we see today did not exist in 1724. The structure was a three story mission with

twin bell towers with an exterior appearance that can only be estimated. It was completed in

1757, but did not remain long when it fell in on itself The iconic façade known around the world

was added by the United States Army, years after Texas entered the Union of the United States. In

addition, this façade was also not present during the 1836 version of the Alamo during the iconic

battle for Texas freedom. To accurately return the Alamo to the “original setting” of 1836, the roof

of the Alamo would need to be removed and the front humps at the top of the Alamo would need

to be altered so the building looked as it did when Crockett, Bowie, Bonham, Travis and our Texas

Heroes graced the walls of the structure (see Alamo rendition below). Obviously, this is not

recommended, but the argument exists for inaccurate piecemealing of historic aspects of the

Alamo.

The foundation of the mission walls are underneath the buildings to the west of the Alamo chapel,

under the Federal building as well as underneath Houston Street. The Alamo Plan does not

propose razing the Federal Building located at 615 E Houston St. (Alteration to the Federal

Building would put a stop to the entire Alamo “reimagine” plan; so it is obvious why the

GLO/Alamo Plan will not include the Federal Building). As a result of this piecemealing, it is

impossible to restore a sense of the original setting of the 1836 Alamo by cherry picking which

buildings as well as the Cenotaph will be razed/relocated as an attempt to PARTIALLY RESTORE

the original setting of the Alamo. Interpretive panels already exist in front of the Long Barrack to

explain the different time periods and accompanying facades of the Alamo. Finally, as previously

stated, this option of restoration ignores the history of the Cenotaph itself as a State Antiquities

Landmark.
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VII. The Alamo Plan is Lacking Detail and is Still “To Be Determined”

Although the Alamo Reimagine Plan has been in the works for many years, the consultants are

asking for permits without providing adequate details to permitting agencies and to the public.

Texas Historical Commission, employee Elizabeth Brummett (State Coordinator for Project

Review) took notes during the December 4, 2019 HDRC meeting in San Antonio which were

obtained through an open record request. Her own notes indicate plans deficient in details that

should be required of one of the most important landmarks in the State of Texas (See Attacment 9

– Elizabeth Brummett notes).

Notes of Elizabeth Brummett from 12/4/19 HDRC meeting:

• Perimieter may or may not be expressed with glass – don’t have data yet to make a decision

• No decision made re: Crockett blk. + museum report remains in draft from

• Paving material affect entire plaza – no selections yet

• Planting – low shrub and low ground cover – TBD

• Boundaries – more or less same alignment

• Piecemealing? 

• FUTURE PHASES NOT YET FULLY DEFINED

• Conservator on CM team – protection of pieces; ID system – not prep yet

• Add names to base – to be determined/studied

• Suppl. Panels? Both? Placem & mat. TBD

• (from Appendix B – Supplemental interpretive panels?; Final Design TBD)

The open record request also produced a letter to Mark Wolfe from HKS dated December 13,

2019 (See Attachment 10 – Mark Wolfe/HKS letter). More examples are found within this letter

to indicate a lack of detail and planning for the Alamo Reimagine plan by the GLO/Alamo Trust as

follows:

• “Please note that based on potholing and other discoveries during construction, there could be

minor shifts in the final monument location and/or other landscape elements.”

• “Exact design of the panels, narrative copy, and site are yet to be Finalized.”

• (Regarding the names added to the Cenotaph), “Exact details such as layout, font choice, etc.

are yet to be finalized.”

This is The Alamo and the Alamo Cenotaph, two of the most important Historical

Landmarks in Texas and these anxious contractors and “investors” want permit approval without

providing complete detail. This is unacceptable to the public and it should NOT be acceptable to

the Texas Historic Commission. In addition, some documentation was withheld from the open

record request (See Attachment 11 – Letter to Gaskill from THC). What could possibly be

withheld from the public regarding the Alamo and Alamo Cenotaph, two important structures

owned by the Taxpayers of Texas? Every dollar and every detail regarding the Cenotaph and the

Alamo should be completely transparent to the public and to the taxpayers of Texas.
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Conclusion

Our Texas statutes are written and designed to protect our State Antiquities Landmarks. In

addition to Texas Regulations, The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of

Historic Properties are employed to ensure our Historic Properties are not ADVERSELY

AFFECTED. The Texas Historical Commission must do their duty to follow the law and the

guidelines required to protect historical landmarks including the Cenotaph. Relocating the

Cenotaph will forever change the setting and the reason the Spirit of Sacrifice was placed in its

historic location on the battlefield where our Texas Heroes died.

The State Antiquities Landmark Alamo and the State Antiquities Landmark Cenotaph are mutually

related in the current setting and their historical relationship will be adversely affected by

relocation of the Cenotaph. An engineering demand to relocate The Cenotaph does not exist and

the historic structure may be restored in its current location according to the 2014 study.

Relocation for the purpose of restoration of the original battlefield is disingenuous unless all

structures including the Federal Building are razed to recapture the Alamo Footprint. Unlike the

San Antonio HDRC, the Texas Historical Commission requires a Historian to review permit

applications. On permit application #1033, the “Historical Information” box was not checked.

Although the Alamo plan consultants have failed to provide historical information, this report

includes Historical Letters from the Coppini-Tauch collection found at the UT Austin Briscoe

Center for American History which provides additional documentation of the historical design and

setting of the Cenotaph. This data was simple to find and convey. It is disturbing the

documentation has not been presented by the Alamo Reimagine Plan consultants.

Pompeo Coppini prophetically wrote on 1/22/1939, “it is wrong to believe that the sculptor of

such an important work as this Memorial, should be considered not above an ordinary

contractor, and to even think that other people not even connected with his work should pretend

to know more of what his conception is of the Memorial he is creating.”

The Alamo Plan consultants and contractors should not pretend to know more of the design

intent of Coppini. The history and setting cannot be ignored. In order to protect the history of the

Alamo and The Cenotaph, the Texas Historical Commission must move to deny approval of

Permit #1033 for the Alamo Plan – Phase 1 and to request submission of alternate plans to

restore the Cenotaph in its historic location.
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Attachments

(cited in the report)
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ATTACHMENT 1; page 1
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ATTACHMENT 1; page 2
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ATTACHMENT 2, pg 1
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ATTACHMENT 2, pg 2
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ATTACHMENT 2, pg 3
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ATTACHMENT 3
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ATTACHMENT 4
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Coppini’s Letter to the TEXAS State Board of Control
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ATTACHMENT 5
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TEXAS State Board of Control’s Response – “More desirable Location”

ATTACHMENT 6
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ATTACHMENT 7, pg 1
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ATTACHMENT 7, pg 2
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ATTACHMENT 7 pg 6
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ATTACHMENT 7, p 7
ATTACHMENT 7, pg 7
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ATTACHMENT 7, pg 8
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ATTACHMENT 10, pg 1

NO REASON FOR 
RELOCATION????
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Miscellaneous Letters 

Re:  The Cenotaph from the 

Coppini-Tauch Collection; 

UT –Austin, Briscoe Center 

for American History
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