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Introduction
The McLean County Museum of History occupies the 1903-04 McLean County
Courthouse, which is centrally located on the public square (generally referred to as the
Courthouse Square) in downtown Bloomington, Illinois. The courthouse was constructed at this
location shortly after an earlier courthouse was destroyed by fire in 1900, and it represents the
fourth county courthouse located on the courthouse square since the establishment of McLean
County in the early 1830s. The original structure, which was in service from 1832 through 1836,
was a small frame building not much different than a small house of the era. In contrast, the
second county courthouse was a large, two-story, brick structure with hip roof and prominent
cupola, typical of many early Federal-style courthouses constructed in the Old Northwest
Territory during the pre-Civil War years (and often referred to as “Coffee Mill” or “Foursquare”
design) (cf. Krause 2000). Constructed in 1836, this structure remained in use through 1868, at
which time it was dismantled to make room for a much larger, modern courthouse (which
ultimately was destroyed by fire on June 19, 1900). The current building on the Courthouse
Square, which was constructed on the foundations of the earlier structure destroyed by fire and
constructed in 1903, was listed on the National Register of Historic Places in 1973 (as per
Criterion C, architecture) (Prince 1973). Shortly thereafter, in 1976, the building ceased being
used as a courthouse when a new Law and Justice Center was constructed two blocks south of
the Courthouse Square. The McLean County Museum of History began operating from this
location in 1991.
In the latter 1990s, in cooperation with the McLean County Museum of History,
archaeological research on Bloomington’s public square was undertaken by Dr. Edward Jelks,
retired professor of Anthropology at Illinois State University, Normal (Jelks 1996, 1998).
Through his investigations, Jelks was able to show that 1) subsurface features from earlier, pre1903 components were present on the courthouse square, and 2) these potentially significant
archaeological features were buried by at least 1-2 feet (or more) of fill associated with the
construction of the existing courthouse building in 1903-04. Subsequently, the archaeological
resources associated with the 1903 McLean County Courthouse (identified as the Old
Courthouse Site, 11ML335) were determined to be a contributing element of the National
Register of Historic Sites property due to their ability to yield information significant to local
history (as per Criterion D, Archaeology). The Old County Courthouse Site (11ML335) is
bounded by Jefferson Street on the north, Washington Street on the south, Center Street on the
west, and Main Street on the east (see Figure 1).
Besides improvements to the interior of the historic structure, the project entailed
proposed improvements to the exterior grounds that included significant changes to the south
entrance to create a more formal, grade level entrance to the ground floor facility (see Figure 2).
This work will include the construction of new walks and retaining walls into the new entrance,
as well as the relocation of the existing HVAC cooling units into a subterranean pit located to the
southwest of the courthouse. Additional ground disturbing activities associated with these
improvement that may have an effect on the archaeological resources include 1) a new curb for
planting beds located around the perimeter of the grounds, and 2) the planting of four burr oaks,
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one in each quadrant of the courthouse square. The McLean County History Museum was the
recipient of a Tourism Attraction Grant (TAG) from the Illinois Department of Commerce and
Economic Opportunity (DCEO) to supplement funding for this project. As the Museum was
receiving state funds, the project was reviewed by the Illinois Historic Preservation Agency
(IHPA) in accordance with Section 707 of the Illinois State Agency Historic Resources
Preservation Act (20 ILCS 3420, as amended).
The archaeological investigations that are the focus of this report were conducted by
Fever River Research (Springfield, Illinois) over a multiple week period in July and September
2014 for the McLean County Museum of History in response to their efforts to create a Heritage
Tourism Center within the ground floor of the historic McLean County Courthouse. The
proposed improvements for the new south entrance were to be situated in the suspected location
of the second courthouse (which was in service from 1836 through 1868), and there was reason
to believe that subsurface features from this early structure might be preserved below ground.
As such, the review of the proposed undertaking by the Illinois Historic Preservation Agency
determined that the construction activity would have an adverse effect on the archaeological site
11ML335 (IHPA letter dated 14 May 2014) [IHPA Log No. 013042414.]. With this in mind, a
data recovery plan (DRP) was prepared by Fever River Research (Springfield, Illinois) and
presented to the McLean County Museum of History for archaeological services (data recovery)
to mitigate the adverse effect of the proposed construction activity on archaeological site
11ML335. The archaeological investigations outlined in the data recovery plan were designed to
1) assess the potential integrity of the archaeological resources associated with this early
structure within the footprint of the current construction project, and 2) mitigate the proposed
construction activity on these resources. This report summarizes the results of the archaeological
investigations outlined in that data recovery plan.

2

Old Courthouse Site

Figure 1. Location of the Old Courthouse Site (and the historic Courthouse Square),
Bloomington, Illinois (Bloomington East, IL, 1998 7.5-minute USGS Topographic map).
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Figure 2. Location of the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the McLean County Museum’s Heritage Visitor’s’ Center located
on the Courthouse Square, Bloomington, Illinois (Francois Associates 2014). The courthouse square is also known as
archaeological site 11ML335.
4
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Figure 3. TOP: South Entrance, existing conditions. Areas marked “A” through “E” in
red, are discussed in accompanying text with regard to archaeological methods and staging
strategy. BOTTOM: South Entrance with proposed improvements outlined in red
representing the area of effect (Francois Associates 2012).
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Figure 4. View of the south elevation of the McLean County Courthouse prior to the
archaeological investigations (top), and during archaeological investigations (bottom).
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Historical Setting
McLean County, the largest county in Illinois, is centrally located within the state.
Situated within a prominent upland location east of the Illinois River valley and north of the
Sangamon River valley, the county was heavily influenced by glacial events with prominent end
moraines separating large expanses of flat, poorly drained, ground moraines. Schwegman (1973)
places the entire county in the Grand Prairie Section of the Grand Prairie Division. At the time
of early non-native settlement, much of this region was covered with vast expanses of mature
prairie vegetation separated by small hardwood timber groves.
Many early transportation corridors followed these early terminal moraines across the
prairies expanses hopping from one grove to another.1 Bloomington is located on a prominent
moraine (the Bloomington Moraine) at the intersection of several natural overland routes
between the upper Illinois River Valley at Peoria (40 miles to the northeast), the greater
American Bottom region (opposite the mouth of the Missouri River 150 miles to the southwest),
and the Vermilion River (and the greater Wabash Country approximately 90 miles to the east).2
This location of Bloomington in relationship to natural transportation corridors did not go
unnoticed by the early settlers. As Le Baron (1879:319) [and Burnham (1879)] noted, “Mr. Allin
had noticed that the roads of that day, which were many of them on the lines of the old Indian
trails—the most natural modes of communication to be found in a new country—all centered at
Bloomington. He remarked that the route from Chicago to St. Louis here crossed the road from
Columbus, Ohio, to Iowa and the West.” These natural overland transportation corridors also
had relevance to Native American settlers prior to the arrival of the more recent Euro-American
settlers. Due in part to this strategic location, by the first decade of the nineteenth century, the
region had become the home of Native American Kickapoo. It was around the “Old Town
Timber” (located to the east/southeast of Bloomington, that the Kickapoo had established a large
village—and thus the name of the timber in reference to their settlement) (Duis 1874; Le Baron
1879:192, 211; Bateman 1908:638, 681; Hasbrouck 1924:68, 84).
Many of the prominent moraines noted above were covered with large stands of quality
hardwood timber. It was around these timber stands (or groves), at the prairie/timber border, that
many of the earliest settlers located. Two prominent groves in central McLean County that
1

Bloomington is located on a prominent rise that represents a divide separating several drainages. To the
east/southeast is located the headwaters of the Sangamon River. To the south/southwest are located the headwaters
of Sugar Creek, Kickapoo Creek, and Salt Creek—all upper tributaries of the Sangamon River. To the north, are the
headwaters of the Mackinaw River. The prominent high ridge representing the divide between these drainages
represents the Bloomington terminal moraine that separates the Mackinaw drainage to the north from the Sangamon
drainage to the south. From Bloomington, this moraine swings in a northwesterly arc towards the Illinois River.
Towards the east, this well-drained ridge traverses in a northeasterly direction intersecting the prominent Gifford
moraine in western Ford County, which continues in a southeasterly direction to the headwaters of the Vermilion
River, and ultimately the Greater Wabash River Valley to the east.
2

The north/south corridor passing through the region originated in the American Bottom to the south and traveled
north through the Sangamo Country to the Upper Illinois River valley. By the 1810s, this trail was known as the
Edwards Trace.
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attracted the attention of early settlers were Old Town Grove (noted above) and Blooming Grove
(also known as Keg Grove) (see Figure 5). The earliest documented non-native settlers in what
was to become McLean County established themselves along the edges of what was originally
known as Keg Grove, and later renamed Blooming Grove (located approximately 4 miles
southeast of present-day downtown Bloomington). Many of these settlers arrived in the early
1820s, prior to the formal survey of government lands (which occurred in late 1823). These
settlers came overland with many passing through the Wabash Country (and the Danville Salt
Works) directly east, or from the Sangamo Country to the south (following these wellestablished trails). In the fall of 1821, the John Hendrix (Virginia) and John Dawson (Kentucky)
families arrived in the Sangamo Country from Ohio. The following spring of 1822, the Dawson
and the Hendrix families moved north, and built cabins adjacent to Blooming Grove. Later that
year, other settlers began to arrive. The following spring of 1823, the Stringfield family settled
in what was to become Randolph Grove, and in 1824 Isaac and Absalom Funk settled in what
was to become Funk’s Grove. During the middle to late 1820s, many new settlers came to the
region. In early 1827, this portion of what was then Fayette County was incorporated into the
newly formed Tazewell County, with the county seat located at Mackinawtown (Duis 1874;
Hasbrouck 1924; Kreisa et al 1994).3
By late 1829, agitation to form a new county, split off from Tazewell County, gained
favor among the inhabitants of Blooming Grove and surrounding settlements. On December 25,
1830, the settlers in eastern Tazewell County around Blooming Grove (of which there were
approximately 50 families) were successful in getting legislation passed to create McLean
County, which was formally established in April 1831.4 In the spring of 1831, shortly after
establishment of McLean County, James Allin (who had arrived in the area in 1829, and was one
of the main proponents for the formation of the new county) donated 22½ acres of his land
adjacent to, and slightly north of, Blooming Grove for the formation of a county seat, and with
the assistance of Dr. Isaac Baker (first county surveyor) the 12-block Town of Bloomington was
platted on the north edge of Blooming Grove timber on one of the highest spots around.5 As
originally platted, the town extended from North Street (today’s Monroe Street) on the north, to
Front Street on the south, and from East Street on the east to West Street (today’s Roosevelt
Street) on the west. As originally laid out, each block had six lots with three lots fronting each
east-west street, and a central alley (Hasbrouck 1924:87, 122-123).
On July 4, 1831, a public auction was held to sell the newly platted town lots (Hasbrouck
1924:123-124). According to one historian, “the sale is said to have been quite lively and the
bidding spirited” with $52 being the highest price paid for a lot (Le Baron 1879:291). At the
3

At the time of Statehood (1818), the area that was to become McLean County was integrated into Crawford
County. In 1819, the lands were incorporated into Clark County, and later (by 1821) into Fayette County (Burnham
1879; Kreisa et al 1994).
4

Although almost named Hendricks County, McLean County was named after John McLean (1791-1830) of
Shawneetown. He represented Illinois in the U.S. House of Representatives (1818), and also served as a United
States Senator (1824-25, 1829-30) (Hasbrouck 1924:74).
5

Allin had purchased the 80-acre parcel on which the original plat was located (East Half, Southwest Quarter,
Section 4, Township 23 North, Range 2 East) from the U.S. Government on October 27, 1829. The 80 acres
immediately to the north were purchased by Robert Peebles on August 11, 1830 (Hasbrouck 1924: 122).
8

time, four lots located on Block 7, which was the highest ground in the town, were set aside for
use by the county as a Public Square, and proceeds from the sale of the town lots, which totaled
approximately $300, was allocated for construction of the first McLean County Courthouse to be
constructed on that square (Le Baron 1879; Koos 1997). The three lots on the south of the block
facing Washington Street, and the center of the three lots on the north side of the block facing
Jefferson Street, were set aside for use by the County. The two corner lots fronting Jefferson
Street to the north were purchased by M. L. Covell (northwest corner lot) and James Latta
(northeast corner lot). At a later date, these two corner lots were acquired by the County and
integrated into what was soon to become the Courthouse Square (see Figure 6).
During the very early days of the new county (late 1831), the citizens used the residence
of James Allin (located on the block bounded by East, Grove, Alber and Olive Streets) as a
temporary courthouse (Hasbrouck 1924: 376).6 With the money raised from the sale of the city
lots, the first courthouse was constructed on the public square in 1832 by Asahel Gridley, a
recent immigrant from New York State. Le Baron (1879:344) noted that “the first Court House
was a small frame building, and set in the middle of the square, in the same spot where our
present magnificent Court House now stands. It was only a one-story structure, and was built at
a cost of $300.” Le Baron (1879:219) further notes that
at the January term, 1832, the Court resolved to have a Court House; it
accordingly instructed its Clerk to give public notice that the erection of a
building, which was to be one story high, and 18x30 feet, comfortably finished off
in the then prevailing style, would be sold at public vendue [sic], on the 6th day of
March succeeding. The erection of the building was bid off by A Gridley, Esq.,
for $339.75. The building was erected according to the contract, located on the
west side of the public square, and accepted by the Court in December of the
same year. The Jail was built about the same time, by Mr. William Dimmitt, at a
cost of $321. So the Court House was not very much ahead; in fact, the Jail was
the more substantial building of the two, as there seemed to be more anxiety about
the stay of the prisoners than about that of the Court.
Other sources note that the first courthouse was a simple affair consisting of a one-story frame
building that measured 18’ by 30’ in size, was divided into three rooms, had two chimneys (one
with two fireplaces), and was constructed at a cost of slightly over $339 (Hasbrouck 1924:376;
Le Baron 1879:219; Bateman et al 1908:666). Bateman et al (1908:666) states that it was
“finished as a comfortable dwelling house” (see Figure 7). In the fall of 1833, the interior
partitions were removed to open up the interior of the building. Koos (1997:6) suggests that this
structure was located “on Lot 40, near Center Street.” According to Koos (1997:6), this building
was constructed of whip sawn cherry and walnut lumber, and integrated wood-stoves (and not
the more common fireplaces then in use) into its fabric. In that same year (1832), the County’s
first jail (which was a crude log structure) also was constructed on the Courthouse Square,
presumably at the northeast (on Lot 37) (Koos 1997:6).

6

This house, which was located at the corner of Grove and East Streets, was later to be owned and occupied by the
Stipp family. The Allin-Stipp House is pictured in Taylor (2002:54).
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The early 1830s was a period of rapid growth for McLean County, and the rapidly
growing community quickly outgrew this small frame structure.7 In March 1834, only two years
after construction of the first courthouse, the County Commissioners reported the continued sale
of town lots had resulted in raising just under $964 in revenue, which was to be used for the
construction of a new courthouse (Hasbrouck 1924:79). At that time, the Commissioners
appointed Thomas Haines their attorney, and tasked him with procuring a loan for $5,000
(interest not to exceed 8% per year) to erect a new courthouse, and in October 1835, the
Commissioners advertised in the Illinois Republican for bids for constructing a new 40’-square,
two-story brick courthouse on the public square (Le Baron 1879:225-226; Hasbrouck 1924:79;
Commissioner’s Records Volume A, page 110). On January 20, 1836, as a result of their request
for proposals, the County Commissions contracted with Leander Munsell of Paris (Edgar
County, Illinois) for the construction of the new courthouse. Le Baron (1879:226) notes that
after taking the subject into careful examination, and hearing the proposition of
said Leander Munsell, a written contract was agreed upon for a brick building
40x45 feet square, two stories high, finished in five rooms, the court-room on the
lower floor, with a gallery and all other conveniences, particularly specified in
said agreement, for the sum of $6,375, with interest on $5,375, after the
completion of said job, at 8 per cent, until paid, and to be paid on or before the
expiration of twenty years… (see also Commissioner’s Record, Volume A, page
110).8
Later that spring (on June 7, 1836), the County Commissioners agreed to amend Munsell’s
contract and integrate changes into the courthouse that had been suggested by Munsell.
Discussing these changes, Le Baron (1879:227-228) comments that
The Court agreed with Leander Munsell to amend a former contract for his
building a Court House, so that instead of a building 40x45 feet and 26 feet high,
it shall be 42½ feet square and 32 feet high, with other alterations; and for the said
alterations, the Court promised to pay the said Leander Munsell the further sum of
$1,680 (See also Bateman, Selby and Prince 1908:666).
Unfortunately, little is known as to what was referenced with regard to the “other alterations.”
At the same time, “the Court appropriated $500 out of the county funds as part of the first
payment to L. Munsell on [the] Court House contract.”

7

By 1836, the City’s population had reached 450 individuals.

8

The McLean County Commissioners’ Records are an invaluable source of information regarding the buildings
once located on the Courthouse Square, and have contributed significantly to our understanding of the history and
use of both the Courthouse and Old Jail during the years 1836 through 1868. Two original ledger books containing
the minutes of the Commissioners meetings (Books A and B; spanning the years 1858 through 1868) are located in
the Circuit Clerk’s Office, Bloomington. Unfortunately, the earlier Commissioners’ Records from 1836 through
1858 (as well as those postdating 1868) have been lost. Nonetheless, the Illinois State Archives (Springfield) has
handwritten, WPA-transcribed versions of the earlier documents. Additionally, many of these minutes were
published verbatim in the local newspaper during these years. Transcribed sections of these records that are relevant
to this research are presented in Appendix I.
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Initially, the County Commissioners stated that “the most suitable place for the Court
House to be situated is on the center East and West Line of the Public Square midway and the
South front of said House on said line and extending north”—suggesting that the courthouse was
to be placed central within what today is the Public Square (Volume A, page 98; October
1835)(See Appendix I). By June 1836, the Commissioners had decided on a slightly revised
location of the courthouse centered on the south half of the Public Square, and noted that it
should be situated with “the center of the building on the center of the middle lot, being lot ---, in
the town of Bloomington, being one of the three south lots reserved for public use” (McLean
County Historical Society [MCHS] 1899:257; see also Le Baron 1879 and Hasbrouck 1924:376).
Shortly thereafter (in June 1836), Munsell apparently initiated construction of the Courthouse.
Taking only about three months’ time, Munsell had completed the Courthouse by late summer
1836, with the County Commissioners authorizing the final payment of $1,000 during their
September 1836 term. On September 17, 1836, “… the Court his day having examined the
Contract entered into y Leander Munsell for building the courthouse and also the building on its
various parts and finishing do in behalf of the County of McLean accept of the said court house
as finished and the said construction [of] the part [by] said Munsell as completed…” (Volume A,
page 154).
When completed in late 1836, the newly constructed McLean County Courthouse was a
grand structure. The size of the building, with its prominent cupola, contrasted dramatically with
the simple, vernacular structures in use in most of the surrounding counties at the time (see
Figure 8). When neighboring Macon County contracted with Munsell to build a new courthouse
in Decatur in 1838, the County Commissioners specifically made reference to the McLean
County Courthouse he had constructed, requesting that theirs be made “equal to or superior to”
that structure (Fraker 2012:118).
In 1839, the Illinois State Legislature divided the State of Illinois into nine judicial
districts, with a single presiding judge and district attorney assigned to each district. The judicial
entourage (which included a number of attorneys) traveled from county seat to county seat twice
a year (in the spring and fall) hearing cases and attending to the court’s business. It was the
nature of these traveling justices and attorney that they became known as “Circuit Courts.”
When initially established, the Eighth Judicial Circuit included nine counties, one of which was
McLean County.9 Although many prominent attorneys traveled this circuit over the years, one of
particular note was Abraham Lincoln—who traveled the Eighth Judicial Circuit twice a year for
nearly 23 years. It was the 1836 McLean County Courthouse that Abraham Lincoln returned to
nearly every spring and fall for over two decades to practice the law (and hone is political
acumen) (Fraker 2012:79-84). As Fraker (2012:79) notes, the Bloomington and the McLean
County Courthouse “was the home of more significant members of his political team of the
1850s than any other venue.”
9

These counties included Christian, DeWitt, Livingston, Logan, Macon, McLean, Menard, Sangamon, and Tazewell
Counties. In 1841, Champaign, Mason, Piatt, Shelby and Woodford Counties were added to the list. A couple of
years later, in 1843, Moultrie County was added, bringing the total number of counties to fifteen. Over the next
fifteen years, the boundaries of the Eighth Judicial District changed several times with the addition and subtraction
of counties from the list. McLean County remained a part of the Eighth Judicial Circuit throughout Abraham
Lincoln’s Circuit Court years (1839-1861) (Fraker 2012:xxiii).
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Besides their obvious judicial functions, county courthouses—and their surrounding
yards—served a multitude of functions for the community. As Koos (1997:7) has noted, “this
building [the 1836 Courthouse] functioned as a multi-purpose facility for early McLean County.
Religious services were held in the courtroom and The Bloomington Observer and McLean
County Advocate, the county’s first newspaper, was printed there.”10 Many public discussions—
often debating issues of national significance—were held within the walls of this building, as
well as adjacent to it on the grounds of the Courthouse Square. Issues relating to the
development of the Republican Party, the rise of Abraham Lincoln to the Presidency, and the
participation of the local citizens in the devastating Civil War, were all debated from this
building. Nonetheless, there apparently were certain issues which were not tolerated by the
County Commissioners. As Hasbrouck (1924:376) notes the courthouse “was used for many
political meetings, but the commissioners refused its use to the Abolitionists, as they were
considered enemies of the country.”11 Not long after its demolition in 1868, Le Baron
(1879:336) noted that the structure “was a famous building for the times…”12
As noted above, the County Commissioners also constructed a new county jail in 1836.
The first county jail had been a fairly impermanent log structure constructed “on the north line of
the court house yard…” (Hasbrouck 1924:377-379). In July 1839, this structure was abandoned
and a new one constructed at a location off the Courthouse Square, at the corner of Market and
Center Streets. This new structure was constructed of brick, with hewed logs lining the cell
interior, and remained in use through 1849. Specifications for this new jail were recorded in the
10

This newspaper, which was started by Asahel Gridley, Jesse Fell, and James Allin in January 1837, was
discontinued in November 1839 (Fraker 2012:81). Fraker (2012) makes no reference to where the paper was
actually published (see also Duis 1874:262-276; Morehouse 1967:36). The McLean County Museum of History has
a single copy of the paper (the January 13, 1838 issue) (Kemp, personal communication May 18, 2015).
11

In June 1844, the County Commissioners passed a resolution regarding “certain individuals calling themselves
Abolitionists,” who apparently had tried to use the Court House for a public meeting space. At that time, the
Commissioners felt that the principles of this group were “subversive of the government of the United States and
tend to the destruction of the Constitution of the same, and whereas the principles of said abolitionists are
treasonable in spirit” disallowed them the use of the facility (Volume A, page 202). Later, in May 1856, the
abolitionist Owen Lovejoy was not allowed the use of the Courthouse to speak, and while in Bloomington was
pelted with raw eggs (Duis 1874:507-08).
12

The grounds of the Courthouse Square were used for a variety of purposes. During these years, many individuals
used the Courthouse Square as exhibition space, a practice that the County Commissioners apparently had become
tired of by the 1860s. In September 1864, the County Commissioners appointed A. J. Merriman as the agent of the
Board, “to take charge of the Court House Yard and that he be authorized and instructed to prevent the use of the
ground by any person or persons for the purpose of exhibiting agricultural implements, circus, or other show bills or
for any other purpose for which a Public Square is not properly designed.” That same month (September 1864), a
petition was made for “permission to use Public Square by Elias Wenser for the privilege of putting up and keeping
for a short time on the Court House yard a specimen of Kennel’s portable fence for exhibition…” In June 1866, “J.
E. Thomas presented an application for the use of the Court House Square for the sale of ice cream, &c. on the
fourth of July next, for which he offers to pay the sum of $50.00.” A similar request for use of the Public Square
was made that same month by “the [Agricultural] Merchants of Bloomington for the use of a portion of the Court
House Square for displaying sample Reaping Machines presented yesterday.” Both were referred to the Committee
on Public Buildings, and the following day (June 6, 1866), the Committee on Public Buildings recommended
rejecting both petitions. Similarly, in March 1867, the Committee on Public Buildings “have had their attention
called to the huckster stand in the south east corner of the Public Square, as being a public nuisance.”
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County Commissioners’ Records in July1839 as part of its contract with Isaac Baker (County
Commissioners’ Record, Volume A, page 71; July 6, 1839).
Almost immediately upon accepting the completed Courthouse from the builder in
September 1836, the County began incurring expenses for maintenance of the structure. In
December 1837, the County Commissioners authorized payment to Cy McIlhiney for “putting in
glass in the windows of the Court House” in September of that year ($6.26), and for “work on
the Court House” in the following November ($24.24)—for the sum of $30.50 (Volume A, page
27). More substantial issues with the building’s roof became an issue almost immediately upon
acceptance of the structure from the contractor. In May 1838, the Commissioners contracted
with William Allen to remove the shingles from the Courthouse, re-bundle them for use on
another project, and
put on a new roof of good shingles in their place so as to completely prevent the
rain or leak from injuring the building and fix the shingles &c round each
chimney so as to prevent any leak and repair the cupola and floors of the same so
as completely to prevent the rain from penetrating or any leaks from injuring the
building from that part and to use good materials for such purposes as above
mentioned and repair the eves [sic, eave] troughs so as to prevent the water from
flowing over the inside of the trough and to do the whole in a good substantial
workman lie manner and finish the same as soon as practable [sic] …. to pay
Allen $4 per thousand for the shingles used for said roof, 12½ cents per pound for
nails and for white lead the common price—also twenty dollars for taking off the
old roof and sixty five dollars for putting on the new shingles in a roof—thirty
five dollars for repairing the cupola and floors and fifteen dollars for fixing the
eve troughs as above mentioned… (Commissioners’ Record, Volume A, page 40;
May 8, 1838).
During the later 1830s and 1840s, McLean County continued to grow. By 1845, the
population of the City of Bloomington had reached 880 individuals, and by 1850 the population
stood at 1,600 (Hasbrouck 1924).13 By the late 1840s, the county jail—which had been
constructed in 1836—was deteriorated and in need of being replaced. In 1848, the County
Commissioners selected to build another jail; at this time, the jail was constructed on the
northwest corner of the Courthouse Square. This building functioned as a jail only for a decade
13

By 1855, the City population had soared to 5,000. As Hasbrouck (1924) and others have noted, the “growth of the
City of Bloomington, and County as a whole was greatly influenced by the construction of the Chicago & St. Louis
Railroad (later the Chicago and Alton Railroad) and the Illinois Central Railroad—which intersected north of the
City at North Bloomington (later to be renamed Normal).” Legislation passed by the State of Illinois in late 1850
granted the Illinois Central Railroad access to public land to help finance a major north/south rail line. Due to
efforts of General Gridley, the Illinois Central line was routed through Decatur, Clinton, and Bloomington. The first
leg of this section of the line was constructed from the north, entering Bloomington in May 1853. A second rail line
entered Bloomington from the south in October 1853, connecting St. Louis (at Alton) to LaSalle (and Chicago). The
Chicago and Alton Railroad erected extensive shops in Bloomington in 1853-54. A third east-west rail line entered
Bloomington from Pekin in May 1870, and was eventually extended from Peoria to Danville. This line was known
by a variety of names over the years (Indianapolis, Bloomington and Western, then Peoria and Eastern, then Big
Four, and New York Central) (Hasbrouck 192:243-44).
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(from 1848 through 1858).14 By 1858, this structure too had deteriorated to such an extent that
the County Commissioners opted to build yet another new jail. Like the second county jail, this
new jail was constructed at the corner of Market and Center Streets, off the grounds of the
Courthouse Square. After relocating the jail to its new building, the Old Jail (as it became
known) on the Courthouse Square was utilized for a period of approximately 10 years as office
space. During the years circa 1858 through circa 1869-69, the Old Jail was used by the County
for a variety of purposes (i.e. jury rooms, county surveyor, and storage). Additionally, the
County Commissioners rented office space to a variety of professional tenants (particularly
lawyers—one of the more prominent being J. N. Larimore).15 The accompanying County
Commissioners Records details many of the county’s tenants during these years (see Appendix
I).
By the later 1850s, the McLean County Courthouse (which had been constructed in 1836)
was also in dire need of repairs. In May 1858, the Board of Commissioners passed a resolution
“for the repairing the Court House and offices connected therewith, so that the same may be
made as comfortable and as convenient as said Building will permit for the convenience of the
Circuit Court and County Officers occupying the same” (Commissioners Record, May 19, 1858,
Book A, page 15). The Chairman of the Committee on Public Buildings filed a report with the
County Commissioners that noted that the Courthouse was “in a very bad condition and consider
said building is unsafe to occupy as a Court House and offices necessarily connected with the
same. We the Committee therefore would recommend to thou Honorable Board that some action
be taken by the Board in regard to the building of a new Court House, believing the same to be
of good importance and very much needed by the People of the County.” As a short-term fix,
the Committee requested $200 for the “hand repair to be expended under the supervision of W.
C. Hobbs” (May 19, 1858; Book A, pp. 16-17). Additionally, the Committee inspected the Old
Jail, and also “found the same in a very bad condition, only two rooms suitable to be occupied,
one of those rooms is now occupied by the Town Clerk of the Town of Bloomington as his
office” and recommended “such disposal of said Building as they deem best for the Public
good.” A few days later, the Committee appointed David Simmons to take “charge of the Old
Jail as Agent for the Board, be authorized to have all the rooms so repaired in a plain manner, as
to make them comfortable and rentable. Including the throwing together of the two rooms below
on the Eastern extremity of the building for a Grand Jury room, and that $50 be appropriated for
him to draw on in effective said improvements” (May 21, 1858 Book A, pp. 30). Apparently it
was a difficult job keeping tract of all of the various tenants and rents from the Old Jail, and the
Commissioners’ Records offer considerable, albeit confusing, detail as to who was renting what
during the ten years prior to the demolition of this structure (see Appendix I).
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County sheriffs and their families who may have lived in the building at this location were William McCullough
(elected in 1844), Jonathan Glimpse (elected in 1851), George Parke (elected in 1852), John Price (elected in 1854),
Joseph Moore (elected in 1856), and William Withers (elected in 1858) (Daily Pantagraph; April 26, 1871; see also
MCHS 1899). Glimpse had a child named Lydia.
15

The August 11, 1858 Pantagraph noted that “Mr. J. N. Larimore has been appointed commissioner of deeds for
five surrounding states. We feel that he is as well and favorably known as any man in McLean County” (“100 Years
Ago,” Pantagraph, August 11, 1958).
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On May 21, 1858, a resolution was put in front of the County Commissioners “to put to
the people to build [a] new Court House—not to cost more than $60,000.” Still recovering from
the Economic Panic of 1857, county finances were tight, and this motion did not carry.
Continued efforts to put a referendum to the people for a vote for the construction of a new
courthouse were rejected several times in the following months (see also Septempter 15, 1858;
Book A, p 44). The September 14 th Commissioner’s meeting contained a Report of Expenditures
for recent repairs on both the Courthouse and the Old Jail. This work included taking down
partitions and mending plaster, whitewashing of the Clerk’s office, as well as the mending and
underpinning of the Courthouse foundation walls, painting and glazing of windows, and fence
repair (see Appendix I for details).
Apparently, since the effort to build a new Courthouse had failed, some Commissioners
had suggested the “propriety of building a fire proof building to keep the County records in.”
The Special Committee on Public Buildings concluded that “we are of the impression that it is
not prudent to build such building at this time as we will have to build a new Court House before
many years, as we would be expending money unnecessarily” (December 14, 1858; Book A, pp.
60). The Commissioners did authorize the installation of “gas pipes, fixtures and burners” (gas
lighting) for the Courthouse in June 1859.16 In June 1860, the County Commissioners again
approved repairs to the Courthouse, which included extensive interior remodeling (modifying the
court room floors and interior stairs). Although the original plans were to remove the interior
stairway in the Courthouse, and construct an exterior set of stairs along the north elevation of the
building, this part of the proposed work plan was abandoned. In September 1860, the emphasis
shifted to improving the exterior outbuildings, which included the cleaning out of the privy
vaults, the construction of two new “apartments” onto the public privy, and the removal and
rebuilding of the shed on the north side of the Courthouse.17 Extensive repairs to the board
walks around the Courthouse Square were also undertaken in 1861—a process that seems to
have been never-ending.
In February 1863, upon inspection of the Courthouse, it was determined that both the
Courthouse and Old Jail were “very much out of repair and leak badly” in consequence of the
eaves needing repair and apparently ready to fall off. During the spring and summer of 1863, the
eaves and roof were repaired on both buildings. At this time, the Committee to Repair [the]
Court House authorized payments for cornice repair, fencing, outside painting, chimney tops,
masonry tuckpointing, interior plastering, floor repair, and repair blinds—all amounting to
slightly over $809 in costs. During the September 1863 session of the County Commissioners
meeting, when payments for these repairs were authorized, the discussion was again raised as to
the need for the construction of an addition onto the Courthouse. A committee was appointed to
“take into consideration the propriety of building two fire proof safes or offices to keep the
County and Circuit Court records in…”. This committee wasted no time and met the very same
day, reporting back to the Commission that “they think it highly necessary that such offices
16

The installation of the gas lighting was conducted by A. Gridley. At that time, in an effort to insure that the gas
lights were not used without proper authorization, W. C. Hobbs was authorized to “have charge of the Court room
and not let it for any purpose except for Courts, without advance pay for the gas.”
17

This newly constructed shed appears in the 1865 photograph of the rear of the Courthouse (see Figure 11). The
County Commissioners suggest that this shed should be re-built to a length of “about thirty feet.”
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should be built” and recommended another committee be formed to oversee the borrowing of the
necessary funds and construction of the “said offices.”
The Commissioners records are relatively silent regarding construction activity on the
Courthouse during the fall of 1863 and winter of 1863-64. It was during that time period that the
East and West Wings apparently were constructed onto the original Courthouse. The June 10,
1864 Commissioners’ Report notes that the Committee on Public Buildings “find the fire-proof
safes attached to the Court House to be unoccupied in consequence of heat and recommend that
they be lathed and plastered overhead.” As such, it would appear that the two wings were
essentially complete by June 1863 (albeit lacking plastered ceilings).18 A detailed report
submitted by the Committee to Build New Clerks Offices, which summarized the payments
made in 1863 and 1864, were presented to the County Commissioners on June 8, 1865. The total
cost of this construction work (which included the earlier work on the Courthouse and Jail eaves)
amounted to $4,385.19 The wings were one-story in height with a centrally located doorway
flanked by two windows presumably on both the north and south elevations of each wing. The
gable ends contained an interior chimney. Both wings, which are prominently illustrated in
Figures 10-12, had decorative cornices similar to those that had apparently been installed within
the past year on the main courthouse.
In March 1865, before the financial report for the construction had even been submitted
to the County Commissioners, the Committee on Public Buildings reported to the
Commissioners that the newly constructed offices on the Courthouse were not faring well, and
they noted that “the roof of the offices erected and attached to the Court House”—which were
constructed by William Thomas, and put on by the Harwood Brothers—leaked very badly, and
that the Harwood Brothers “have failed to comply with repairs.” As a result, the county records
were “in danger of being destroyed or greatly damaged by the dampness.” To further aggravate
the situation, the Committee also noted that the flues in the Courthouse were in need of repair
and “smoke the rooms in the courthouse very badly.” Although the Committee recommended
repair to the flues (and/or brick walls which comprise the flues), and some plastering as well as
floor, window, and blind repairs, they stated the building was “in as good order as could be
expected from a building that has been in use as long as it has.”20 Other than incidental
payments for repairing doors, setting glass, glazing windows, and purchasing new carpet for the
Court room, the County Commissioners records are fairly silent regarding the condition of the
Courthouse and Old Jail during the years 1866 and 1867.21
18

The exact date of construction of these two wings has variously been referenced as “about 1860” (printed on
unreferenced photograph), and “during the 1850s” (Koos 1997:7).
19

This report documents large payments to William Flagg ($2,086), who may have been the general contractor for
the project. Additional payments were made to L. Runds (brickwork), R. Dowthette (sand and gravel), J. Childister
(plastering), W. Vanscoit (brick and paving), G. Bruner (lumber), the Harwood Brothers (iron and labor), Piggal and
Company (glazing), J. Thomas and Packer (roofing and carpentry work?), Wakefield and Wood (cement), A.
Richter (Superintending), Wooding (hauling gravel), Johnson and Neal (draying), and M. Pearson (lumber and lime)
(see detailed report, Appendix I).
20

By late 1865, the Courthouse had been in use since late 1836—slightly less than 30 years.
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An interesting entry in September 1867 notes that “Judge Merriman was directed to have the water closet attached
to the Court House placed in working repair.” Reference to an attached water closet, versus the earlier public privies
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During the spring of 1866, a new wing was constructed onto the south end of the Old Jail.
This new wing, and a much smaller one on the east end of the rear service wing of the Old Jail, is
illustrated on the 1867 Bird’s Eye View (Figure 9). Apparently this new wing was constructed
onto the Old Jail by the tenants, Larrimore and Davis. The addition was “located south of offices
occupied by Larrimore and Davis, who have agreed to pay for the improvements in return for use
of the property for five years, at which time they would deed the improvements over to the
County” (March 10, 1866; Book B, pp. 204). About this same time, the jail roof was repaired
“with a good coat of rubber cement, at a cost of $25” (December 3, 1866; Book B, pp. 339), and
discussions were made regarding the possibility of splitting the utility costs for the gas lights in
the Old Jail—“…in reference to the gas light at the Old Jail, I formed, after consultation with the
Superintendent, that it could not be divided without a new meter and pipes from the main pipe in
the street, and at a cost of about $50.00.” The installation of new gas lines and a new meter was
not undertaken.22
Foreshadowing future events, the September 13, 1867 entry in the Commissioners
Records note that “the roof over the County Clerk’s Office leaks very badly,” and in December
1867, a Special Committee on New Court House had been formed, with a Mr. Coleman the
Chairman. At this point in time, the County was out of debt, and plans for a new courthouse
were moving ahead at a rapid rate. As early as January 15, 1868, the Pantagraph noted that
the committee appointed at the December session of the Board of Supervisors to
receive drawings, and to deliberate, also upon some steps to be taken in reference
to the building of a new Court House, met yesterday…. [Mr. E. E. Myers, an
architect from Springfield] handed in some plans and specifications for the new
Temple of Justice. These plans were certainly very fine, and seemed, as far as we
could see, to be viewed with general approbation. The plan of Mr. Myers, is one
got up for a building that will cost about $250,000, and is just about such a Court
House as would be suitable for old McLean. There is nothing definite as yet in
regard to what style of building will be adopted, but the general opinion seems to
be in favor of a good one, if any. The plans of Mr. Myers, if adopted, would be
one amply worthy of our county in every respect.
Nonetheless, the County Commissioners were not unanimous in their decision to
construct a new courthouse. During the March 1868 term of the County Supervisors, there
appears to have been considerable debate as to the need for such a structure—with strong
opposition against the idea. In an effort to thwart the pro-construction movement, the opponents
made a motion to yet again present the issue to the citizens of McLean County via a public
(presumably detached from the main Courthouse) is intriguing. No other reference to an attached water closet was
noted in the Commissioners Records.
22

There appears to have been some controversy as to who should be paying the gas bills for the Old Jail at this time.
Additionally, the County Commissioners were assessing the use of gas at the new Jail, and noted a concern with the
County paying for the Jail Keeper’s use of gas for his personal use. Apparently the County was considering the
installation of a separate meter for the Jail Keeper’s residence so that he could pay for the utility himself (December
5, 1866; Book B, pp. 388).
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referendum. Although this apparently sparked heated debate, the resolution was determined to
be out of order and contrary to Parliamentary rules. A vote was called, and the motion to
construct a new courthouse passed by a very narrow margin (see also Le Baron 1879:245).
A couple of days later (March 3, 1868), the Commissioners put a cap on the cost of the
new courthouse at $300,000. Subsequently (the next day), the Commissioners noted that the cost
of the new courthouse was estimated at $281,000, and they passed a motion “to protect the trees
on the Public Square.” At the same meeting, the Committee recommended that the building
should be constructed on the site of the existing Courthouse (at the Public Square in the City of
Bloomington) (Le Baron 1879:244).23
Preparation for the construction of the new courthouse proceeded rapidly during the
spring of 1868. By March 1868, the County vacated their offices in the courthouse. The County
Commissioners Records suggest that the County had rented the old Baptist Church adjacent to
the Jail for use as county offices.24 The March 18, 1868 issue of the Pantagraph reported
Sale of the Old Court House.—It may be seen by the notice of Court Hose
Commissioners, that, on Wednesday next, the old court house building will be
sold at public auction to the highest bidder. We say, go for the venerable old
institution. Buy it at a good price, and treat it tenderly and gently, for the sake of
old memories. Bye-the-way—come to think of it—a special revelation from
Madame Justice, who is about to be deprived of her old quarters, says that the
Bloomington bar is in duty-bound to purchase the old court house.25
A week later (March 25, 1868), the Pantagraph noted
Sold.—The sale of the old Court House, yesterday, brought out a large concourse
of people, and the bidding was spirited. The sum the old remains brought was
$1,900, bid off by Mr. Wm. Flagg, the seats, the bells, the sidewalks and the
Circuit Judge being especially reserved by the county. Pullen made a moving
speech, getting off much natural eloquence.
Flagg—who had worked on constructing the two wings only a couple of years earlier—wasted
no time in taking down the old structure. Less than three weeks later (April 8, 1868), the
Pantagraph reported on demise of the Old Courthouse.
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According to Le Baron (1879:244), the Commissioners also selected the Chicago architectural firm of Cochran
and Piquenard for the project at this time. Specifications for a new court house, submitted by Cochran and
Piquenard, are located in the McLean County History Museum archives with a cover letter dated February 27, 1868.
24

A report on Jail conditions notes that the “rubbish in rear of Baptist Church to be cleaned out as it caused
dampness in the Circuit Clerks office and the Circuit Court room.” The same report noted how the current jailer was
“addicted to drunkenness” (June 5, 1868; Book B, pp. 537-38).
25

The June 5, 1868 Commissioners Meeting (Book B, pp. 538) reported that “we have advertised and sold as
follows: the old Court [House] for $1,900.00; Sidewalk around same $275.32”.
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The Final Downfall.—Yesterday witnessed the downfall of the last portion of the
walls of the venerable old Court House. For several days past the work of
demolishing has been steadily going on, until yesterday, when the last side fell
with a huge crash and a tremendous dust, and the old Court House was a heap of
brick and rubbish, hereafter to be remembered with things of the past. The brick
and lumber are being rapidly hauled away, and in a very short time not a trace
will remain of the old institution within whose walls so many eventful scenes
have been witnessed. Farewell! old Court House.
The paper continued by noting that
Torn Down in Time.—In tearing down the Court House a fact was developed
that shows it was done in time to save perhaps, many lives, even though many
thought it was unnecessarily premature, and that the old house ought to have been
used for several years yet. We learn that during its removal it has been discovered
that the main beams that supported the floor were entirely rotted through in
places, and the whole thing was ready to fall at any moment. The wonder is now
since the full danger became known, that it had not done so long ago.
With the old courthouse gone, the County Commissioners were working on selecting an architect
and design for the new structure. The Pantagraph reported on April 15, 1868 that
Making Up Their Bids.—The plans and specifications of the new Court House
are now at the office of the Commissioners in the old jail building and we notice
that several parties are busily at work examining out their bids preparatory to the
letting of the contract, which will take place on the 14th inst. The competition will
be quite active and the bidders numerous, we learn. Among others, we notice
Messrs. Deckman & Co., the contractors of the splendid Carlinville Court House.
These gentlemen are experienced builders and responsible men, and their present
job at Carlinville speaks much in their favor.
Subsequently, the Special Committee on New Court House filed a report noting
having considered the pressing need of a Court House for the better
accommodation of the public offices of the county, and the greater security of the
public records, and also the general public feeling in favor of the erection of such
a building, connecting with the encouraging financial condition of our county,
entirely out of debt, we would recommend the erection of a good, substantial fireproof building, according to plans and specifications herewith submitted. We
have visited and examined some of the best building in the State, and have also
been in consultation with a number of the most eminent architects in the
Northwest, for the purpose of ascertaining the style, size and expense of a
building best suited to the present and future wants of the people of the county…
From among several beautiful designs that have been submitted for our adoption,
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we have selected that of Messrs. Cochran & Picquenard [sic], of Chicago (Le
Baron 1879:244).26
The Committee on Public Buildings selected the design presented by the Chicago firm of
Cochrane and Piquenard. Alfred Piquenard’s plans for the new Courthouse was a classical
structure designed in the Italian Renaissance style (see Figures 13 and 14). 27
By early June (?) a contract had been awarded, and construction had been initiated on the
new Courthouse. The weather was an issue during the early days of construction, and the work
on the building progressed slowly. By June 1868, the Committee on Public Buildings disbanded,
and the Court House Commission was established to oversee the construction project. The
newly established Commission noted that the architect was to furnish a superintendent to oversee
the construction project for a term of two years. As work proceeded, plans were made for a
cornerstone laying ceremony to be held on July 4, 1868. The final work on the Courthouse was
not completed until 1879, at a cost of slightly over $404,700. Built with Joliet limestone, the
building was described as “large and beautiful and convenient.” In 1879, Le Baron noted that “it
is one of the best in the State, was commenced in 1868, and cost entire, furniture, sewer, heating
apparatus, iron fence, sidewalk, and all, in the neighborhood of $400,000. Prices were then very
high, and it is probable the same would now cost about $250,000” (Le Baron 1879:396). Le
Baron continues by noting that it is “the finest paid-for Court House in the State” (Le Baron
1879:248; Hasbrouck 1924:377).
The Old Jail appears to have persisted slightly longer than the Courthouse, potentially
being used for some purposed during the construction of the new courthouse. In September
1868, well after construction of the new courthouse, the Court House Commission reported
(September 16, 1868; Book B, pp. 560):
Paid for rent to Davis & Larrimor on Office & repair office
Paid for lumber & spilling [?], labor on old well, &c.
We have collected from sale of old Court House and Sidewalk

$ 345.65
$ 121.53
$1,285.82

The first payment noted above to Davis and Larrimore may have been for the improvements that
they had made to the Old Jail, as they were not able to use it for the specified 5-year period
outlined in their agreement with the County. Presumably, the Old Jail was demolished in very
late 1868 or early 1869.
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Le Baron (1879:244) indicates that this report was from the March 3, 1868 County Commissioner’s Record. We
were not able to find this quote from Le Baron in the original Commissioner’s Report.
27

Alfred Piquenard (1826-1876) was a French-born architect who studied at the Ecole Centrale des Arts et
Manufactures in Paris. He immigrated to the United States with fellow Icarians—a religious communal society that
settled in Nauvoo, Illinois shortly after the Mormon exodus from that city. After leaving the Icarian movement,
Piquenard apprenticed with George Barnett, a St. Louis architect. By 1868, Piquenard had partnered with John
Cochrane with their offices in Chicago. Other buildings designed (and/or worked on) by Piquenard include the
Illinois State Capitol and the Iowa State Capitol (both with Cochran), as well as Bloomington’s own David Davis
Mansion (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Alfred_H._Piquenard).
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In the early morning hours of June 19, 1900, fire swept through the downtown district of
Bloomington. This fire had started at the corner of Monroe and East Street in the basement of
the Model Laundry, and soon the entire block bounded by Main, East, Jefferson, and Monroe
Streets (less the post office) was entirely consumed by fire. By morning, fanned by a brisk
breeze, the fire had spread west across Main Street, and south across Jefferson, and efforts were
underway to save the Courthouse. From the Courthouse Square, the fire proceeded south across
Washington Street, and west across Center Street. During the early morning of June 20—over
24 hours since the start of the blaze—the fire was still relatively unchecked and spreading. At
that time, the mayor requested help from surrounding communities with assistance coming
quickly from both Peoria and Springfield. Later that morning, with the assistance of Peoria and
Springfield firefighters, the fire was brought under control. The financial loss was estimated at
slightly over two million dollars, with less than half of that insured (Hasbrouck 1924:134-138).
The rebuilding of the central business district began in earnest almost immediately, and as
Hasbrouck (1924:134) has noted, the Great Fire of 1900 marked a “dividing line between the
Bloomington of the olden days and the Bloomington of the modern era.”
Regarding the Courthouse, the Board of Supervisors met the day after the fire in special
session to decide if the damaged courthouse could be saved. Photographs illustrate a badly
damaged building with the upper story and dome gutted by fire, and the decision was made by
the Board of Supervisors that the building could not be saved (see Figure 15). According to
Hasbrouck (1924:377), “the wooden window frames and other parts caught fire and the heat
ruined the stone facings, so that the board voted to tear down the building and erect another.” 28
On July 6, a contract was awarded for the demolition of the fire damaged dome and upper story.
By the end of August, it was determined that the remaining portions of the structure also were
not salvageable. At that time, a contract was awarded to the Peoria Stone and Marble Works for
the further demolition of the damaged structure and the re-building of a new Courthouse (using
stone from Bedford, Indiana). Stonework on the new building was started on December 28,
1900 and had proceeded sufficiently to lay a corner stone on May 22, 1901 (see Figure 16). The
new building was completed by the summer of 1902 at a cost of approximately $400,000. This
new building, which was constructed on the foundations of the original courthouse, was designed
by William Reeves (Reeves and Baillie, Peoria, Illinois) in the Italian Renaissance style similar
to that of the earlier structure. Hasbrouck (1924:377) notes that the new courthouse was
constructed of “Bedford sandstone [sic limestone] with interior finishings of marble and
scagliola. It is conveniently arranged, and contains besides the offices for the county officials
large rooms where the Historical Society and the old soldiers had headquarters until the
McBarnes Memorial Building was erected in 1922, when these later organizations were removed
to that structure.” Price (1972) notes that the building “is a work of art, [and] is one of the finest
examples of the Classic Revival style in the Middle West” (see Figures 17 and 18).
McLean County maintained offices in the Courthouse for the next 70+ years. In 1976,
the building ceased being used as a courthouse when a new Law and Justice Center was
constructed two blocks south of the Courthouse Square. The McLean County Museum of
History began operating from this location in 1991.

28

See also Bateman et al (1908:667).
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Figure 5. Two views of the Blooming Grove timber. Left: U.S. General Land Office survey plat (USGLO 1823). Right: View
of Bloomington nestled along north edge of the Blooming Grove timber in 1856 (Folsom 1856; reprinted from from Kreisa,
McDowell and Halpin 1994:25).

22

Figure 6. Two views of the Courthouse Square, Bloomington, Illinois. Top: In 1838, as
depicted by Jesse Fell in his 1898 reminiscences. This image appears to be a re-drawn
version of the 1898 original (Pantagraph, February 23, 1898; MCMH). Bottom: In 1855, as
depicted on Price’s 1855 city map (Price 1855).
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Figure 7. First McLean County Courthouse, constructed in 1832 (Bateman et al 1908:666-667; Koos 1997)
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Figure 8. View of the Bloomington Courthouse, as depicted in a small vignette on the 1860
Bird’s Eye View of Bloomington, Illinois (Gast 1860). Note that the east and west wings
have not, as yet, been constructed. Additionally, although somewhat obstructed by trees,
the image suggests that doorways were not present during these years on at least the east
elevation (if not the west also).
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Figure 9. View of the courthouse square in 1867 as depicted on on Ruger’s Bird’s Eye View
of Bloomington (Ruger 1867). This view illustrates both the courthouse and jail complex
immediately prior to their demolition in circa 1868.
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Figure 10. View of courthouse with two newly constructed wings (circa 1865). The view is
looking towards the northeast (MCMH).
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Figure 11. Two additional front views of the 1838 Courthouse, with wings present. Top:
In essence, the same view as presented previously, but with more of the west wing exposed
(MCMH). Bottom: With large crowd assembled (Bateman et al. 1908:666-667).
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Figure 12. Two views of the “Indignation Meeting” organized in Bloomington “in shocked
response to Lincoln’s death” (Fraker 2012:257), illustrating the rear elevation of the
Courthouse, taken Easter Sunday, April 16, 1865. Top: Photographic image (published in
Hasbrouck 1924: 152-153). Bottom: Early Twentieth Century postcard image.
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Figure 13. Left: Notice to contractors that the McLean County Commissioners were accepting bids for the construction of a
new courthouse in Bloomington (Illinois State Illinois State Register, March 31, 1868). Right: Newly constructed McLean
County Courthouse, as depicted in the 1874 atlas (Warner and Beers 1874). Notice the stone slab sidewalks, iron fence with
stone gate and corner posts. Exterior gas lights do not appear to have been part of the original design.
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Figure 14. Two views of the 1868 courthouse. Left: Later nineteenth century photographic view illustrating the south
elevation. Notice the cast iron gas lamp posts adjacent to the stairs (MCMH). Right: Site plan as depicted on the 1886
Sanborn fire insurance map (Sanborn Map Company 1886).

31

Figure 15. Two photographic views of the 1868 courthouse shortly after the June 1900 fire. The dome and upper story were
heavily damaged (MCMH).
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Figure 16. Demolition of the burned-out courthouse after the June 1900 fire. Note the large steam-powered derrick located in
the middle of the structure, used for lowering large stones. This structure was razed to grade, and apparently rebuilt from
that level (on the 1868 foundations). Note the massive stockpiles of brick around the periphery of the square. This view is
looking west (MCMH).
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Figure 17. Two early twentieth century views of the newly constructed McLean County
Courthouse. The upper image is very similar to that presented in Hasbrouck (1924)
(MCMH).

34

Figure 18. Two early twentieth century images depicting the changing landscape plan of
the Courthouse grounds (MCMH). Top: Looking northwest shortly after construction
illustrating circular concrete walk with radial walkways.
Bottom:
Looking
north/northwest in later twentieth century view after removal of earlier circular walkway.
The grade around the outer perimeter of the grounds may have been modified during this
change in the landscape plan.
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Proposed Methods and Staging Strategy
The first task of the archaeological process was to develop a predictive model for the
location of the various buildings once located on the courthouse square through the years. This
model, which was developed using the various cartographic and archival data sources available,
was instrumental in “driving” the archaeological investigations, particularly in the placement of
initial excavation units.
One of the best sources of information regarding the location of the 1836 Courthouse is the
previously discussed County Commissioners’ records from 18335-36. In October 1835, the
Commissioners Records noted that “the most suitable place for the Court House to be situated is
on the center East and West Line of the Public Square midway and the South front of said House
on said line and extending north” (Commissioners Record Book A, page 98). This would
suggest that the early Courthouse was located on the north half of the Public Square. On January
20, 1836, the Commissioners contracted “for a brick building 40 by 45 feet square, two stories
high.” Later that spring (on June 7 of that year), after awarding the contract to Leander Munsell,
the Commissioners agreed to amend Munsell’s contract noting “said court house to be 42½ feet
square and 32 feet high.” A few days later, on June 9 of that year, the Commissioners attempted
to clarify the proposed location of the new courthouse, noting that “the Court after further
consideration decides that the Court House shall be situated” with “the center of the building on
the center of the middle lot, being lot ---, in the town of Bloomington, being one of the three
south lots reserved for public use” (Commissioners’ Record Book A, page 141; see also MCHS
1899:257; Le Baron 1879). As such, it would appear that the courthouse was centrally located
(both north/south and east/west) on the three southern lots fronting Washington Street.
Currently, the three best cartographic sources depicting the location of the second
courthouse on the Bloomington square is 1) Fell’s 1838 city map (Figure 6, top)29, 2) Price’s
1855 city map (Figure 6, bottom)30, and 3) Ruger’s 1867 Bird’s Eye View of Bloomington
(Figure 8). All three views depict the courthouse fronting the south side of the square, albeit in
slightly different locations along Washington Street. The 1838 Fell map depicts the structure
roughly centered (both north/south and east/west) within the southern three lots fronting
Washington Street. This plat also depicts both the first and second jail houses which were
located on the courthouse square. The 1855 map depicts a similar location for the courthouse as
the earlier plat, but slightly shifted off-center to the west. On the 1855 plat, the jail is
documented on the northwest corner of the square, and another unidentified building is
documented immediately to the east of the courthouse, potentially explaining the slight offcenter location of the courthouse on this plat. In contrast, the 1867 bird’s eye view depicts the
courthouse with a very shallow setback from Washington Street, and sitting considerably offcenter towards the east (Main Street). Figure 19 is an overlay illustrating the location of the

29

This image is from a personal recollection drawn and published sixty years after the fact, and published in the
local newspaper (Pantograph, February 23, 1898). Figure 6 (top) illustrates a re-drawn, slightly modified version of
the 1898 original.
30

This map depicts the courthouse in three dimensions, and although it gives an approximate location for the
Courthouse, its three-dimensional depiction makes comparison with the earlier Fell map difficult (Price 1855).
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buildings documented on both the 1838 and 1855 maps on the current Courthouse Square
landscape.
Additionally, several historic photographs of the Second Courthouse exist within the
McLean County Museum of History collections that depict both the front and rear elevations of
this building. These photographs, combined with the knowledge that the original building was
42½ feet square, facilitated the creation of a scaled plan illustrating the footprint of the early
courthouse (with its later wings attached) (Figure 20). The creation of this scaled drawing also
was assisted by the use of floor plan drawings of a similar “Coffee Mill” courthouse constructed
in the early years of the nineteenth century in Corydon, Indiana for use as state capital (Appendix
VII). With this scaled drawing in hand, and using the above information regarding the location
of the courthouse on the square, we were able to lay it over the existing site plan in an effort to
predict where the courthouse may have sat, and how much of that structure might still be
preserved in the yard of the existing Courthouse Square.
This cartographic exercise resulted in four “models” illustrating the potential location of
the Second Courthouse. Figure 21 presents the location of the courthouse as based on the scaled
drawing, and the assumption that the historical description of the courthouse location (from the
1836 County Commissioners records) is accurate. The courthouse is centered both north/south,
and east/west on the three lots facing Washington Street (and excluding the alley was once
located in the center of the block). If this model is correct, then the proposed construction
activity would impact a very small portion of the front of this structure. Figure 22 depicts the
other three models of the potential courthouse location, and attempts to factor in minor variations
in the location of the building based on the archival discrepancies noted in the historical record.
The top image in this figure depicts the location of the courthouse, based on the Commissioners’
description of it centered on the east/west street frontage, but with a slightly reduced setback of
30’. Using the historic photographs noted above, the current researchers estimated that the
courthouse had a setback of 25-30 feet. Additionally, the historic Indiana example noted above
had an approximate 30’ setback. This model would suggest that a substantially larger percentage
of the structure may have archaeological integrity. The middle image in Figure 22 depicts a
model based on the 1855 Price map, with the addition of the side wings. This model is similar to
that suggested in Figure 21 (the original model), and would suggest that the courthouse has little
archaeological integrity remaining. The bottom illustration depicts the model based on Ruger’s
1867 Bird’s Eye View, with the setback adjusted to 30’. The 1867 Bird’s Eye View actually
suggests that the building sat considerably further to the south and east—and would suggest that
a considerable amount of this structure may have excellent archaeological integrity. The only
way to determine which model best depicts the location of the historic courthouse is to conduct
archaeological investigations.
The strategy for the archaeological investigations stressed staging the archaeological
work to minimize the impact on the construction schedule, as well as the impact of the proposed
demolition activity on potential archaeological resources. This strategy emphasized the
excavation of the less disturbed grassed areas first, followed by the monitoring of the removal of
the concrete pavements (and gravel underlayment and fills) prior to removal of the three large
retaining walls each side of the walks. The three substantial retaining walls, with their
substantial spread footings, were left in place until after the completion of the archaeological
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excavations, as their removal would cause substantial disruption to any potentially intact
archaeological remains in this area.
Figure 3 depicts the discrete areas that were impacted by the proposed construction
activity. These areas, labeled “A” through “E”, each had their unique characteristics, and
required slightly different excavation strategies, which are discussed below. Area A was located
in the grass yard east of the eastern retaining wall lining the walkway to the main floor of the
Courthouse. Area B was located in the grass yard west of the western retaining wall lining the
walk leading into the basement. Area C was located beneath the concrete pad on which the
existing air conditioning chillers were located. Area D was located beneath the concrete walks
leading into the main floor of the Courthouse, and Area E was located beneath the concrete
walks leading into the basement. Due to the unique characteristics of each area, the
archaeological investigations had to be conducted in stages coordinated with the construction
schedule.
Our field strategy was focused on excavating Areas A and B first, as they had the best
potential for containing intact subsurface features dating from the early to middle nineteenth
century. Earlier excavations on the Courthouse Square conducted by Dr. Edward Jelks
(professor emeritus, Illinois State University) during the 1990s had provided us with sufficient
stratigraphic information to know that the suspected 1830s ground surface in the area around the
foundations of the current Courthouse was buried by at least two, and potentially as much as four
feet of fill that had been deposited during the later nineteenth century construction of the 1868
and 1904 Courthouses (Jelks 1996, 1998). With this information in hand, it was determined that
hand-excavated test units would not be practical, and any stratigraphic information that handexcavated test units might provide was already available from Jelks’ previous research.
Therefore, our field strategy consisted of using a backhoe (with a wide, smooth bucket) to
remove the overburden within the project area in hopes of exposing the undisturbed midnineteenth century ground surface. The investigations were initiated within Area A, near the
suspected southeast corner of the 1836 Courthouse. As hoped for, a relatively intact surface was
uncovered complete with the physical remains of the courthouse and related landscape features.
Once the overburden had been removed, the early surface was shovel scraped, middens were
hand excavated, features were mapped in plan view, and excavated. This excavation area was
referred to as Block I (Figure 24). Upon completing Block I, our efforts focused on Area B on
the west side of the project area. In order to allow access to Area C (located beneath the concrete
pad of the air conditioner chillers), we initially excavated only that part of Area B located to the
west of Area C (identified as Block II). Once that area had been completed, the contractor
removed the concrete from Area D, and we completed the archaeological investigations in that
area (identified as Block III). Subsequently, the air conditioner chillers were dismantled, the
concrete pad on which they rested was removed, and we proceeded with our investigations
within Area C, and the remaining portion of Area B (identified as Block IV). Finally, the
concrete walks of Area E were removed, and the area identified as Block V was completed,
which completed our investigations within the south entrance area.
During the down time, while waiting for access to the next area of investigation, we
proceeded with the excavation of the approximate 15’-square excavation blocks located on each
of the four corners of the Courthouse Square (the location of the new burr oak plantings) (Figure
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23). Our strategy with these excavations was similar to that used in the south entrance area, and
employed the use of a back hoe to expose the early ground surface followed by hand
excavations. Significant pre-1860s features were found in both the southeast and northwest
quadrants of the square. The final fieldwork consisted of the inspection of the machineexcavated trench excavated by the contractor for the construction of the perimeter retaining wall
that circuited the Courthouse Square.
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Figure 19. Current landscape plan of the Courthouse Square illustrating the location of
the existing courthouse in relationship to documented location of earlier buildings. The
buildings indicated in green are from Fell (1838; Pantagraph 1898), whereas those
indicated in blue are from Price (1855).
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Figure 20. Sketch plan of the 1836 courthouse, with 1860s wings attached. This hand-drawn sketch map was the original
model drawn prior to the archaeological excavations. This sketch was created using the physical description of the main
courthouse block scaled at 42½-feet square, supplemented with the multiple historic images which illustrate both the front and
back of the structure. This sketch was then laid to scale onto the existing plat of the Courthouse Square (see following figure).
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Figure 21. The blue image depicts the suspected location of the Second Courthouse, with its two wings attached. This model is
based on the scaled drawing, and the assumption that the historical description of the courthouse location (from the 1836
County Commissioners) is accurate. The courthouse is centered both north/south, and east/west on the three lots facing
Washington Street. The dashed green lines depict the parameters of the proposed construction activity. If this model was
correct, then the proposed construction activity would impact a very small portion of the front of this structure.
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Figure 22. The above plans depict slightly different versions of the model, based on the
archival discrepancies noted in the historical record. TOP: Original model with a slightly
reduced setback of 30’ (which is based on our analysis of the available pictures). Middle:
Based on the 1855 Price map. Bottom: Based on the 1867 Bird’s Eye View, with the
setback adjusted to 30’ (based on photographs).
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Figure 23. Location of current and past archaeological investigations at the Old Courthouse Site (11ML335).
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Figure 24. The archaeological investigations of the south entrance were conducted in stages, which were structured by both
the physical conditions of the site and the construction schedule. Blocks I and II were in grass cover and excavated first,
followed by Block III (capped by concrete) and Block IV (much of which was capped by a concrete pad and the HVAC
chillers). Block V, which was capped with concrete walks, was the final area investigated.
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Figure 25. Initial investigations in Block I (top), initial discovery of the southeast corner of the 1836 Courthouse’s robbed
foundation wall (Feature 1) in Block I (bottom left), and completed Block I excavations illustrating the excavated foundation
wall trench (Feature 1) and fence line posts (Feature 3) (bottom right).
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Figure 26. Site plan illustrating features uncovered within Blocks I-V (South Entrance), McLean County Courthouse,
Bloomington, Illinois.
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Figure 27. View of the nearly completed excavations from atop the Courthouse.
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Results of the Archaeological Investigations
The majority of the archaeological features documented by the investigations at the Old
Courthouse Site can be attributed to a distinct function (such as structural foundation or fence
post). Several features were associated with structural components (actual building remnants),
some were associated with construction-related activities (such as scaffolding), water removal
(drains), underground utilities (gas lines), demarcation of activity areas and/or property lines
(fences), waste disposal (middens), and other landscape features (such as flag poles, and
ornamental plantings). Only a handful of features were not assigned to a specific function. The
features documented by these investigations are discussed below in terms of those assigned
functional categories. Appendix III is a list of all the archaeological features identified during
the course of these investigations. Artifacts associated with these contexts are identified by
provenience in the attached Appendices IV and V.
Site Stratigraphy
In October 1994, Dr. Edward Jelks excavated a series of 21 soil cores around the
Courthouse Square, and identified three major stratigraphic zones around the building (Jelks
1994: 7-8). The lower zone (Zone 3) represented the undisturbed pre-settlement soil. On top of
this surface, Jelks identified 10-64cm of mixed fills consisting of “yellow clay lumps, burned
materials, [and] gravel” (Zone 2), which in turn was capped with “a surficial layer of topsoil,
10cm to 30cm thick that evidently was place over the entire square as a landscaping feature,
probably after the present courthouse was finished in 1903” (Zone 1). Our investigations
substantiated Dr. Jelks assessment of the site stratigraphy and further refined our knowledge of
the site.
The pre-settlement ground surface was represented by a dark-brown to black silt loam.
Although the project area is in an urban environment and mapped simply as “Urban Land” (soil
mapping unit 533) on soil maps, the pre-settlement soils at this location were of the SaybrookDana-Drummer association, and probably represent either Catlin-Saybrook silt loams (soil
mapping unit 893B; with 2-5% slope) or Wyanet silt loam (soil mapping unit 622C2; with 510% slope) (Fehrenbacher et al 1984; Collman 2004). These soils developed on level to slightly
sloping grassed upland conditions with thin loess deposits capping the underlying glacial till (the
terminal Bloomington Moraine). This original pre-settlement surface is not level, but appears to
represent a surface that slopes from the north/northwest to the southeast. This surface was buried
by post-settlement fills of variable depth (the majority of which appears to have originated with
the construction and landscaping activities associated with the 1868 courthouse). As noted
above, the post-settlement fills on the Courthouse Square are of variable thickness—thinner in
the northwest quadrant, and thickest in the southeast quadrant of the Square.
In the Northwest Block excavation unit, the pre-settlement surface was located
approximately 45-50cm below the existing surface, and was capped with fairly clean topsoil fills
(with some inclusions of subsoil and brick debris). Fill capping the pre-settlement surface was
slightly thicker in the Northeast Block excavation unit. At this location, the pre-settlement
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ground surface was located approximately 70cm below the existing surface, which was capped
with approximately 35cm of mixed subsoil and topsoil fill, cinders, and construction debris
(presumably from the 1868 Courthouse construction). This construction debris and cinders was
subsequently capped by 35cm of topsoil fill suspected as having been put down within the
twentieth century. The Southwest Block excavation unit indicated similar depth of fills. At this
location, the pre-settlement surface was located 78cm below the existing surface. A thin midden
associated with the 1836 Courthouse caps this surface, which in turn is capped by a thin lens of
fine water-worn gravel—potentially representing the remains of a walkway associated with the
later years of the 1836 Courthouse, immediately prior to the demolition of this structure in 1868.
It is also possible that this gravel represents a construction-related activity area associated with
the construction of the 1868 Courthouse. The surface associated with the completion of the 1868
courthouse appears to have been located approximately 35cm below the existing surface. This
was a stable surface through circa 1902, at which time it was finally raised approximately 35cm
to the existing grade.
The greatest amount of post-settlement fill was located within the Southeast Block
excavation unit. At this location, approximately 1.00m of fill capped the pre-settlement surface.
This surface was capped with 10-15cm of midden and/or demolition debris from the circa 1836
Courthouse. In turn, this midden was capped with approximately 80-85cm of mixed fills
associated with the construction of, and post-construction landscaping around, the 1868
Courthouse. It would appear that the ground surface had been raised to within 20-30cm of its
existing elevation shortly after the construction of the 1868 Courthouse. The upper 25-30cm of
fill (mostly topsoil) probably coincides with the demolition of the concrete walks (Feature 40),
and may represent later twentieth century fill deposits.
Deep fill episodes were also documented adjacent to the south end of the existing
Courthouse within the northern ends of Blocks I, II, and IV. Along the north wall of Block I, the
post-settlement fills extend to a depth slightly greater than 1.10m. Lying directly on top of the
pre-settlement surface was approximately 15cm of a pre-1868 midden and material associated
with the demolition of the 1836 Courthouse and wing. Capping this was approximately 80cm of
material associated with the 1868 Courthouse construction and subsequent landscaping activities.
The upper 25-30cm of topsoil may have been associated with the 1902-03 construction activity,
although there is some possibility that this, too, was in place by circa 1868.
The existing concrete retaining walls surrounding the Courthouse Square adjacent to the
sidewalk, which are approximately 1’ in height, were installed in 1951. At that time, earlier
stone perimeter retaining walls that had been constructed in 1868 were removed. The excavation
of the first generation of stone retaining walls from 1868 allowed for the grade around the newly
constructed Courthouse to be raised to a level at, or very near, the existing grade (Jelks 1998:7).
Jelks (1998:9-10) references a 1951 photograph that illustrates the work in 1951 being conducted
with the assistance of a backhoe—a process that created Feature 6. Feature 6 is a wide, deep
builder’s trench (identified in both Blocks I and IV) located on the inside surface of the concrete
retaining wall. This feature is deep, and cuts well into the pre-settlement surface and completely
obliterated evidence of the earlier stone retaining wall. Much of the pre-settlement surface
appears to have been stripped away from that area located beneath the sidewalk along
Washington Street (and on the outer side of the concrete retaining wall). The removal of the
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concrete sidewalks fronting Washington Street within Block V exposed deep cinder fills capping
the underlying subsoil. Limited shovel testing in this area indicated that these cinder fills were
approximately 70cm in depth, with the base of the fills lying 85cm below surface of the concrete
walk. Although our investigations did not remove this deep cinder fill (as the contractor was
only re-pouring new concrete walks in this area), earlier investigations along Main Street suggest
that posts once associated with an early fence line pre-dating 1868 (represented by Jelk’s Feature
8), and two brick footings once associated with a stone slab sidewalk constructed in circa 1868
(represented by Jelk’s Features 4 and 6) may still have subsurface archaeological integrity within
this area along Washington Street.31

31

The potential that these features may still be present along Washington Street is lessened by the fact that a
subsurface electrical utility line runs beneath the sidewalk along Washington Street, and may have impacted these
features.
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Figure 28. Top: Initial excavations of Southeast Block excavation unit. Bottom: Cleaning
profile of west wall of the Southeast Block excavation unit, illustrating thick fill deposits on
the original ground surface. Stratton is kneeling on the circa 1830s ground surface.
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Figure 29. Northeast Block west wall profile (top) and Southeast Block east wall profile (bottom), illustrating the depth of the
fills capping the pre-settlement ground surface at the two opposite corners of the Courthouse Square.
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Structures
The archaeological investigations conducted at the Old County Courthouse Site resulted
in the discovery of several subsurface archaeological features associated with the pre-1868
buildings once present at this location. Physical remains of the 1836 Courthouse were identified
as Feature 1. Similarly, the remains of both the East and West Wings—which were constructed
onto the original Courthouse in 1863-64, were identified as Features 2 and 17. Similarly,
structural remains of the 1848 McLean County jail were identified in the Northwest Block
excavation unit as Feature 22. These features, and the other structural features uncovered during
our investigations, are discussed below.
Feature 1 represents the physical remains of the original 1836 Courthouse foundation
wall, albeit robbed of all of its building material. Physical remains of this feature were
documented in Blocks I, III, and IV, but not in Block V. Later twentieth century construction
activity within Block V has completely destroyed all nineteenth century cultural features in this
area. Nonetheless, both the southeast and southwest corners of the original structure—as well as
large sections of the east, west and south walls of the 1836 Courthouse were documented by this
research.
The south foundation wall for the 1836 Courthouse was set into a relatively wide, but
shallow, trench. The construction trench for the foundation wall was excavated 78cm (2’6-7”)
wide, and extended to a depth of only 45-53cm (1’6-9”) below the pre-settlement ground surface.
This trench had straight sides and a flat base. The soft-mud brick used in the construction of this
wall was laid directly onto the underlying soil at the base of this trench. Although all brick had
been removed thoroughly by the demolition contractor in 1868, the impressions of the first
course of brick work (represented by six rows of brick) were present at on the base of the trench.
The actual foundation wall measured 64-66cm (2’1”-2’2”) in width, which left an 11-12cm (45”) wide builder’s trench along the inside of the structure. The brick were laid relatively tight on
the exterior wall of the trench (with little to no builder’s trench present along the outside of the
structure).
Approximately 3.50 meters of the east wall, 4.40m of the west wall, and 8.75m of the
south wall of the 1836 Courthouse were exposed during these investigations. Approximately
4.40m of the south wall had been impacted by previous construction activity (in Block V).
Additionally, a large portion of the south wall was impacted during the later nineteenth century
by the laying of a gas pipeline for the lamp posts located each side of the entrance steps to the
1868 Courthouse (see discussion, Feature 15). It would appear that as much as 2.0m of the east
wall, and 1.50m of the west wall may still be intact (to the north of the existing excavation
blocks).
Based on the archaeological investigations, the builder’s trench associated with the south
wall of Feature 1 measured 13.04m (42’ 9-3/8”) long. Factoring in the narrow exterior builder’s
trench (which was less than 2” wide), the actual building probably measured very close to the
documented 42’6” (12.95m). The foundation system consisted solely of a perimeter foundation
wall. No interior foundation walls were found demarcating the location of the central hallway.
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Upon demolition, the contractor had systematically and thoroughly removed all of the
foundation brick, and filled the trench with demolition debris and surrounding soil (consisting of
re-deposited midden). The trench fill within the east and south walls consisted of very little soil,
and included large amounts of small brick fragments (some with paint still adhering to their
outside surface), as well as mortar and plaster rubble. Besides the mortar and plaster, minor
amounts of window glass, machine-cut nail fragments, and an occasional domestic item was
recovered—as well as minor amounts of both subsoil and topsoil. In contrast, the trench fill in
the west wall consisted predominately of mixed topsoil and subsoil with minor amounts of brick,
mortar and plaster rubble. This fill, which was compact and blocky, contained a piece of lead
printer’s type similar to that found in the nearby jail cellar (Feature 22), and adjacent midden
(Feature 32). Near the base of the west wall, the fill consisted of a heavier concentration of
mortar and small artifacts. The fill in the west wall of Feature 1 was easily discernable (and
different) from that in the adjacent Feature 17, suggesting that demolition of the West Wing and
the main building were separate events—with the demolition of the West Wing (and backfilling
of the West Wing robbed foundation wall) probably preceding the larger Courthouse by several
days.
One of the things that the archaeology of the McLean County Courthouse has “hammered
home” was the thoroughness in which the demolition contractor and his crew preformed their
job. Feature edges were sharp and clean, suggesting that they had been filled quickly after
demolition. In the areas investigated during this research, not a single whole brick was found insitu within either the foundation wall trenches of the 1836 Courthouse or the 1863 West Wing.
The demolition crew systematically “mined” the below-ground foundation walls of brick to the
very base of the builder’s trenches. This process must have created a substantial amount of both
mortar and plaster rubble that would have needed to be hauled off-site during the demolition
process. It is unclear as to the sequence of events—whether the West Wing was demolished
prior to the main building, or vice versa—but the west end of the West Wing exhibited a
different strategy than that observed elsewhere. At this location, the demolition crew mined the
brick from the foundation wall and then proceeded to excavate a substantially wider and slightly
deeper trench that they then proceeded to fill with mortar and plaster rubble. It seems likely that
this may have been the initial strategy—which quickly proved inadequate to handle the large
amounts of mortar and plaster debris that was produced.
Although much of the domestic debris recovered probably represents material redeposited from the surrounding midden, several items were recovered that may have been
associated with the demolition contractor and his workmen (such as fragments of boots/shoes,
smoking pipes, and a fragment of a faience ointment “pot,” or small jar which may have held a
hand cream). Except for a couple of iron anchors (once driven into the masonry wall), very little
architectural iron was present in the assemblage.
Feature 2 was located near the northeast corner of Block I, abutting the east wall of
Feature 1. This feature represents a small section of the builder’s trench once associated with the
south wall of the East Wing. Only a very short and incomplete section of this wall was
uncovered, with the feature extending into both the north and east walls of Block I. Little could
be discerned from the exposed portion of this feature regarding the character of the East Wing.
Nonetheless, the small portion of the foundation wall that was exposed contrasted dramatically
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with the foundation wall associated with the West Wing (Feature 17). Feature 2 appears to be
deeper than Feature 17, and set slightly farther back from the front elevation than Feature 17. A
small exploratory “window” was opened into the north wall of Block I to determine the location
of the actual wall (in contrast to the small section of exposed builder’s trench located in Block I).
This window indicated that the actual robbed wall trench of Feature 2 was located approximately
3.46-3.48m (11’ 4-5”) from the southwest corner of Feature 1. This setback is approximately 56” farther north than that associated with the West Wing.
Based on the limited investigations of the East Wing, it would appear that the south, east,
and even a section of the north wall (as well as both the southeast and northeast corners) of the
East Wing may remain undisturbed beneath the thick overburden located to the east/northeast of
Block I.32 Feature 12, a deep drain line trench located in the Southeast Block excavation unit,
may represent an underground drain conduit that originated near the southeast corner of this
wing.
Feature 17, which represents the robbed foundation wall trench of the West Wing, was
located in both Blocks II and IV. The entire south wall, southwest corner, and about half of the
west wall of the West Wing were uncovered. The west wall of this wing extended beyond the
north wall of Block I, suggesting that the north half of the west wall (and the northwest corner of
the West Wing) may remain undisturbed immediately to the north of Block II (having just been
missed by the circa 1868 and 1902-04 construction episodes). The South Wall of the West Wing
was set 3.62m (11’10½”) north of the southwest corner of the original Courthouse, and extended
7.90m (25’11”) to the west. The width of the West Wing was not determined.
Feature 17 was complex. As originally constructed (and best represented by the east end
of the south wall; Figure 24), the foundation wall of this wing was 44cm (17¼”) wide at its base,
and it sat in a very wide builder’s trench. At the scraped surface, this trench varied from 1.131.20m (3’8-10”) in width. The base of the trench was located 45cm (17¾”) below the surface
upon which it was constructed (at, or very near, the pre-settlement ground surface). The
builder’s trench had fairly straight sides and a flat bottom. Although the entire foundation wall
had been removed by the demolition contractor, brick impressions on the base of the trench
clearly indicated the location of the wall within the center of the trench, with the builders trench
extending 30-40cm (12-16”) each side of the foundation wall. Unlike Feature 1, the initial
course of brickwork in the West Wing was laid on a bed of mortar. Also unlike the earlier
Courthouse (which had a narrow builder’s trench on both the inside and outside of its foundation
wall), the builders trench for the West Wing was exceptionally wide on both the inside and
outside of this wall. This wide builder’s trench appears to have allowed the contractor to access
the below-grade portions of the foundation walls, which had been parged with a gravelly mortar
and/or concrete-like material. The very base of this thick parging remained intact at several
locations. It is unclear as to how this mortar parging was applied to the foundation walls.
Although it may have been applied by pouring a slurry of gravelly mortar into a form constructed
against the wall within this wide trench, it seems more likely that it was simply back-plastered
onto the walls. No evidence of form work was noted during the excavations. Without the
parging, the foundation wall measured 0.42m (16½”) wide at its base. With the parging, the wall
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The 1886 Sanborn fire insurance map (Figure 13) indicates a large cistern at the southeast corner of the 1868-era
Courthouse. This cistern may have impacted a large portion of the northeast corner of the East Wing.
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measured approximately 0.46m (18”) wide at its base. The interior dimension of the West Wing
(east/west) was 7.48m (24’ 6½”), whereas the outside wall dimension was 7.90m (25’11”) at the
base of the foundation wall.
The base of Feature 17 did not extend to the same depth as that of the adjacent Feature 1.
The base of Feature 1 extended approximately 10-13cm (4-5”) below the base of Feature 17.
Similarly, it is interesting to note that the base of the West Wing foundations (Feature 17) do not
appear to have been as deep as the foundations of the East Wing (see discussion of Feature 2). ).
It is unclear as to why there are slight discrepancies between the East Wing and West Wing
foundations.
As with Feature 1, the demolition contractor had systematically and thoroughly removed
all of the foundation brick to the base of the trench, and subsequently filled the trench with
accumulated demolition debris (which consisted predominately of mortar and plaster rubble). In
the east half of the south wall, the demolition crew removed only the foundation wall leaving the
original filled builder’s trench intact and simply filled the void created by the removal of the wall
brick—similar to what had been done with the main building (Feature 1). In contrast, the
demolition crew was much more aggressive with the demolition of the west wall and west half of
the south wall of the West Wing where the workers had dug out the entire builder’s trench—
slightly over digging deeper and wider than the original trench, presumably to deposit larger
amounts of demolition debris. At the scraped surface along the west wall of Feature 17, this
expanded trench measured 1.44m (4’9”) wide which included the original 29cm (11½”) wide
interior builder’s trench, and the 1.15m (3’9”) wide trench dug by the demolition crew. The
demolition crew dug their trench to a depth of nearly 70cm (2’4”) below the then-present ground
surface (nearly 15cm, or 6”, below the base of the foundation wall and the original builder’s
trench). In this area, no evidence of the original wall or filled builders trench was present.
Fortunately, a very small section of the inside corner at the floor of the trench remained intact,
allowing a determination of the length of the West Wing. It would appear that the demolition
contractors may have started their demolition work at the west end of the West Wing, attempting
to bury their debris as they proceeded with the demolition work, but quickly modified their
strategy, deciding to remove the plaster and mortar rubble off-site instead of burying it in an
expanded builder’s trench.
Unlike Feature 1 (which contained no artifacts within the builder’s trench), the fill in
Feature 17’s original builder’s trench contained re-deposited midden with some artifacts present.
Construction debris was limited within this portion of the feature. In contrast, the portions that
had been robbed of the foundation wall in 1868 contained very little soil, and included large
amounts of small brick fragments (some with paint still adhering to their outside surface), as well
as mortar and plaster rubble (all of which once came from the West Wing and potentially a part
of the Courthouse building). Besides the mortar and plaster, minor amounts of window glass,
machine cut nail fragments, and an occasional domestic item was recovered. Although much of
the domestic debris recovered probably represents re-deposited midden, some of the recovered
artifacts (such as the numerous fragments of smoking pipes) may have been associated with the
demolition crew. Along the east end of the south wall of Feature 17, near its junction with
Feature 1, several large fragments of brick, and a couple fragments of painted brick were
recovered. The painted brick originated from the main building, and not the wing.
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The south wall of Feature 17 cut through two earlier features (Features 18 and 34D), both
of which represent earlier posts. Feature 34D represented a large post suspected as being a
scaffold support for the 1836 construction of the original Courthouse—an event that clearly predated the construction of the West Wing. The function of the large post identified as Feature 18
is unknown.
Feature 22 was a perimeter brick foundation wall associated with a small cellar located
in the Northwest Block excavation unit. Based on the architectural specifications (see Appendix
I), this cellar is believed to have been located beneath the central hallway of the 1848 County
Jail. The architectural specifications indicate that the cellar measured 10’ by 15’ in size. The
feature extended into the west wall of the excavation unit, with approximately 1.50m (4’11”) of
the east end of the feature being exposed in the excavation unit. Portions of the north and east
wall (and northeast corner) remained intact, whereas the south wall and southeast corner had
been robbed of their building material (leaving only a shallow robbed wall trench). The outside
dimensions of the cellar measured 3.65m (12’0”) north/south by an unknown distance east/west.
The inside dimensions of the cellar measured 3.05m (10’0”). Based on our knowledge of the
1848 jail, it is believed that only about one-quarter of the feature was exposed and excavated.
The brick perimeter wall was three-courses of brick wide, and measured 32-34cm (1213”) in width. A very narrow builder’s trench (about 2-3cm, or 1” wide) was present along the
outside surface of the wall. The base of the foundation wall was located 1.54m (5’ 0”) below the
current ground surface (which corresponded to 1.04m,or 3’5” below the pre-settlement ground
surface from which the feature was constructed). The upper 40cm (1’4”) of this feature had been
impacted by the circa 1902-03 construction of the concrete sidewalk which once ran diagonally
across this end of the feature. These sidewalks were constructed on a deep bed of cinders placed
into a trench (Feature 40) which cut across the east end of the feature, impacting much of the
upper portion of the east end of the feature.
The base of the brick foundation wall was situated approximately one-brick lower than
the floor of the cellar. A narrow (approximate 20cm, or 8” wide) and shallow (approximate 5cm,
or 2” deep) builder’s trench was located along the inside of the perimeter foundation wall. The
brickwork stepped down one course near the south end of the east wall, and appears to have
continued at this lower level along the south wall. Although some thought was given to the
potential that this feature was constructed on top of an earlier brick pier located at the southeast
corner of Feature 22, this additional course of brickwork was probably added due to the slope of
the ground towards the south. The fill in this trench was a mixed topsoil and subsoil with light
cultural mottling. An unusual round lead weight was recovered from this trench fill. The brick
used in the construction of the cellar walls was a traditional soft-mud, hand-struck brick similar
to those used in the construction of the 1836 Courthouse.
The floor of the cellar was a hard packed subsoil with inclusions of coal ash, wood ash,
charcoal, clinkers, and a small artifact. The hard packed floor of the cellar extended over the
surface of the interior builder’s trench. Capping the floor was a thin deposit of topsoil with
heavy inclusions of coal, cinders/clinkers, coal ash, and wood ash. This thin lens was mounded
slightly higher along the east foundation wall, and contained a slightly higher concentration of
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artifacts which probably were associated with the later years of the cellars use-life (circa 185868). Several items of interesting from this fill included a relief decorated plate (TWIN LEAVES
pattern; registered in 1853), a child’s chamber pot, fragments of several writing slates, a printed
salve pot, some buttons, bone inlay, and an iron candle snuffer/trimmer, and four large iron
objects which may represent two sets of iron hinges (potentially once associated with the jail
doors?).
Fills on the bottom half of the cellar, above this floor deposit, were associated with the
demolition of the jail. Zone IX, located on the floor of the cellar, was a thick deposit of brick
rubble with a considerable amount of mortar and plaster. Zone IX was capped by Zone VIII,
which was a deposit of brick rubble intermixed with deposits of organic deposits (seeds, egg
shell, bone). The organic material is typical of slop bucket and/or chamber pot refuse, and seems
to document household dumping activity into this open pit during the partial demolition of the
structure—perhaps during the 1860s conversion of the institutional structure to offices. 33
Although the source of this material is unknown, it may have originated to the tenants occupying
the building at this time. In turn, Zone VIII was capped by Zone VI (a compact subsoil fill
mixed with fine gravel fill) and Zone VII (a topsoil fill with lots of plaster and mortar, minor
amounts of brick and coal). Prior to deposition of Zones VI and VII, it appears that the south
foundation wall was robbed of its brick, and the south profile wall may have partially slumped
into the cellar pit. Artifacts in these fills are predominately small in size, and represent materials
reminiscent of the later 1840s and 1850s (printed and painted wares, pontiled bottles), mixed
with primary material from the slop buckets. Two small, unpontiled oval medicine bottles
typical of the very late 1850s and/or 1860s were also found in this fill (Level 1, capping fills).
The upper fill layers within the cellar (Zones III, IV, and V) were associated with the
demolition of the structure, as well as construction activity associated with the 1868 Courthouse.
Zone V was a topsoil fill with some stone rubble, and lessor amounts of brick, plaster, mortar,
and very minor amounts of coal. Stone rubble in this fill included small “flakes” or “chips”
associated with stone working activity. It represents the first episode of fill deposited over the
primary demolition debris of the jail. Zone IV was a similar topsoil fill with brick and stone
inclusions. Zone III was a blocky topsoil fill. It had an occasional small fragment of gray
roofing slate (presumably from the 1903 Courthouse). This fill (Zone III), may represent the
landscaped ground surface established after the completion of the 1868 Courthouse.
The artifact density within Feature 22 was relatively high, at least compared to the other
features encountered during these investigations. The majority of these artifacts, which were
relatively small in size, represent domestic debris probably discarded during the years after the
building was abandoned as a jail. During these years (circa 1858-1868), the building functioned
predominately as office space, with some residential use (predominately by unmarried, single
residents). The recovered artifacts, although domestic in character, are somewhat atypical of
many domestic contexts. Faunal remains were common, and indicated a wide range of meats
consumed. The artifacts also document the presence of both women and children (i.e. hoop skirt
fragment and children’s chamber pot). Several items from this context are fairly one-of-a-kind
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This may have occurred in the mid-1860s when Larimore added the south wing onto the building. At that time, he
may have removed the log interior walls to better accommodate an office. Feature 22 represents the support for the
interior log lining, and could have been partially removed prior to the demolition of the actual building itself.
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items (such as Rockingham-glazed dog figurine fragments), and suggest a more formal or status
setting.
It is unclear as to whom the material found in this feature was associated with. Clearly,
materials found on the floor of the feature, and within the topsoil fill near the base of the feature,
probably were associated with the occupants of this structure—most likely during the years after
it was abandoned by the County as a jail. Perhaps, some of this material was associated with
those individuals that occupied this building during the years 1858-1868 (during which time the
various rooms within the building functioned both as office space and residential space). As
noted above, the artifacts found within the lower demolition debris included a considerable
amount of organic debris (potentially even discarded slop buckets and/or chamber pots). It is
unlikely that the occupants of this building would be depositing the contents of slop buckets or
chamber pots in an abandoned cellar beneath a building that they were occupying. As such, it
seems likely that some of this material may have been deposited into the open cellar by
occupants of nearby buildings after demolition of the building, yet prior to its final covering.
Perhaps even, the abandoned building functioned as a privy for workers on the Courthouse
during its construction.
Feature 39 was a shallow robbed wall trench identified within the east wall profile of the
Northwest Block excavation unit. This shallow feature originated at the pre-settlement ground
surface (which was 28cm below the existing surface at this location) and extended approximately
16cm below that surface. Much of the feature had been cut through (and destroyed) by the
construction of the 1904 concrete walk (and its deep cinder base) (Feature 40). Minimally, the
wall trench was 65cm wide, and exhibited a wide (13cm) builders trench along its south edge.
Fill within the feature consisted of demolition debris (brick, mortar, and plaster) similar to the
contents of adjacent Feature 22. Although only a portion of this feature was exposed in the
profile walls, it appears to have aligned closely with the adjacent Feature 22, with the south edge
of this wall falling closely in line with the north edge of the northern cellar wall. It seems likely
that this feature represents physical remains of the south wall of the kitchen service wing of the
1848 jail.
Feature 13 was a small section of a brick wall noted in the base of a post hole excavated
by the general contractor while placing temporary project signage at the southeast corner of the
Courthouse Square. This wall appears to have been constructed of soft-mud brick on the circa
1830s ground surface. Although little is known about this east/west bearing wall, the character
of the brick, and its depth below the existing surface, suggests that it may date to the early years
of settlement. No early structures are documented at this location.
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Figure 30. Detail of east half of Feature 1 (located in Block I and III).

Figure 31. Detail of Feature 17 and west end of Feature 1 (located in Block II and IV).
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Figure 32. Two views of the hand excavation of Feature 1 in Block I. Note the impressions of the base course of brickwork in
left image.
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Figure 33. Three views of the east half of Feature 1 (in Blocks I and III) after completion of
the excavations. Top: Looking south from “on-high” the current courthouse steps.
Bottom left: Looking west. Bottom right: Looking east.
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Figure 34. Detail of the south wall of Feature 1. This profile was taken along the west side of Block I prior to the excavation of
Block III.
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Figure 35. Detail of the east wall of Feature 1. This profile was taken along the north side of Block I. A short longitudinal
view of Feature 2 is also present.
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Figure 36. Detail of the small section of Feature 2 (which represents the south wall of the East Wing of the Courthouse), as
recorded along the east side of Block I.
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Figure 37. Detail of the south wall of Feature 17 (as recorded along the east wall of Block II) (left). The demolition contractor
had removed only the brick wall in this location, leaving all of the original builder’s trench intact. Two views of Feature 17
during excavation of initial exploratory trench (right).
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Figure 38. Two views of the west wall of Feature 17, at its intersection of the north wall of
Block II (top). Detail of the west wall of Feature 17 (as recorded along the north wall of
Block II) (bottom). This portion of the West Wall had been extensively dug out by the
demolition contractor, completely removing evidence of the original wall.
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Figure 39. Detail of south wall of Feature 17, near the west end of the feature (looking
west). The fill at this point was completely mortar, plaster, and brick rubble—without any
soil. The mortar base of the foundation wall is present along the right edge of the trench
base. The inside builder’s trench (located to the right of the mortared base) is still intact
and not yet excavated. The base of the outside builder’s trench is exposed, with the
majority of this section of the original builder’s trench having been demolished in 1868
with the demolition of the structure and the creation of a wide trench for disposal of
building debris by the demolition contractors.
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Figure 40. Three views of the nearly completed excavation of Feature 17 in Block II (prior to opening Block IV). Left:
Looking west. Middle: Looking southeast from the north wall of Block II. Right: Looking east.
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Figure 41. Two views of Feature 17 after opening up Block IV, and nearing completion of the excavation. The left image
depicts the intersection of Features 1 and 17. A portion of the original builder’s trench remains unexcavated beneath the
shovel (left image).
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Figure 42. Two views of the base of the West Wing foundation wall (Feature 17),
illustrating the bed of mortar on which the foundations were constructed, as well as the
side-wall parging. Left: View of the far eastern end of the south wall of Feature 17, at its
intersection with the west wall of Feature 1. Right: Close-up detail of the southwest corner
of the West Wing (Feature 17). Only the inside wall edge of this corner had survived. Note
the mortar base, and the remnant wall parging.
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Figure 43. Two views of Northwest Block excavation unit illustrating Feature 22 and 41 during initial phases of the
investigations. Left: Looking west/southwest. Right: Looking south.
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Figure 44. Three views of the excavation of Feature 22 (Northwest Block excavation unit). Left: Looking west. Middle:
Looking north. Right: Looking north.
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Figure 45. Plan view of the Northwest Block excavation unit, illustrating Feature 22 (a
perimeter foundation wall and associated cellar).
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Figure 46. Two views of the southeast corner of Feature 22, illustrating the intact east
foundation wall and a portion of the robbed south wall. The south wall foundation extends
into the unexcavated section to the south. Left: Looking west. Right: Looking southeast.
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Figure 47. Detail of north wall profile of the Northwest Block excavation unit illustrating Feature 40 (1902 walkway) and
Feature 22 (brick perimeter foundation with cellar).
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Figure 48. Detail of west wall profile of the Northwest Block excavation unit illustrating Feature 40 (1902 walkway) and
Feature 22 (brick perimeter foundation with cellar).
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Figure 49. Detail of south wall profile of the Northwest Block excavation unit illustrating Feature 22 (brick perimeter
foundation with cellar).
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Figure 50. Detail of east wall profile of the Northwest Block excavation unit illustrating
Feature 39.
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Construction-Related Features
Eight features identified during the mitigation (Features 4, 14, 28, 34A, 34B, 34C, 34D,
and 35) are all morphologically similar and probably represent support posts for scaffolding
constructed around the outside perimeter of the original Courthouse in 1836. These features are
described below.
Feature 4 was located in Block I approximately 1.5m west of Feature 14, and south of
Feature 1 (robbed foundation wall of the 1836 Courthouse). At the scraped surface, the feature
was oval in plan and measured 64cm by 91cm. The fill at the surface included lots of small brick
fragments, window glass, charcoal, and ash. At about 20cm below the scraped surface, the
feature squared up forming an 18cm square pit filled with soft-mud brick rubble. Bricks were
clean (construction debris) with many being fairly large in size (half brick). At the base of the
feature, which was flat, an impression of a 10” square post set square to the 1836 Courthouse
was identified.
Feature 14 was also located in Block I, adjacent to Feature 3B approximately 1.40m
south of Feature 1 (robbed foundation wall of the 1836 Courthouse). At the scraped surface this
feature was rectangular in plan with slightly rounded corners. It measured 2’0” wide and was
2’10”-3’0” long. Fill in the feature consisted solely of large brick fragments and topsoil. No
mortar was present. The brick in the feature were clean (construction debris). Two small
fragments of window glass were found at the scraped surface. At 20cm below the scraped
surface, the feature quickly formed a circular depression about 45cm in diameter. The circular
depression was approximately 30cm in diameter at the base, and a had a flat bottom.
Feature 28 was located in Block III immediately east of Feature 26, and cut through by
Feature 15. The small pit was located approximately 1.5m west of Feature 4. At the scraped
surface, the feature measured approximately 55cm (north/south) by minimally 28cm (east/west).
Extrapolating from the profile after excavation, the feature probably measured about 45-50cm
wide (east/west) at the scraped surface prior to the excavation of Feature 15 (which cut through
the east half of the feature). The feature extended to a depth of 45cm below the scraped surface
and had straight sides and a flat bottom. At its base, the feature measured approximately 30cm
square. The fill within the pit consisted solely of re-deposited topsoil, soft-mud brick fragments,
and an occasional fleck of charcoal. The brick in the feature were clean (construction debris; no
mortar present), with several being fairly large in size. No artifacts were present.
Features 34 (A-D) represents four large posts located within Block IV, near the
southwest corner of Feature 1. Feature 34A was located south of the southwest corner. Feature
34B was located diagonally off the southwest corner, and Features 34C and 34D were located
west of the structure. Feature 34A was cut through by the builder’s trench associated with the
western concrete retaining wall, and little of it remained intact. Similarly, Feature 34D was cut
through by the builder’s trench associated with the West Wing (Feature 17)—suggesting that this
set of posts pre-dates the middle 1860s construction of this wing. Feature 34C was capped by a
distinctive midden (Feature 32). The upper fill of Feature 34B was disturbed by the activities
that resulted in the creation of Feature 31—and thus pre-dates that activity also. All four posts
were square to slightly rectangular in plan at the scraped surface, measuring approximately 50cm
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(1’8”) by 70cm (2’4”) in size, and extended to a depth of approximately 45-50cm (1’6”-8”) in
depth. The upper configuration of these pits was an irregular basin that quickly formed a square
post near the base. At the base of the feature, the posts measured approximately 25-38cm (0’10”
to 1’3”) square. The fill in each of these pits was relatively clean, with little to no inclusions—
suggesting that the features were filled early in the occupation of the site. Except for relatively
dense concentrations of clean (and deformed) brick fragments, no artifacts were present.
Similarly, no mortar or plaster was present in the fill.
These pits represent fairly large, albeit shallow, posts that are located around the
perimeter of the original courthouse, with the center of each post being located approximately
1.75m (5’9”) from the outside wall of the original structure. Except for Feature 34B, these posts
were spaced fairly regularly at approximate 2.28m (7’6”) intervals around the perimeter of the
structure. Feature 34B was situated approximately 2.75m (9’0”) from the adjacent Feature 34C
(located to the north). Not counting the large quantity of soft mud brick fragments present, the
fill within the pits contained very few artifacts. The low artifact density, coupled with the large
number of relatively clean brick fragments, is typical of construction debris. One of the posts
was cut through by the mid-1860s construction of the West Wing, suggesting that they pre-date
the mid-1860s. It seems likely that these features represent support posts for construction
scaffolding put in place in 1836, and probably used predominately by the masons. The
approximate 6’ width of the scaffolding is consistent with such use.
Features 26 and 27 were located in Block III directly south of the approximate location
of the Courthouse’s southern entrance door and between two of the 1836 scaffolding posts
(Features 28 and 35). At the scraped surface, Features 26 and 27 appeared to represent two
discrete, albeit overlapping pits—with the northern pit (Feature 26) being slightly smaller and
cutting into the larger southern pit (Feature 27). Upon excavation, it quickly became apparent
that this was one large pit feature, and not two (and subsequently will be referred to simply as
Feature 26 throughout the remainder of this report). At the scraped surface, Feature 26 measured
2.58m (8’6”) long (north/south). At the northern end, the pit measured 1.44m (4’9”) wide
(east/west) at the scraped surface. The southern end of the pit, which was slightly irregular in
plan, measured approximately 1.95m (6’5”) wide (east/west) at the scraped surface. The base of
the feature, which was relatively flat, was located at 62-65cm (2’0”-2’2”) below the scraped
surface. The north half of this feature had straight sides that met the flat floor at a sharp angle.
In contrast, the south half of the feature had gently sloped and irregularly stepped side walls
which formed, with the north half of the feature, a fairly uniform rectangle at the base (with its
long axis running north/south). The base of the feature represented a large rectangular pit with
slightly rounded corners that measured 1.25m (4’1”) (east/west) by 1.85m (6’0”) (north/south).
It would appear that the irregular character of the south half of the pit represents a late-stage
effort to quickly and substantially enlarge the pit shortly after it was excavated and prior to
filling it with brick rubble. The east end of the feature was partially capped by a wood ash
midden (Feature 21).
The fill within this pit feature consisted almost entirely of soft-mud brick rubble, capped
with a very thin zone of re-deposited midden over the north half of the pit. No soil matrix was
present with the brick rubble, with substantial voids present between the brick. Zone I contained
a low density of small artifacts typical of the 1830s-40s, including lots of thin window glass
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fragments, some plaster, and minor amounts of transfer printed wares and yellowware typical of
re-deposited midden. Zone II consisted almost entirely of brick rubble. Although the majority
of the brick were clean (presumably representing construction debris), a couple of pieces did
have mortar adhering to them (and possibly representing demolition debris). Isolated small
pockets of mortar were pressed into the side of the feature in a couple of locations. The brick
present represent the full range of firing, with some being so poorly fired to be crumbling, while
others were over-fired (vitrified) and even deformed. Many of the more hard fired (and
deformed) brick were represented by whole examples. Several brick fragments had been
chiseled into a thin brick approximately half the thickness of a regular brick (1½” thick),
presumably representing a discarded paving brick. No mortar or plaster rubble was present in
this fill zone. Zone III was a very thin lens of silt-deposited soil present at the base of the north
end of the feature.
Feature 26 is difficult to interpret. As noted above, this feature is located in line with,
and between two scaffold posts (Features 28 and 35) associated with the construction of the 1836
Courthouse. The location of the feature between these scaffold posts may be serendipitous.
Similarly, the feature is strategically located in front of what would have been the south entrance
doors to the 1836 Courthouse. One early thought was that this pit may have functioned as a pad
for a construction derrick associated with the 1836 construction activity. The presence of the redeposited midden capping the feature suggests that the pit does not date to the original period of
construction—and thus post-dates Features 28 and 35. As such, it seems more likely that this pit
was associated with a later 1850s or 1860s remodeling episode associated with the original 1836
Courthouse. The location of the pit in front of the south entrance may have facilitated the
discard of construction debris into the pit directly from the entrance door, later to be capped by
the boardwalk. This pit may have been filled during one of several interior repair episodes
undertaken during the 1860s. The presence of the brick pavers in this pit is consistent with this
interpretation, as brick pavers were documented with the 1863-64 construction of the two wings.
It is curious as to why this debris was intentionally buried on site, as opposed to having been
carted off-site for disposal.
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Figure 51. Plan and profile of Feature 4, a suspected scaffold post support for the 1836 construction of the Courthouse (left).
Two views of Feature 4 during excavation (right).
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Figure 52. View of Feature 3 fence line posts extending south from the southeast corner of
the Courthouse (Feature 1) in Block I.
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Figure 53. Select views of fence line posts. Top: Feature 3C prior to excavation
(illustrating void created by decomposed post) and during excavation. Bottom: Feature
3A prior to excavation and after excavation. Both posts had a square void which
represented the location of the decomposed post. Feature 3A was constructed tight onto
the existing corner of the Courthouse (Feature 1). Note the sloped wall characteristic of
these posts.
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Figure 54. Top: View of Features 3B and 14 prior to excavation. Bottom: Details of Features 3B and 14 (left) and Feature
34D (right). Features 14 and 34D are both believed to have been scaffolding posts. Feature 3B is a fence line post.
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Figure 55. Plan and section view of Features 26 and 27. Although identified initially as two
superimposed features, the excavations indicated that this was one feature.

88

Figure 56. Two views of Features 26/27. Top: At scraped surface. Bottom: After
completion of the excavation of the west half of the feature.
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Figure 57. View of Features 26/27 looking south, with west half excavated.
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Middens
A midden is an accumulation of materials (both organic and inorganic) that collects on
the ground surface through human activity over the course of a site’s occupation.34 Materials
may be deposited in a midden either intentionally (as with the dumping of slop buckets in a
yard), or by way of unintentional discard (accidental loss of items, or natural processes).
Through the years, with an accumulation of everyday garbage and natural sediments (both water
and wind born), a midden generally increases in thickness. High-traffic areas, due to mechanical
damage, produce middens with smaller artifact sizes. Generally, the lower portions of a midden
are older than the upper portions. Several discrete middens were identified during the course of
these investigations, and are discussed below.
Feature 21 was a thin, isolated midden located in west side of Block I extending slightly
to the west into Block III. This midden, which consisted predominately of wood ash and
charcoal, capped Features 4 and 5, and potentially the eastern edge of Feature 26/27. Feature 15
cut through the midden. Artifacts were few in number, but did include a couple of fragments of
yellowware. The midden may represent discard from a stove tossed out of the south entrance
door of the 1836 Courthouse sometime just prior to its demolition in 1868. Feature 5 may have
been associated with this same activity.
Feature 32 was located near the southwest corner of the 1836 Courthouse (in Blocks II
and IV). This midden consisted of a thick and dense deposit (approximately 10cm/4”) of
charcoal, brick fragments, and domestic debris capped by a thin deposit of wood ash. The
domestic debris (predominately ceramics) was all very small in size, typical of a midden deposit.
The brick fragments in this deposit, although small, were fairly numerous. The majority of these
brick fragments were heavily burned (vitrified) and deformed—with some simply being small
“balls” of glazed clay with the glaze even covering the broken surfaces. Additionally, small
fragments of an unidentified rock were also present. The concentration of this material in a lowlying depression may indicate that the material in this midden was re-deposited material placed
in the depression to fill it. The brick debris may have originated from the production of brick
(and the failure of the firing of a nearby brick clamp or kiln). No evidence of in situ burning was
noted. Although not completely certain, the midden appears to have capped Features 30A-B,
34C, and 43, and probably was associated with the construction of the 1836 Courthouse.
Artifacts from this midden included a variety of early edge decorated, painted, and printed wares,
as well as porcelain (albeit all very small in size) and redware. Additionally, lots of window
glass, and smoking pipe fragments, as well as an occasional piece of coal and clinker, were
present. No mortar or plaster was present in this midden. This deposit was overlain by a thin
deposit of sandy gravel similar to that located near the southeast corner of the Courthouse (which
may represent the bed for a brick pavement).
Feature 44 represents a thin and relatively ephemeral midden around the front and sides
of the 1836 Courthouse and its two wings. It was identified predominately in Blocks I and II—
with Feature 44A being identified in Block I, and Feature 44B being identified in Block IV. In
an effort to try to quantify the density of the material in this midden, six shovel tests were
34

The term has a Scandinavian origin, and is often referenced as a “refuse heap” or “kitchen midden.” Middens
may form in non-domestic contexts—such as an industrial midden associated with a blacksmith site.
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excavated in this midden in Block II (in front of what would have been the West Wing). These
screened shovel test uncovered little material, indicating the very ephemeral nature of this
deposit. Additionally a thin midden with similar characteristics located in the Southeast Block
excavation unit was identified as Feature 44C. These middens probably developed during the
years that the Courthouse was occupied (1836-1868), and based on the recovered material
identified (see Lots -5, 7-14), it would appear that this material may have been deposited during
the early years of that occupation.
Feature 45 was a thin midden identified in the upper zones of several profile walls. This
midden was associated with the occupation of the 1868 Courthouse. One interesting item found
in this midden was an iron padlock with brass escutcheon and drop cover (Lot 15).
Fence lines
Two lines of post holes were identified during the investigations, both of which appear to
have been associated with the occupation of the 1836 Courthouse. Each fence line was assigned
a feature number, with individual posts being assigned a consecutive letter.
Feature 3 consisted of four posts (A-D) spaced at approximate 1.85m (6’0”) intervals,
beginning at the southeast corner of the 1836 Courthouse (Feature 1) and extending towards
Washington Street to the South (Block I). Although the southern end of this line of posts was
impacted by a large tree root system (Feature 8) and the concrete retaining wall at the south edge
of the property (Feature 6), this fence line probably intersected the south property line and
proceeded to the east. Although our investigations did not encounter similar posts along the
southern property line beneath the concrete sidewalk (as the area beneath the walks had been
impacted by utility line trenches and was capped with deep cinder fills), Dr. Jelks had
encountered a similar line of posts in the same position along the east property line (Jelks 1998;
Figure 1).35 These posts were all distinctively rectangular in plan (often with one end slightly
narrower than the other) with slightly rounded corners, and measured approximately 27-30cm
(10-12”) wide by 45-53cm (1’6-9”) long. The posts extended to a depth of approximately 4655cm (1’9”) below the pre-settlement ground surface. Whereas both of the long sides and one of
the short sides of the hole were vertical, one of the short sides sloped dramatically into the center
of the hole, which facilitated the excavation of the hole with a square shovel. The base of each
posthole was flat. Several of the postholes had a 4½"-5” square void that opened up during
excavation and indicated the presence of the actual post.
Unlike the fill within the builder’s trench of the original Courthouse (which contained
virtually no artifacts), the fill within the post holes included small brick fragments, window
35

Jelks (1998) identified this fence line as Feature 8, which consisted of a row of 7 posts spaced at approximate
1.768-1.88m intervals. These posts were identified at a level 1.10m below the base of the sidewalk immediately
beneath the layer of cinders forming the thick bed of the sidewalk. They measured 30-40cm wide and extended to a
depth of 35-45cm from the scraped surface (which corresponded to 1.10m below the present ground surface) (Jelks
1998:12). Jelks (1998:12) suggests that these posts holes “were dug with sharpshooter shovels which would
produce sharp, squared edges; then the posts were placed in the holes and dirt was packed around them. Faint
apparent ‘ghosts’ of round posts were noted in PMs 3 and 4. Within the fill of most postmolds were brick
fragments, presumably put there to firm up the setting of the posts.”
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glass, charcoal, and an occasional artifact typical of re-deposited midden (smoking pipes,
ceramics, glass). Several interesting artifacts were recovered from these posts, and included
fragments of a lead glass lamp font, as well as a lead musket ball. The presence of these artifacts
within the fill of the posts suggests that this fence line, although early in the history of the
building, was not an original feature of the landscape plan (perhaps dating from the latter 1840s
or 1850s). 36
Feature 29 consisted of a similar line of four posts (A-D) emanating from the southwest
corner of the Courthouse and proceeding to the south, presumably intersecting the south property
line and turning west (Block IV). These posts were mostly similar in size and shape to those
present in Feature 3, with some minor variations. Feature 29B was slightly square and did not
have the single in-sloping side typical of all the others, suggesting that it might have been dug by
another individual. Similarly, Feature 29A was slightly deeper than the other posts in this fence
line, extending to a depth of 56cm (1’10”) below the scraped surface. The fill in Feature 29A
included a considerable amount of gritty sands and/or gravels similar to those located near the
southwest corner of Feature 1 and representing one of the last deposits placed on the surface
prior to the demolition of the Courthouse. Unlike Feature 3, the actual post impressions were not
visible in this line of post. Like Feature 3, these posts were spaced on 1.85m (6’0”) centers.
Walkways
Feature 40 represents the physical remains of the concrete sidewalks constructed around
the 1902 Courthouse. These walks, which are well illustrated in Figures 17 and 18, formed a
large oval circuit around the perimeter of the Courthouse with diagonal walkways projecting
from each corner of the courthouse to the corner of the Courthouse Square.37 Feature 40
originated at, or very near the existing ground surface, and consisted of a wide trench excavated
to a depth 76cm (2/6”) below the current ground surface. The trench had a flat bottom and
straight sides, and was filled with black cinders. Although an occasional artifact (such as
window glass, brick, bone) was noted within this fill, artifacts were uncommon. This deep bed
of cinders supported a very thin (less than 5cm/2” in thickness) concrete walk which was poured
directly onto the cinder bed (cf. Lot 17). Portions of Feature 40 were documented in all of the
2014 excavation units, and are well illustrated in several of the illustrated profile walls (cf.
Figures 29, 361, and 47).
During his 1998 investigations, Jelks (1998:10) identified two brick footings (which he
identified as Features 4 and 6) beneath the eastern sidewalk. These parallel brick “walls,” which
was located approximately 1.10m (3’7”) beneath the base of the sidewalk, was 12’ wide and
appeared to run the entire length of the Courthouse Square. According to Jelks, several courses
of this “wall” remained intact, and was laid up in a modified English bond. Jelks interpreted this
feature as a support for a stone slab sidewalk once associated with the 1868 Courthouse. This
36

The character of these square posts differs from the round posts identified by Jelks (1998) in his Feature 8.

37

As originally constructed, the 1868 Courthouse did not have a circular walkway around the perimeter of the
building (cf. Figure 13), but by the late 1890s, this structure also had a similar circular walkway around it (cf.
Figures 17 and 18).
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sidewalk can be seen in the 1874 lithograph of the Courthouse (see Figure 12). No evidence of
these brick foundation walls were encountered during our investigations.
Drain Lines
Two drain line trenches (identified as Features 11 and 12) were discovered within the
Southeast Block excavation unit. Both drain line trenches originated at, or very near, the presettlement ground surface.
Feature 11 extended from the center of the eastern wall of the excavation block and
extended in a southwesterly direction into the center of the south wall of the block. Near the
eastern wall of the excavation block, this trench was 25cm (10”) wide. The trench widened to a
width of 45cm (1’6”) along its intersection with the southern wall of the excavation unit. This
trench appears to be draining from the northeast towards an unknown location to the southwest.
It is unclear whether this trench represents an open drain line, or once contained a wooden
conduit at its base. It is also unclear as to its origination point and/or what it drained. Perhaps it
originated at an unknown building located slightly towards the northeast, as depicted on Price’s
1855 map (Figure 6, bottom). The base of the trench was located approximately 25cm (10”)
below the scraped surface, which was approximately 50cm (1’8”) below the surface of
origination (which corresponded very close to, or slightly above, the pre-settlement surface).
The east wall profile suggests that this trench originated approximately 5-10cm (2-4”) above the
pre-settlement surface, and cut through an unusual fill deposit that capped the original presettlement ground surface at this location. This fill, identified as Zone X in Figure 44, was a
compact layer of gray silts (which may represent a deposit of poorly fired or potentially
unburned brick), with an occasional very small fragment of soft mud brick. Although this fill
may represent construction activity associated with the production of the brick used in the 1836
courthouse, it (and Feature 11) was clearly capped by debris which is believed to have been
associated with the 1868 construction activity associated with the new Courthouse (as it
contained small pieces of decorative tabular marble). The east end of Feature 11 was cut through
by a large post (Feature 10). The fill in this trench contained an interesting assemblage, albeit
very small in number and size, of early artifacts. Artifacts at the base of the feature included very
small, clean brick fragments, a small dark blue transfer printed pearlware sherd, straight pins
(deteriorated), and machine cut nail fragments—all reminiscent of an early component
(associated with the 1836 Courthouse).
Similarly, Feature 12 extended from the center of the western wall of the excavation unit
and extended in a southeasterly direction into the center of the south wall of the unit. Both
trenches appear to intersect at a location less than one meter south of the center of this
excavation unit. Near the west wall of the block excavation, Feature 12 measured 62cm (2/0”) at
the scraped surface. The trench appears to have been widening slightly as it progressed towards
the southeast. Unlike the relatively shallow character of Feature 11, the base of this trench
extended to a depth of 1.27m (4’2”) below the scraped surface. This trench appears to have
extended approximately 1.50m (5’0”) below its surface of origination. The base of the feature
was flat, and approximately 20cm (8”) wide. The trench fill consisted of mixed topsoil, subsoil,
and minor amounts of soft-mud brick fragments. Also found within this fill [Zone B], were
grayish colored, low-fired brick fragments reminiscent of the fill capping the pre-settlement
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surface along the east wall profile [Zone X; see discussion above, Feature 11]. A thin lens of
dark soil near the base of this feature may represent the presence of a wooden plank once used to
form the top of the underground conduit to drain water. Artifacts within the fill were limited in
number but did include a fragment of green edge-decorated pearlware (cf. Lot 46), and a single
piece of lead printer’s type (cf. Lot 47). This drain line appears to have originated at, or near, the
southeast corner of the East Wing constructed onto the 1836 Courthouse in 1863-64. An
alternative interpretation is that this drain line terminated at the southeast corner of the 1868
Courthouse, and functioned to drain water from that structure, and not the East Wing of the 1836
Courthouse. It is unclear as to where this trench drained to. Its great depth suggests that it may
have been too deep to exit near the ground surface at the sidewalk further to the southeast.
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Figure 58. Plan view of the Southeast Block excavation unit, at the pre-settlement ground
surface.
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Figure 59. Two views of Feature 11 (Left, top and bottom) and Feature 12 (right, top and
bottom).
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Figure 60. Detail of the south wall profile of the Southeast Block excavation unit illustrating Feature 40 (a walkway), and
Features 11 and 12 (two drains).
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Figure 61. Detail of the east wall profile of the Southeast Block excavation unit illustrating Features 10 (a deep post), and
Features 11 (a drain).

99

Underground Utility Line Trenches
Features 15 and 25 represent a long, linear trench with a buried steel pipe at its base.
This trench was approximately 43cm (1’5”) wide, and extended to a depth of approximately
43cm (1’5”) below the scraped surface (which corresponded very closely to the pre-settlement
surface). This trench had relatively straight sides and a flat bottom. Lying on the base of the
trench was a 1½” outside diameter iron pipe. Although the south end of the feature had been
impacted by the curvilinear concrete retaining wall, the trench appears to have originated from
the Washington Street right-of-way. The trench traversed a north/south line to a point where it
intersected the south wall of the original Courthouse (Feature 1). At this point, the trench formed
a “tee” and traversed both to the east and west. The east end of the trench exhibited evidence of
having terminated (with the gas line turning up in a vertical position) at a location 2.60m (8’6”)
east of the “tee.” At the east end, a 90-degree elbow resting on a single brick with remnants of
an upright wooden post adjacent to it. The west leg of the trench followed the robbed wall
trench (Feature 1) 3.25m (10’8”) to the west at which point it was impacted by the concrete
retaining wall forming the eastern edge of the main walkway. No further evidence of this feature
was located to the west of this position. A gas valve was incorporated into the line within the
west leg of the trench. The north/south leg of this feature was identified as Feature 15, whereas
the east/west leg of the feature was identified as Feature 25. The scraped surface of trench
contained a wide variety of later nineteenth century artifacts. The entire east/west section of the
trench that paralleled Feature 1 was excavated. Only a small section of the north/south leg of
this trench was excavated.
Although archival evidence suggests that the 1836 Courthouse was supplied with gas
lighting during the early 1860s (see Appendix I), the presence of this pipeline trench more-orless down the middle of the robbed wall trench of the 1836 Courthouse (Feature 1) suggests that
this gas line trench post-dates the demolition of the 1836 Courthouse. This gas line trench
appears to have been cut into the recently backfilled Feature 1, with the south edge of the feature
corresponding to the south edge of Feature 1. The fill in this trench consists of redeposited
material from Feature 1. Artifacts recovered from within the east/west leg of the trench (which
was dug completely in Feature 1) consisted predominately of re-deposited material similar to that
which was present within Feature 1. This included a variety of vitrified and deformed brick, as
well as paving brick, similar to that recovered from adjacent Feature 26. But it also contained
materials specific to the construction of the 1868 Courthouse. These items included purple
roofing slate, as well as worked stone (Joliet limestone) debris. This debris consisted of “chips”
(or “flakes) knocked off 4” thick slabs of stone with a polished surface. The base of the trench
had a concentration of wood ash (with a small piece of yellowware) reminiscent of the adjacent
wood ash midden (Feature 21).
This trench, and the accompanying gas line, probably was installed sometime after 1868,
and supplied two gas lamp posts located approximately 1.40m (4’6”) each side of the
Courthouse’s south entrance steps.38 The presence of the roofing slate in the fill suggests that
38

This would have placed the western end of the gas line trench approximately 5.10m (16’9”) west of the “tee,”
which would place it centrally within the basement entrance walkway—an area that lacked all archaeological
integrity.
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this gas line trench was excavated sometime after the roofing of the structure. The Cochran and
Piquenard specifications suggest that gas lighting and piping—at least on the interior—was
original to the structure. An analysis of later nineteenth century illustrations and photographs
(particularly Figure 13, which does not illustrate the exterior gas lighting) suggest that these
exterior gas lights may not have been original to the 1868 building, but were added sometime
shortly after its original construction.
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Figure 62. Four views of Feature 15 (gas line trench). Top left: Looking east (Block III).
Top right: Looking east at end of pipe in Block I. Bottom left: North/south leg of feature,
looking south in Block III. Bottom right: Detail of gas valve.
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Figure 63. Details of Feature 15 (a gas utility line trench) and Feature 28 (a suspected
scaffolding post).
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Posts: Indeterminate Function
Feature 7 was a small round post located in Block I near the builder’s trench associated
with the concrete curb (Feature 6). This feature, which was suspected as being of relatively
recent origin, was not excavated.
Feature 18 was an isolated post located on the dividing line between Blocks I and III.
The post was cut through by the south wall of the West Wing (Feature 17). This posthole was a
large rectangle (approximately 34cm/1’2” wide by 80cm/2’8” long) at the scraped surface) with
slightly rounded corners. This post extended to a depth of 55cm (1’10”) below the scraped
surface. As with posts associated with Features 3 and 29, this isolated post had a distinctive
sloped side. The fill within this posthole consisted of a mixed topsoil with lots of small brick
fragments, as well as several large brick (including one whole brick) near its base—reminiscent
of the multiple posts associated with the 1836 construction scaffold surrounding the outside
perimeter of the Courthouse (Features 4, 14, 28, 34A, 34B, 34C, 34D, and 35). This feature was
cut through by Feature 17, indicating that this post pre-dates the West Wing. As Feature 18
extended slightly deeper than Feature 17, the outline of the base of this post remained intact
beneath Feature 17. Although the function of this feature is unknown; the extensive brick fill
within the posthole suggests that it may have been associated with construction-related activity
from circa 1836.
Feature 19 was a small, shallow posthole located in Block II near the southwest corner
of the West Wing. This post measured 20cm (8”) by 25cm (10”) in size and extended only 23cm (1”) below the scraped surface (suggesting that the post originated from a much higher
elevation). The fill within this flat-bottomed post consisted of mixed topsoil and subsoil. The
function of this post is unknown. It probably dates from after the 1868 demolition of the 1836
Courthouse.
Feature 20 was a small, shallow posthole located in Block II near the southwest corner
of the West Wing. This post measured 30cm (12”) east/west by minimally 27cm (11”)
north/south (extending into the south profile wall of the excavation unit). The post, which had a
slightly basin-shaped base, extended to a depth of only 6-8cm (2-3”) below the scraped surface,
which suggests that the post originated from a much higher elevation. The fill in the post
consisted of a blocky clay subsoil with lots of gravels. Like Feature 19, the function of this post
is unknown. It probably dates from sometime after the 1868 demolition of the 1836 Courthouse.
Feature 24 was a small oval disturbance located in Block II, immediately south of
Feature 17 and east of Feature 19. At the scraped surface, this feature measured approximately
30cm (1’0”) by 45cm (1’6”) in size. Upon excavation, it quickly became clear that this “feature”
represented a rodent disturbance.
Features 30 (A-B) consisted of two roughly square posts located within Block III
immediately west of Feature 1. Both features measured approximately 30-35cm (1’0”-1’2”)
square at the scraped surface, and 24cm (9”) square at the base. The center of post 30B was
located approximately 1.50m (4’11”) from the southwest corner of the 1836 Courthouse.
Similarly, Feature 30A was located 1.50m (4’11”) to the north (on center). The centers of both
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posts were located approximately 85cm (2’9”) from the west wall of the 1836 Courthouse
(Feature 1). No clear postmolds were observed in these features. The fill in both posts consisted
of heavy concentrations of crushed mortar, subsoil (no topsoil) and very limited amounts of
wood ash and brick—contrasting dramatically with the character of the nearby scaffolding posts
and fence posts. Although not definitive, it appears that Feature 30B was capped by the midden
identified as Feature 32, and the artifacts recovered from within these two posts are similar to
that present in this midden. Although the function of these two posts is unknown, they pre-date
the West Wing, and would appear to have been associated with the 1836 construction and/or
very early occupation of the early Courthouse.
Feature 43 was a rectangular post located adjacent to the west wall of Feature 1,
approximately 50cm (1’8”) from the southwest corner of that structure. At the scraped surface,
the feature measured 38cm (1’3”) by 45cm (1’6”) in size. A distinctive trapezoidal post
measuring 5-9cm (2”-3”) by 11-16cm (4”-6”) in size, and probably representing the “ghost” of a
split rail post, was visible at the scraped surface. The fill in this post contained topsoil with lots
of white lime flecks, charcoal and some ash, and was capped by the adjacent midden (Feature
32). Although the function of this post is unknown, it would appear to have been associated with
the 1836 construction and/or very early occupation of the Courthouse.
Features 10 and 37 represent two large circular posts located in the southeast and
northeast excavation units, respectively. Feature 10, which extended into the east wall of the
Southeast Block excavation unit, was approximately 45cm (1’6”) in diameter. This large post
was excavated only to a depth of 25cm (10”) below the scraped surface. Although the base of
the feature was not encountered, it appears to have originated at a level approximately 40cm
(1’4”) above the pre-settlement surface—a level probably associated with the construction of the
1868 Courthouse. Although this post extended to an unknown depth, it was minimally 90cm
(3’0”) deep, and represents a substantial post. Feature 37 was located in the Northeast
Excavation block unit, and extended into the east wall profile. Although only half of the feature
was exposed, Feature 37 appears to have been round in plan (approximately 62cm/2’0” in
diameter) and extended to a depth of approximately 1.70m (5’7”) below its surface of
origination. The pit had relatively straight sides and a flat bottom. .The feature originated from
a surface approximately 20cm (8”) below the existing ground surface. Unlike Feature 10, which
was clearly associated with a surface associated with the construction of the 1868 Courthouse, it
is unclear as to the potential timeframe associated with the surface of origination of this feature.
These two features represent large diameter, and deep pits, which once accommodated large
posts. If both posts are contemporary—as their nearly identical position off the two corners of
the 1868 Courthouse might suggest these large posts may have been associated with the
construction of the 1868 Courthouse. One potential interpretation is that these posts represented
remains of derricks used for lifting stone blocks.
Features 9, 38, 41, and 42 represent four large concrete-filled post pits that were found
during the investigations—one in each of the four quadrants of the Courthouse Square: Feature
9 was located in the Southeast Block excavation unit; Feature 38 was located in the Northeast
Block excavation unit; Feature 41 was located in the Northwest Block excavation unit; and
Feature 42 was located in the Southwest Block excavation unit. These features consisted of an
approximate 61cm (2’0”) diameter plug of concrete that had been poured into a circular pit of
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similar dimension. Set vertical into the center of each plug of concrete was an approximate 8cm
(3”) diameter galvanized steel pipe that had been cut off at the surface of the concrete. The
surface of origination for all four posts was within 30cm (1’0”) of the existing ground surface—
suggesting a middle-to-late twentieth century date of construction. Similarly, the steel pipes set
into the concrete had plastic end caps still in place on their lower ends, suggesting a fairly recent
date of construction. Although the function of these poles—one on each quadrant of the
Courthouse Square—has been interpreted as later twentieth century flagpoles, no photographic
evidence of such flagpoles has been found.
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Figure 64. Plan and profile of Feature 18, a large post of unknown function.
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Figure 65. Plan view of the Northeast Block excavation unit at the pre-settlement ground
surface, illustrating Features 36, 37, and 38.
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Figure 66. Detail of east wall profile of the Northeast Block excavation unit, illustrating
Feature 37.
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Features of Indeterminate Function
Feature 5 was a shallow, irregularly shaped pit located in Block I approximately 1.22m
(4’0”) east of Feature 26. At the scraped surface, this feature measured approximately 60cm
(1’0”) by 95cm (3’2”). Although fairly irregular and oval shaped at the scraped surface, the
feature formed a roughly 55cm (10”) square pit/post near its base. The upper fill in this feature
consisted of concentrations of decomposed mortar/plaster, an occasional machine cut nail,
window glass, a two-piece sew-through metal button, and a couple of small fragments of
whiteware. The lower fill contained mostly topsoil fill lacking the mortar/plaster from above.
The feature appears to have been capped by a thin ash midden (Feature 21), which is suspected
as dating from the circa 1868 demolition of the 1836 Courthouse. The function of this feature is
unknown. The artifacts from within this feature hint at it dating from sometime during the
second half of the nineteenth century. Due to its proximity to Feature 26, one might question
whether this pit was associated with the same 1860s remodeling episode as that suspected of
being associated with Feature 26.
Features 23 and 31 are two anomalous trench-like features located in Blocks II and IV.
Feature 23 was originally identified in Block II as a long, shallow trench cutting diagonally
(from northwest to southeast) across the mid-section of the block. Feature 31 also was originally
identified in Block II as a similar trench-like feature that was located approximately 1.5m north
of, and parallel to, Feature 23. Unlike Feature 23 which cut entirely across the mid-section of
Block II, Feature 31 only extended a short distance (1.10m/3’7”) into Block II from the east.
Both Features 23 and 31 extended into the unexcavated Block IV in a southeasterly direction.
Upon excavation of Block IV, Feature 23 was determined to extend only another 2.20m
(7’3”) into this block excavation unit, at which point the trench quickly pinched out at the
scraped surface. Although the northwest end of Feature 23 was not located during the
excavations, this feature minimally measured 7 meters in length, but no more than 9 meters in
length. Similarly, Feature 31 extended only another 4.5 meters (14’9”) into Block IV, at which
point it also pinched out at the scraped surface. Its total length was approximately 5.0m (16’6”)
in length. Feature 31 cut across the top of an earlier scaffold post (Feature 34B). Neither
Feature 23 nor 31 extended through Block IV.
At their greatest breadth, these two features measured approximately 50-60cm (1’8”2’0”) in width at their mid-sections. The features were their deepest at the mid-sections,
extending only 20-25cm (8”-10”) below the scraped surface (which was at, or near, the presettlement ground surface). Excavation indicated that these trenches had an irregular basin
shape. Although initially suspected as being parallel to one another, the two features appear to
be slightly askew to one another with the northwest end of Feature 31 being approximately
1.70m (5’7”) from the center line of Feature 23, whereas the southeast end of Feature 23 is
approximately 1.50m (4’9”) from the centerline of Feature 31. The southeastern ends of both
features appear to bifurcate, and form rather narrow, rut-like tracks prior to disappearing.
The fill within these two features consisted of a very hard, blocky, black silt loam with
small brick fragments, charcoal mottling, and a very low artifact density. The two features were
capped with mixed demolition fill and dark brown silt loam. The artifacts from within the fill of
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these two features consisted predominately of re-deposited midden. Several interesting items
recovered from these two features include a small fragment of relief-decorated whiteware
(identified as the SCALLOPED DECAGON or CAMBRIDGE SHAPE), a piece of copper wire,
and a piece of lead printer’s type. The printer’s type is similar to others recovered from the Jail
cellar fill (Feature 22) and the nearby southwest corner of Feature 1. The relief-decorated
whiteware sherd is atypical of the ceramics recovered from the adjacent midden, and much more
reminiscent of the materials recovered from Feature 22 (the jail cellar).39
Features 23 and 31—which are roughly parallel, linear trenches that are wider and deeper
in the center, pinching out towards both ends—are difficult features to interpret. When Feature
23 was originally uncovered in Block II, it was thought to represent a shallow, surface drain,
draining from a location near the southwest corner of the West Wing towards the southeast.
Subsequent excavations indicated that this interpretation was not correct. Similarly, it was
speculated that these two trench-like features may have been associated with the diagonal
walkway which lead to the West Wing doorway (which was centrally located within the south
elevation represented by Feature 17). The extension of Feature 23 almost to a point opposite the
southwest corner of the West Wing—well past the centerline of the West Wing and the location
of the doorway and boardwalk—suggests that this interpretation was not correct either. Another
interpretation is that these two features represent either wagon wheel, or wheelbarrow, ruts
which formed in a low-lying and/or wet area of the yard during an episode of construction. This
particular area may represent a low and/or wet spot in the yard that gave some unidentified
contractor and/or laborer some headaches. The presence of the lead printers type in the feature
fill, and the relief decorated whiteware sherd, suggests that these features may have formed
relatively late in the history of the 1836 Courthouse (post 1862).40 As such, these features may
have been associated with the construction of the West Wing, or with the demolition of the
structures in 1868. At the current time, although either interpretation seems plausible, the latter
one seems most likely.
Feature 33 was a small-diameter, shallow, basin-shaped pit feature discovered in Block
IV. The pit was located adjacent to Feature 29C (a fence line post). At the scraped surface, this
feature measured 66-68cm (2’2-3”) in diameter and extended to a depth of only 18cm (7”) below
39

This pattern was registered in October 1852 and also in January 1853 (Deiringer and Deiringer 2001:61).
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The Bloomington Times was a pro-Southern newspaper established in Bloomington in circa 1855 by the two
brothers, Benjamin F. and D. Josiah Snow. In August 1862, the 94 th Illinois Volunteer Infantry was organized in
Bloomington in response to a call by President Lincoln for 600,000 new recruits. On August 20 th of that year,
during the swearing in ceremony held on the Courthouse Square for the 94 th Illinois regiment, heated debate ensued
resulting in the Snow brothers (the owner/editors of the Bloomington Times) being forced to take the oath of loyalty
with the regiment. Shortly after reciting the oath of allegiance, they subsequently “told the crowd that the oath had
no significance, because it was made under duress.” Upon hearing the Snows’ defiance, the assembled crowd broke
into the office of the Times, “the contents thrown into the street and burned.” Presumably, the printing press and
trays of lead printer’s type, and office furniture were all destroyed at the time. The offices of the Times were located
on the west side of Center Street, across from the County Jail (Thompson 1979, 1980; Pantagraph August 21,
1862).
An interesting twist to this story is that the Snow brothers were related to the Munsell family. It was due to the
Munsell family (who was living in Paris) that the Snows subsequently moved to Paris, where they also got run out of
town for their anti-Union sentiment.
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the scraped surface. This pit was located along the western edge of the western fence line
(Feature 29), approximately 4.5m (14’9”) from the sidewalk fronting Washington Street to the
south. The fill in this shallow pit consisted predominately of topsoil with an occasional mottle of
yellowish subsoil and water-worn gravel. Although the artifact density was low, the feature
contained minor amounts of window glass, and the fragmentary remains of several glass bottles,
including the remains of at least one scroll whiskey flask. Although its location and morphology
lends itself to being interpreted as the location of a potential ornamental planting, other
interpretations are also possible (such as a small pit of unknown function excavated by a vendor
or “huckster” during a public event). The limited artifacts recovered from this feature suggests
that it dates from the circa 1840-60 occupation. It is interesting to note that similar artifacts
(scroll whiskey flask fragments)—again in very low number—were recovered from adjacent
Feature 29C (a fence line post).
Feature 36 was a shallow, rectangular pit (approximately 65cm/1’2” wide) with slightly
rounded corners located within the Northeast Block excavation unit. The pit has an irregular
bottom that appears to slope down towards the northeast. This feature, which was associated
with the original 1830s ground surface, was oriented with its long axis askew to the cardinal
direction (approximately 45-degrees east of north). The feature was cut through by Feature 37
and extended into the eastern wall of the excavation unit. The northeast end of the feature was
not exposed, and although it is suspected as being rectangular in plan, it is unclear as to the
length of this pit. Near its southwest end, the pit was approximately 15cm (6”) in depth, and
extended to a depth approximately 30cm (12”) below the scraped surface at the point it was cut
through by Feature 37. The fill within this feature was a dark topsoil mottled with minor
amounts of charcoal. No artifacts were recovered from this feature. Although the function of
this feature is unknown, it predates Feature 37 (which may date to the construction of the 1868
Courthouse). If this “pit” should extend substantially to the northeast, and continue to dip in
elevation, it might represent a surface drain draining towards the northeast and associated with a
pre-1860s structure.41

41

One potential candidate would be the original, 1830s log jail, which was centered along Jefferson Street in close
proximity to this excavation unit.
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Figure 67. Plan and profile of Feature 5, a shallow pit of unknown function located in
Block I.

Figure 68. Two profile views of Feature 23.
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Figure 69. Two views Feature 33. Left: Feature 33, the shallow basin in foreground, lies adjacent to fence line (Feature 29)
which extends from the southwest corner of Feature 1 (in background). Right: Feature 33 with south half excavated (and
which incorrectly identified as Feature 32).
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Material Culture and/or Artifact Analysis
Many researchers, from a wide range of disciplines (anthropology, social history,
folklore) have stressed the role of the everyday or commonplace artifact in interpreting past
lifeways (cf. Glassie 1968; Quimby 1978; Schlereth 1980, 1982, 1985). By putting the artifact in
its proper cultural context, much can be learned about the society that produced and used that
artifact.
The archaeology of the Old Courthouse Site in Bloomington has contributed significantly
to our understanding of the physical structure of the early site (and the primary buildings once
present) and has resulted in the collection of a significant number of artifacts that allows us to
discuss both the range in activities undertaken at this site, as well as the quality of life of the
occupants of this pre-Civil War urban site (and contribute to our understanding of this formative
period). Although the artifact density at this site was not exceptionally high, the physical
remains represent a relatively short-term, early-to-middle nineteenth century urban occupation
associated with governmental buildings. Artifact assemblages (such as the broken ceramics,
glass, metal items and bone recovered from the Old Courthouse Site) have the potential to teach
us about a wide range of everyday activities associated with the past lifeways of this urban
context. The following discussion elaborates on the quantity, quality, and diversity of the
artifacts recovered from this site.
The Old Courthouse Site is a rather large (occupying a full city block), complex
institutional site with multiple activity areas. Besides the obvious Courthouse, the County Jail
was also located on the Courthouse Square. Activities around the Courthouse were
predominately related to non-domestic governmental affairs, typically dominated by males. In
contrast, the County Jail was a multi-functional structure that functioned in both the short-term
and long-term incarceration of inmates, but also as the home of the jailer and his family, with a
wide range of domestic activities associated with a typical urban domestic site conducted at this
location. After abandonment as a County Jail, this structure functioned as multiple rental units,
housing a combination of professional offices (both public and private), many of which may
have also doubled as residential quarters—again potentially by mostly male occupants.
All things being equal, the functional differences (non-domestic public service use versus
residential occupation) noted above should result in differing artifact assemblages, which will be
explored below. But seldom are all things equal, and the artifacts collected from the contrasting
Courthouse and Jail contexts were collected from very different contexts, which has the potential
to skew the results and make comparisons more difficult. Generally speaking, the type and
quantity of artifacts recovered from sheet middens differ than those collected from pit feature
contexts (such as privies and cellars) at the same site. The accretional character of midden
development contrasts with the intentional, often single event dumping within pits. The artifacts
collected from around the Courthouse were collected predominately from sheet middens, and
robbed foundation wall trenches and structural posts (often filled with re-deposited midden). In
contrast, the artifacts collected from around the Jail were recovered predominately from a cellar
once located beneath the structure. Besides the obvious differences in activities from these two
115

components (Courthouse versus Jail), the context of the recovered artifacts (middens versus
features) also will result in variability in artifact assemblages.
The vast majority of these artifacts—especially those from the Second Courthouse—were
small in size and typical of debris recovered from middens (secondary artifacts) (see Figure 70).
The fill within the Jail cellar did contain a few larger items typical of a primary context, but the
majority of the items also were small in size (potentially representing re-deposited midden also)
(Figure 71). Nonetheless, the fill in the Jail cellar did contain primary deposits typical of slop
buckets (kitchen and/or hearth cleanings), and chamber pots. These deposits probably were
discarded in the open cellar during the extended demolition of this structure. It is doubtful that
these organic deposits were deposited beneath the occupied structure. Whole and/or primary
artifacts were few in number from this site—whether at the Courthouse or the Jail.
A total of 4,475 artifacts were collected from the archaeological investigations at the Old
Courthouse Site. Appendix I consists of the provenience information for each of the excavation
locations (or “lots”). Appendix II consists of a lot by lot inventory of the artifacts from this site.
Initially, the artifact analysis consisted of sorting all collected material into one of four
categories reflecting the context in which they were collected. These four categories consisted of
1) Context A (early midden and features associated with the construction and occupation of the
Courthouse), 2) Context B (feature fill associated with the demolition of the Courthouse in
1868), 3) Context C (post 1868 middens and fills), and 4) Context D (the Jail cellar).42
Once this had been accomplished, the artifacts from each context were sorted into one of
nine functional categories. These functional categories were initially defined by Orser, Nekola
and Roark (1987) and slightly revised for our Midwestern studies by Mansberger (1990; see also
Mansberger and Halpin 1991). These categories differ from the more widely used functional
categories defined by South (1978) and more accurately reflect nineteenth century domestic sites
in Illinois. These functional categories consist of Foodways Service (ceramic and glass
tablewares and other artifacts associated with the serving of foods); Foodways Storage and
Preparation (artifacts associated with the preparation and/or storage of foods); Foodways
Remains (the actual faunal and/or floral remains of foods); Household/Furnishings (artifacts
associated with furniture and the furnishing of the home); Labor/Activities (artifacts associated
with various non-kitchen or non-Foodways tasks conducted around the site), Architecture
(physical remains associated with the fabric of the house and/or other buildings); Personal (nonclothing related artifacts associated with the individual, including alcoholic beverages and
smoking related items); Clothing (small items of clothing); and Indeterminate (artifacts of
unknown function). Table 1 summarizes the functional diversity of the artifacts collected from
the various contexts noted above at the Old Courthouse Site. Each of the nine functional
categories from these four contexts is discussed in detail below.
Taken as a whole, the vast majority of these artifacts (61.5%) from this assemblage were
represented by items from the Architecture Group, with the next highest functional categories
being represented by items from the Personal and Foodways Remains Groups (11.1% and
10.1%, respectively). But, as discussed above, the artifact categories from the Jail context
42

Appendix I indicates the context for each of the provenience “lots” assigned for this analysis.
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(Context D) were dramatically different from those recovered from the early middens associated
with the occupation of the 1836 Courthouse (Context A). Artifacts from this early midden
(Context A) were very similar to those recovered from the 1868 Demolition Context (Context
B), and as such, artifacts from Contexts A and B were combined into a single unit for
comparison. The following discussion will focus on the comparison of the artifacts recovered
from the Jail context (Context D) to those from the early component associated with the 1836
Courthouse (Combined Contexts A and B). In both cases, the Architecture Category contained
the most items, with those from the Courthouse being represented by 72.1% of the artifacts,
compared to a much lower 45.6% from the Jail. The second highest category in the Courthouse
assemblage was represented by items from the Personal Category (11.7%). The Personal
Category items from the Jail context were represented by slightly less (8.0%). The second
highest category in the Jail assemblage was items from the Foodways Remains category (which
was represented by a high 23.2% of the artifacts). In contrast, Foodways Remains from the
Courthouse assemblage were represented by only 2.3% of the artifacts.
Foodways Service: Artifacts from the Foodways Service category are items associated
with the consumption of food and beverages—a task that takes on great significance to all
families (whether rich or poor). At most archaeological sites, this category consists
predominately of refined ceramic tableware, supplemented with lesser amounts of glass
tableware. Artifacts from the Foodways Service category at the Old Courthouse Site ranged
from a low of 5.8% at the Jail to a high of 9.1% in the Courthouse midden assemblage. What is
striking about this artifact assemblage is the very low percentage of artifacts from this functional
category in both assemblages. Most domestic sites from the nineteenth century are generally
represented by a much higher percentage of artifacts from this functional category. This
extremely low percentage of such artifacts in both the Jail and Courthouse assemblages may
reflect the non-domestic and/or public service function of this site.
Refined ceramics are generally described in terms of their ware type (i.e., creamware,
pearlware, whiteware, ironstone), decoration, and vessel form. The vast majority of the ceramics
recovered from both the Jail and the Courthouse assemblages was represented by whiteware,
with a very limited amount of pearlware being present.43 No creamware was recovered from
these investigations. A limited amount of porcelain was recovered from both the Jail and
Courthouse assemblages.44 A rather unusual sherd from an “Egyptian Black” teapot or mug was

43

Creamware is a finely potted earthenware with a yellowish or cream-colored paste and clear lead glaze. This
ware, with its distinctive yellowish or greenish colored glaze, was produced from circa 1760 through the second
decade of the nineteenth century. Pearlware is a finely potted white paste earthenware with a clear lead glaze that
was developed in England during the 1780s (or earlier). The pearlware glaze, which was in common usage through
the early 1830s, has small additions of cobalt that gives it a bluish cast and a deep blue color where the glaze
puddles in crevices (such as around foot rings on cups or plates). Whiteware is a refined white paste earthenware
with a clear, colorless alkaline glaze that usually lacks the colored tints of both creamware and pearlware.
Whiteware, a much heavier, molded ware with a thicker body than pearlware or creamware, began replacing these
earlier ceramics during the late 1820s and early 1830s. By the middle 1830s, whiteware production had all but
replaced that of pearlware.
44

Porcelain is an expensive, high fired (vitrified), translucent ceramic ware that has been recognized as a sensitive
indicator of status for many years (Miller and Stone 1970, Stone et al. 1972).
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also recovered from the Courthouse assemblage (Figure 76).45 Egyptian Black wares are very
rare in Illinois assemblages. Decorative treatments applied to the refined ceramics included a
wide range of annular decorated, edged, painted, sponged, and printed wares—all typical of the
middle nineteenth century (see Table 2 and Figures 70-72). Relief decorated wares, which
become common after the middle 1840s, were represented in extremely low numbers from the
Courthouse assemblage, and only slightly more common in the Jail assemblage. One pattern
found on the Jail cellar floor was a small dessert plate decorated with the TWIN LEAVES
pattern (which was registered in 1851) (see Figure 74). A sherd identified as the SCALLOPED
DECAGON or CAMBRIDGE SHAPE (registered in Oct 1852 and also January 1853; Deiringer
and Deiringer 2001:61) was found in Feature 31. Although sherd size was small, the vessel
forms from this functional category included a wide variety of forms, which included cups,
saucers, small plates, teapots and/or sugar bowls, and waster bowls. Two decorated cup
fragments from the Jail context are worthy of note, and include 1) a printed child’s cup, and 2) a
painted lusterware “presentation” cup with hand written script (representing a capital “L,” see
Figure 73). The partial backstamp from a brown printed flatware (saucer or small plate) item
was recovered with the mark of the Filley brothers importers of St. Louis, Missouri (Figure 75).
This backstamp incorporates an eagle with spread wings carrying a rolled banner which reads
“MANUFACTURED / FOR / E. A. & S. R. FILLEY / ST. LOUIS, MO. / BY T. J. & J.
MAYER / LONGPORT.” Mayer produced such wares from circa 1842-1855. Although not
identified with complete assurance, this may represent a variant of the GARDEN SCENERY
pattern.
Wares recovered from the Courthouse were generally more representative of the first half
of the structure’s use (ca 1836-1850), suggesting discard activity and/or yard usage may have
changed during the 1850s around the Courthouse. In contrast, the artifacts from the Jail
assemblage represent a more robust number of items from the 1850s and 1860s—and reflect
dumping activity associated with the 1860s abandonment of the site.
Non-ceramic tablewares recovered from the Old Courthouse Site were relatively low in
number, but did include several small fragments of glass tumblers (or drinking glasses) (Figure
77). Both free-blown/dip-molded (plain) and press-molded (fluted) examples were present in the
assemblage. No glass stemware was present. Absent from the assemblage were eating utensils
(iron knives, forks, and spoons), which are typically associated with a 1830s-60sd domestic
occupation. An unusual clear (presumably lead) glass sherd representing a small and fragile
free-blown spiral was also found in this assemblage. This sherd originated from what appears to
have been a free-blown glass item, potentially representing a form of whimsical item—more
appropriately tallied with the Household items. Unfortunately, the small size of the sherd makes
a determination of the vessel shape impossible.

45

Egyptian Black is an unglazed, black-paste, refined stoneware with a matt finish. Commonly referred to as
Egyptian Black or Basalt wares this single sherd most likely represents the remains of a teapot or mug similar to
those illustrated in Godden (1966:197). Egyptian Black teawares were first introduced in the circa 1760 period and
were popular through the late 1820s (Godden 1966:xix). The popularity of the Egyptian Black teawares stemmed
“from the fact that the matt black ware showed to advantage the white hands of the hostess” (Godden 1966:xix).
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Table 1
Artifact Functional Categories by Context
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Table 2
Summary of Foodways Service Artifacts
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Figure 70. Ceramics recovered from a single provenience in the Courthouse midden
(Feature 32, from Block IV) (Lot 97). This illustrates the small size and diversity of the
ceramic artifacts from this midden (Actual size).
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Figure 71. In contrast to the midden around the Courthouse, many of the artifacts
recovered from the Jail cellar (Feature 22) were considerably larger in size. Top left:
Painted and sponge decorated small plate; Top right: Painted saucer incorporating stylized
flowers created by small dots; Bottom: Printed (flow-blue) saucer, unidentified pattern. All
are actual size.
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Figure 72. Examples of transfer printed table and tea wares recovered from the Jail cellar
(Feature 22). Top: Cup and teapot lid (Lot 74); Bottom: Small plate (Lot 81). All are
actual size.

Figure 73. Left: This small printed sherd probably represents the remains of a child’s cup
recovered from the Jail cellar (Lot 76). It is not known whether or not this represents
letter’s in the child’s name, or from an unidentified verse. Right: Lusterware
“presentation” cup with script, potentially representing a capital “L” (Lot 79). Both sherds
are actual size.
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Figure 74. Relief decorated dessert plate decorated with the Twin Leaves pattern. This
plate was manufactured in the early 1850s, and was recovered from the floor of the jail
cellar (Feature 22) (Represented at 75% Actual Size).
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Figure 75. Left: The partial backstamp from a brown printed flatware (saucer or small
plate) item was recovered with the mark of the Filley brothers importers of St. Louis,
Missouri (Lot 71) (Actual Size). This backstamp incorporates an eagle with spread wings
carrying a rolled banner which reads “MANUFACTURED / FOR / E. A. & S. R. FILLEY /
ST. LOUIS, MO. / BY T. J. & J. MAYER / LONGPORT.” Mayer produced such wares
from circa 1842-1855. Although not identified with complete assurance, this may represent
a variant of the GARDEN SCENERY pattern. Right: Nearly whole example of similar
mark recovered from a cellar at the abandoned town site of Hartford in Adams County
(Mansberger 1998).

Figure 76. Left: Small fragment of an the base of an Egyptian Black (unglazed black-paste
stoneware) hollowware vessel with engine-turned decoration, possibly representing a mug
or teapot. This sherd, which represents a relatively high-status item for this site, was found
in the upper level of Feature 26 (Lot 90). Right: Example of an Egyptian Black teapot
from the early years of the nineteenth century.
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Figure 77. Glass artifacts from the Foodways Service functional category were represented
in low numbers, but did include the remains of press molded (fluted), similar to the midcentury tumblers illustrated in the M’Kee Brothers glass catalogs (bottom; Innes and
Spillman 1981) (Actual size). Although not illustrated here, free-blown (round) tumblers
were also present in this assemblage.
Foodways Preparation and Storage: Artifacts associated with this functional category
generally are coarse earthenware and/or stoneware containers (such as crockery jars, churns,
jugs, and milk pans) associated with the storage and preparation of food. Generally,
yellowwares (such as large mixing bowls and pitchers) also are included in this category.
The artifacts from this category were present in very low number from this site. These
items comprised only 1.7% of the total collected from the Courthouse assemblage. From the Jail
context, artifacts from this functional category comprised only 0.3% of the total artifacts from
that context. The low percentage of the Foodways Preparation and Storage artifacts in both
assemblages probably reflects the minimal food preparation and storage that was undertaken in
these two contexts.
The majority of the items from this functional category recovered from the Old
Courthouse Site consisted of redware.45 Lesser amounts of salt glazed stoneware,46 annular
45

Redware (a lead glazed, red-paste earthenware) is a common utilitarian ware used by Illinois settlers, whether
urban or rural. Although redware tablewares (plates, mugs, small bowls) often were used by early settlers, the
majority of the redware associated with the Illinois frontier consisted of large milk pans, bowls, jugs and jars
typically associated with food preparation and storage. Although redware tablewares were being manufactured in
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decorated wares (both whiteware and yellowware47), and metal containers were also recovered
from this site (see Table 3). Unfortunately, the vessel forms from this assemblage were not
readily discernable due to the small sherd size. The redware sherds were represented by both
small jars/bowls and jugs. The single salt glazed stoneware sherd may represent the base of a
jug. The slightly higher percentage of items from the Courthouse context may reflect the
presence of jugs in this assemblage—a common container for storing and transporting spirituous
liquids (whiskey) which may have been common in this public setting.
Foodway Remains: Artifacts from this category generally consist of bone (faunal) and
seed (floral) remains which once comprised part of food consumed by the site inhabitants (Figure
78). The faunal preservation was excellent at the Old Courthouse Site. Faunal remains
comprised only 2.4% of the artifacts from the Courthouse context, suggesting food consumption
(at least meat consumption) was not a primary activity at that location. In contrast, the
Foodways Remains comprised over 24% of the artifacts from the Jail context, suggesting that
meat consumption was undertaken regularly at this location. Combined with the low percentage
of artifacts from the Foodways Service and Preparation category, it would appear that much of
the food (meat) consumed at the Jail context was prepared at an off-site location.
The faunal remains from the Old Courthouse Site were represented by an interesting mix
of predominately domestic species. Both swine (pork) and beef were well represented in the
assemblage. A wide range of both pork and beef cuts were present, and included a variety of low
and high value cuts. Fowl (chicken) was also well represented, by both bone and eggshell. Fish
remains, although present, were few in number. An unexpected aspect of the faunal assemblage
from this site (the Jail context) is the relatively large number of hog cranial elements, teeth, and
feet remains present. Such would suggest that hogs were being butchered and/or processed
somewhere in close proximity to this context. Minor amounts of eggshell and oyster shells were
also recovered from the Jail context. The wide range in variability of meat cuts may indicate
lower end foods being served to prisoners, in contrast to the higher quality meat cuts being
consumed by the sheriff and his family. Unfortunately, it is unclear whether or not this material
was associated with the earlier jail component (1849-1858), or the later office component (18581868)—or to both components.

Illinois at an early date, they are seldom found on habitation sites in Illinois that post-date 1830. In an
archaeological assemblage, redware tablewares have been found in very limited amounts at the Bridges Site (Halpin
1995). By the 1830s, redware was being produced in the central Sangamon Valley (including Springfield), the
American Bottom, and the Wabash Valley. By the early 1840s, redware was also being produced at multiple
production centers in Jo Daviess County and within several western Illinois locations (Mansberger 1994).
46

Salt glazed stoneware is a more durable, vitrified ware that was used for a variety of purposes during the early
nineteenth century. In Illinois in 1832, stoneware production was limited to non-existent. It was in that year, that
John Neff Ebey was credited with producing the first stoneware in the state. Originally producing redwares in
Sangamon County, he experimented with western Illinois clays and began stoneware production in Greene County
in 1832 (Mansberger 1995, 2001; Madden 1974). By the later 1830s and 1840s, stoneware production had increased
dramatically in Illinois.
47

Yellowware is a yellow or buff paste earthenware with a clear, generally lead, glaze. Often the wares are
decorated with a mottled dark glaze referred to as a “Rockhingham” glaze. These wares usually occur in the form of
utilitarian kitchen and personal items such as mixing bowls, pie plates, nappies, pitchers, and chamber pots.
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Figure 78. Example of faunal remains recovered from the Jail cellar (Feature 22).

Personal: These artifacts represent a wide range of items used by the individual for
his/her personal care, gratification, and/or leisure activity. Artifacts from the Personal Category
represented 11.7% of the artifacts from the Courthouse context, and 8.5% of the artifacts from
the Jail context. The artifacts from the Old Courthouse Site from this category consisted
predominately of glass containers (such as medicine and/or liquor bottles) and smoking pipes,
supplemented by an occasional hygiene related item (such as bone lice comb, and chamber pots).
During this earlier pre-modern period, glass containers are generally poorly represented
in artifact assemblages, and those that are present are generally associated with non-food use.
Glass containers in use at this time include medicine vials, liquor bottles, and the occasional
scent bottle—all items generally associated with the Personal Functional Group.
Liquor bottles were represented by aqua-colored scroll whiskey flasks and
dark/green/black glass wine and/or brandy bottles. Fragments of a large demi-john, generally
associated with bulk liquor storage, was also found in the Jail cellar. The artifacts from this
assemblage suggest a relatively typical frontier assemblage that consisted of whiskey and brandy
consumption, supplemented with occasional wine (Figure 79).
Artifacts associated with tobacco smoking were recovered from relatively large numbers
from both the Courthouse and Jail contexts (Figures 80-82). Smoking related artifacts included
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pipe stems and pipe bowls. These pipes were predominately of the white ball clay variety (and
generally referred to as “kaolin pipes”). Multiple varieties of these pipes were found. One of the
most common style recovered had a simple fluted bowl, with undecorated stem. Both a short
(with heel spur) and tall (without heel spur) fluted style was present. Less common “T.D.” pipes
(with embossed with a distinctive “T. D.” surrounded by stars on the bowl, and a laurel wreath
up the front seam). One-of-a-kind-pipes included one with a knobby stem, and another with a
applied/molded alligator or crocodile. These pipes were represented by British (Bristol), Dutch
(Peter Dorni), and French (Gambier and Dumeril) manufacturers. The most common mark was
that of “PETER DORNI,” one of which also was marked “IN CO / GO…”. Additional pipes
were marked “GAMBIER A PARIS” and, “DUMERIL / LEURS / ST. OMER.” The Dumeril
Company was founded by Constant Dumeril in circa 1844, and produced pipes through 1885.
Gambier and Dorni pipes were common during the middle to late nineteenth century (cf
Omwake 1961; Walker 1971; Mayer 1994; Pfeiffer 2006).
Artifacts associated with personal hygiene and/or health care were also present at this
site. The most common artifact from this sub-group, and recovered mostly from the Jail cellar,
are medicine bottles (Figure 85). Although most of the bottles were unmarked, one paneled
bottle was marked “H. T. HELMBOLD // GENUINE / FLUID EXTRACTS //
PHILADELPHIA.” This medicine appears to have been a diuretic used to treat a variety of
internal ailments. Fragments of two ceramic salve jars were also recovered from the
investigations (Figures 83-84). A printed whiteware jar marked “HOLLOWAY’S / OINTMENT
/ FOR THE CURE OF / SCROFULA / INVETERATE ULCERS / ULCERATED SORE LEGS,
BURNS, SCALDS, RINGWORMS, SORE [BREASTS ?] / AND ALL CUTANEIOUS
DISEASES / GOUT AND RHEUMATISM” was recovered from the Jail cellar. A second jar
fragment was found in the fill of the robbed wall trench of Feature 1. This small jar was a tinglazed, buff-paste earthenware (faience) generally associated with French sources. The jar had a
distinctive brown exterior glaze, and white interior glaze (faience brune). A bone lice comb, a
glass scent bottle (perfume), fragments of a child’s chamber pot, and potentially the spline of a
comb (see Lot 78) were also recovered from near the floor of the Jail cellar. The scent bottle
potentially indicates the presence of an adult female occupant at this site.48 A glass disk from the
upper fill of the Jail cellar may represent remains of a small locket.
Although a few items (such as children’s chamber pots) document the presence of
children at the Jail, toys were poorly represented in this assemblage. One of the few items to fit
in this category was a stoneware marble recovered from the Jail cellar (Figure 87). A glass
marble was recovered from a post-1868 context.

48

Women were poorly documented at Old Courthouse Site. At the Jail, women were represented by scent bottles, a
locket, and hoop skirt fragments. No items from the Courthouse context reflect the presence of women.
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Figure 79. Liquor consumption was represented by a variety of scroll whiskey flasks (middle and right), as well as a large
demi-john (left).
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Figure 80. A great variety of plain, fluted, and otherwise decorated “kaolin” pipes were
recovered from the Old Courthouse Site. Smoking pipes were represented by both pipe
bowl and stem fragments. One of the more common forms had fluted bowls (top) (Actual
Size).
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Figure 81. Top left: Fragments of “T.D.” pipes (Actual Size). Top right: Small fragment
of glazed yellowware elbow pipe (Actual Size). Middle: Touchmarks documented on pipes
(Five times actual size). Bowl on far right, with denticulated rim and touchmark may have
been from a DORNI pipe (Mayer 1994:12). Bottom: Marked pipe stems, including those
from Peter Dorni (top), an unidentified Bristol manufacturer (bottom left), and an
unidentified maker “…E & S…” (Twice actual size).
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Figure 82. Two views of a rather unusual pipe stem with a molded image of a young
crocodile (200% Actual Size).
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Figure 83. Fragments of a tin-glazed earthenware (brown glazed exterior with white
glazed interior; faience brune) ointment pot were recovered from the base of the
Courthouse’s robbed foundation wall, near the southeast corner of the structure (Lot 27)
(Actual Size).

Figure 84. Fragments of a salve jar (left; Actual Size) with a printed label similar to that
illustrated on the right were found in the lower fills, near the floor, of the Jail cellar
(Feature 22) (Lot 74).
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Figure 85. Medicine and/or chemical bottles from the Jail cellar (75% actual size).
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Figure 86. Personal hygiene items were few in number from the Old Courthouse Site, but
did include this nearly whole bone lice comb (left), which was found in the lower fill of the
Jail cellar (Feature 22) (Actual Size). This shaped glass disk (right) probably originated
from a locket.

Figure 87. Children were poorly represented in the artifact assemblage. Toys were very
uncommon, and included only these two marbles. The glass marble (left) was from a later
nineteenth or twentieth century context. The stoneware marble (right) was from the Jail
cellar (Actual Size).

Figure 88. Two views of a small scent (or perfume) bottle recovered from the Jail cellar
(Feature 22) (Actual size). This artifact was probably associated with an adult female
occupant of this site.
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Figure 89. Worked bone from the Old Courthouse Site. Top: unidentified threedimensional carving potentially representing a feather (Feature 32). Bottom: Flat, saw-cut
piece of bone inlay, also potentially representing a feather (Feature 22). Both items are
actual size.

Clothing: Except for buttons and an occasional fragment of shoe leather, items from the
Clothing functional category are seldom preserved at archaeological sites. Artifacts from the
Courthouse context from this functional category were few in number, representing only 0.2% of
the artifacts from this functional category. Artifacts from the Jail context from this category
were only slightly higher in number, representing only 2.7% of the artifacts from this context.
Artifacts from this category recovered from these investigations consisted of buttons (n=25)
(Figure 90), shoe leather (four fragments comprising two shoe heels) (Figure 91), a small iron
buckle (which could also have been associated with a harness or other non-clothing item), and
several non-ferrous metal strips commonly associated with hoop skirts (Figure 92).
Two aspects of this button assemblage is worthy of note: 1) the great variety in form and
materials present, and 2) the lack of metal loop shank buttons. All buttons recovered from the
Old Courthouse Site were of the sew-through variety, with the majority of them coming from the
Jail cellar (n=22). Only three buttons were found in association with the Courthouse. These
three buttons consisted of a milk glass, shell, and metal buttons (all 4-hole). The buttons from
the Jail cellar consisted of five 4-hole bone buttons, eight 4-hole milk glass (or Prosser) buttons,
one 2-hole black-glass button, five 4-hole shell buttons, one 3-hole shell button, and two metal
buttons. The metal buttons consisted of a copper-alloy-clad cardboard or paper (?) 4-hole button,
and a two-piece composite 4-hole button. The Prosser buttons were developed in 1840 and
appear almost immediately within the archaeological record shortly thereafter, representing
common forms from 1840 through the 1860s (Sprague 2002).
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Figure 90. Variation in button styles and sizes from the Old Courthouse Site. Top: Bone
buttons. Bottom Right: Shell and/or mother-of-pearl buttons. Bottom Left (left to right):
glass bead, two milk glass or Prosser buttons, stamped metal button, and hard rubber
button. All buttons are actual size.

Figure 91. Clothing-related artifacts were represented by buttons, shoes, and a buckle.
These two shoe heels were recovered from the robbed wall trench near the southeast corner
of the 1836 Courthouse (Feature 1) (Lot 27; Actual Size).

Figure 92. Top: Iron buckle recovered from the Jail cellar (Feature 22). Bottom: Nonferrous metallic clothing stays also recovered from the Jail cellar (Feature 22). Both are
actual size.
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Household/Furnishings: Artifacts from this category represent the remains of
household furnishings such as furniture and other related items. Sites occupied during the early
to middle nineteenth century seldom have many artifacts from this functional group, and the
existing excavations were no exception. This category represented only 0.9% of the artifacts
from the Courthouse context, and 4.7% of the artifacts from the Jail context.
Artifacts from the Courthouse context from this category included a limited number of
glass lamp chimney fragments, as well as oil lamp font fragments. The chimney globes and
lamp font fragments suggest the use of oil lamps for a lighting source within the Courthouse.
Additional items from this context included mirror glass, a potential cast iron lamp base, and an
iron padlock (which may be more appropriately catalogued in the Architecture Category) (Figure
94). Several clinkers and small pieces of coal—representing discard from the heating stoves
present in the building—were also tallied as part of this functional category.
The number of artifacts from this functional category from the Jail context were
significantly more numerous, and included many of the same items (chimney globes, padlock,
coal/clinkers, and mirror glass) as recovered from the nearby Courthouse context. Additionally
several fragments of sheet mica were recovered from the Jail cellar. This sheet mica may
suggest the use of a more formal stove with mica “windows” incorporated into its design (or
potentially the presence of lanterns). Other items from the Jail context from this functional
category included a brass key, worked bone (Figure 89), a lead weight, and yellowware figurine
fragments (Figure 93). The worked bone included a three-dimensional carved fragment from an
unknown item (cane handle or knick-knack?), and bone inlay from an unknown source (musical
instrument or furniture?). The lead weight was a small, fist-sized object of unknown function
(large clock or gate weight?). The figurine fragments, which were represented by Rockinghamglazed yellowware sherds, appear to represent the remains of a relatively large figurine of a dog.
Such figurines (often referred to as “Staffordshire dog figurines”) were a common mantle-piece
decoration found in more upscale households, but are relatively rare in archaeological
assemblages. Also present was the remains of an iron candle snuffer and/or wick trimmer.
As noted above, two iron padlocks were recovered from the investigations—one from the
midden immediately in front of the West Wing of the Courthouse (Feature 32 midden), and the
other from within the filled cellar located beneath the Jail (Feature 22). The larger of the two
padlocks had a brass escutcheon with a brass drop plate (or cover). Unlike many Americanmade locks which have the cover stamped “US”, this lock had an impressed crown with “V.R. /
SECURE” stamped on the brass drop cover plate. The “V.R.” is in reference to Queen Victoria
(Victoria Regina) and suggests that this British padlock was manufactured during the reign of
Queen Victoria (1837-1901).
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Figure 93. Several Rockingham-glazed yellowware sherds from a large figurine were
recovered from the Jail context (top) (Actual Size). These sherds appear to have originated
from the legs of a dog figurine, similar to the one illustrated here (bottom).
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Figure 94. Two padlocks were present in the Old Courthouse artifact assemblage. Top:
This iron lock, with brass escutcheon plate, was found in the midden in front of the West
Wing of the Courthouse. It had a crown and words “V.R” (similar to that on a piece of
embroidery at right) and “SECURE” stamped on the brass cover plate (unlike American
manufactured locks) Bottom: This iron artifact was recovered from within the fill of the
Jail cellar (Feature 22), and appears to represent a smaller lock. Both artifacts are
illustrated at actual size.
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Architecture: This functional category consists of artifacts that were once part of the
fabric of a building and includes such items as brick, stone, nails, and window glass. The vast
majority of the artifact assemblage from the Old County Courthouse Site consisted of items from
this functional category—which comprised nearly 63% of all the artifacts recovered from the
site. As would be expected, the Courthouse context was represented by a slightly higher
percentage of artifacts from this category than the Jail context. The Courthouse context was
comprised of slightly over 72% of artifacts from this category, whereas the Jail context was
represented by slightly over 48% of artifacts from this category. The structural artifacts
associated with the Courthouse and its additions included a variety items consistent with this
category, and included brick, nails, and window glass.
Although the Second Courthouse and its additions both were constructed of brick, this
construction material was relatively sparse on this site—attesting to the thoroughness of the
demolition contractor. Few whole brick were present in the robbed builder’s trench associated
with these structures. This is in dramatic contrast to the contents of the large pit located in front
of the Courthouse door (Feature 26/27), which was filled predominately with brick rubble.
Archaeological evidence suggests that the demolition contractor very systematically mined the
below-grade foundations down to the base of the foundations, depositing predominately mortar,
plaster, and the occasional brick fragment (as well as redeposited midden) into the previously
mined foundation wall trenches.
All of the bricks used in the construction of the Courthouse, the Courthouse Wings, as
well as the Jail were typical mid-century, molded (presumably by hand) reddish-colored brick,
exhibiting smooth, sanded surfaces on five sides, with one of the larger flat surfaces exhibiting
screed marks from leveling off the wet clay in the mold. These brick varied in character from
unglazed, very friable, low-fired examples, to hard, high-fired (often vitrified), glazed examples.
The higher fired examples often had evidence of a glazed surface typical of a wood-ash fired kiln
(or clamp). Such brick are often referred to as “soft-mud” brick (Walters 1982).
Differences are clearly recognizable between the bricks used in the 1836 construction of
the original structure, and the later construction of the wings in 1863 (Figure 99). The original
brick were fairly soft, distinctively red-colored, and measured approximately 4.1” wide by 2.0”
thick by an unknown length (minimally 8” long). The brick often had small white inclusions
(silica?). Where the brick had been exposed to the hot flue gases (which were alkaline-rich from
the wood-fired fireboxes of the kiln), the brick exhibited a thick, greenish-colored, glass-like
glaze. The mortar used in conjunction with these brick was a very soft, friable, brownish-gray
product that often contained poorly mixed white lime particles. The exposed exterior faces of
these brick exhibited multiple layers of paint (a tan/cream color overlying a red pigment) (Figure
97). Presumably, these brick were hand molded .
In contrast, the brick used in the construction of the West Wing (cf. Lot 58) were slightly
thicker and more regular in size. These later brick measured approximately 4.0” wide by 2.3”
thick by 8.1” long. Many of these brick had been fired sufficiently hot to be relatively hard paste
and exhibited a distinctive clear glaze that accentuated the brown color of the paste—giving the
appearance of a brown-colored glaze. Although only speculative, the fuel source for these brick
may have been coal (as opposed to the wood-burning kilns used with the earlier brick). The
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mortar associated with this wing was a white colored, relatively hard (non-local?) product that
lacked the lime inclusions present in the earlier mortar. None of the brick used in the 1863 wing
exhibit any evidence of a surface treatment (paint). Unlike the earlier brick used in the main
body of the Courthouse, these brick are generally harder than the earlier product and exhibit
sharper and crisper edges than the earlier brick. These later brick may have been machine
molded, in contrast to the earlier hand-molded brick used in the construction of the Courthouse. 49
The brick used in the construction of the 1848 Jail are more reminiscent of those used in the
Courthouse, than those used in the 1863 Wing.
Located off the southwest corner of the Courthouse was a distinctive midden (Feature 32)
that contained a considerable amount of distinctive small (less than a quarter brick in size) brick
fragments (Figure 102). These brick fragments were all heavily fired, glazed, and/or deformed
fragments of early brick. Many of these brick had become so hot that the brick became
deformed during the firing process. All of these brick fragments exhibited substantial glazing
even on the broken surfaces, potentially indicating that the bricks had been broken during firing.
Also found in the same context were fist-sized balls or nodules of brick-like material (which we
referred to as “brick clinkers”; cf. Lot 99) heavily burned, vitrified, and mechanically broken-up
material that appears to represent re-formed, and/or badly deformed brick resulting from the
melt-down of brick in an over-fired kiln. These excessively deformed brick and small glazed
brick fragments represent manufacturing waste unfit for use and would normally not have been
transported from the brick production site to a construction site. As it seems unlikely that this
material would have been transported any distance, its presence on-site may suggest that the
early brick used in the manufacture of the 1836 Courthouse were manufactured on-site.
Similarly, redeposited materials in the Southeast Block excavation unit—immediately capping
the early ground surface—was a deposit of material that may represent unfired and/or very
poorly fired brick fragments.
Several brick recovered from the investigations in the vicinity of the Courthouse
exhibited evidence of soot and burning along one surface, suggesting that they had originated
from a chimney (Figure 101). Chimney flues had been integrated into both the east and west
walls of the original Courthouse building. Several brick and/or brick fragments were recovered
that exhibited one or more painted surfaces. The painted brick were recovered from contexts that
suggest they had originated from the original 1836 Courthouse, and not from either of the wings.
This is consistent with the historic photographs of the Courthouse which appear to indicate that
the main body of the building has been painted a light color, whereas the wings are slightly
darker and/or unpainted. These painted brick documented at least two painted surfaces overlying
the original brick surface. A cursory inspection of these brick indicate that a light-colored buff
or tan paint had been applied over an earlier red painted surface. As such, it would appear that
the original Courthouse had been painted “brick red” sometime shortly after its construction. At
a later date, and presumably prior to the construction of the wings in 1863, the building was
painted a light color (tan or buff). The upper painted surface appears to vary from a white to
cream to tan color—and may represent multiple paint layers. It would appear that the two wings
49

By the middle 1860s, the local newspapers are advertising the sale of locally produced “pressed” brick (see Figure
95). These press-molded brick exhibit distinctively different attributes lacking the screed marks (strike marks)
associated with hand-molded and early machine-molded/struck bricks. By this mid-1860s date, one might expect
the presence of machine molded bricks being produced locally.
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were never painted. One brick recovered from the east wall of Feature 1 exhibited a painted
surface complete with a dark diagonal line representing what appears to be a remnant of tar
placed along the junction of the wood shingles of the East Wing and the east wall of the original
building. This brick indicates that the roof of the East Wing had a slope with a pitch of
approximately 1/12 (1” rise to every 12” run) (Figure 97).
Similarly, many brick recovered from Feature 26/27 exhibited evidence of having been
overfired during manufactured. These included drastically warped brick, as well as brick which
had broken into smaller fragments (partial brick larger than the smaller fragments noted above;
see Figure 103). Many of the smaller fragments exhibited glaze adhering to the broken surfaces.
Several distinctive brick, which were half the thickness (height) than the regular brick,
were recovered from the site. These brick, which were found predominately in Feature 26/27 (as
well as adjacent portions of the gas line trench, Feature 15), probably represent paving brick.
These brick, which were low-fired, soft-mud brick reminiscent of the brick used in the
construction of the 1836 Courthouse, appear to have been worked (hammered and/or pecked—
probably with a mason’s hammer) to an approximate 1½” thickness on one of the flat surfaces.
The presence of tool marks suggest that these brick were not intentionally molded as paving
brick, but hand shaped from regularly sized brick. Many of these brick were slightly domed in
section with their center slightly thicker than the adjacent edges. Some of these brick also
exhibited evidence of having been ground with an abrasive tool—potentially in an effort to
create a flat surface, or during the use-life of the brick. It is unclear as to whether the “wear” on
these brick was solely the result of the manufacture of the paving brick, or whether it was
derived from abrasion during the actual use of the brick. As such, it is unknown whether these
brick were ever in use, and/or whether they represent discard of unused or rejected brick during
construction (as suspected by many of the other brick in Feature 26/27), or discard of old used
brick removed from an existing pavement.
The presence of the paving brick in Feature 26/27 suggests that they were discarded
sometime during the later life of the Courthouse, potentially during the early 1860s. Historic
photographs dating from sometime shortly after the 1863 construction of the two wings onto the
Courthouse indicate the presence of wooden boardwalks in the Courthouse yard. No evidence of
a brick pavement is noted in these photographs. This does not, though, preclude the presence of
a brick pavement in the immediate rear yard of the Courthouse. The County Commissioners
reports for 1863, in summarizing payments for construction of the new Clerk’s wings, indicate
“brick and paving” purchased from William Van Schoick (see Appendix I, Figures 95 and 96)).
Middens near both the southwest and southeast corners of the original 1836 Courthouse
exhibited evidence of being capped by a very thin lens of gravelly sand—which may represent
bedding once associated with a brick pavement in the front yard of the Courthouse. One
possibility is that a brick pavement was pulled up in the front yard of the Courthouse in 1863
with the construction of the two Wings, and subsequent construction of the boardwalk.
A considerable amount of mortar and plaster were present in both the Courthouse and Jail
contexts. The mortar was discussed above in reference to the brick found at the site. Plaster had
been applied directly to the interior surfaces of the brick walls of the 1836 Courthouse, as well as
to lath applied to the ceilings and to interior partition walls. This plaster, generally speaking, all
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exhibited a very thin whitecoat (the finish coat of lime plaster applied over the underlying
browncoat), which may attest to cost-cutting measures utilized by, and/or low quality
workmanship of, the plaster contractor. Many of the fragments of plaster—from both the
Courthouse and Jail—indicated the presence of a blue paint applied onto the plaster’s surface
(Figure 100). Blue milk paints were a very common and/or utilitarian paint used on the interior
of buildings during much of the middle nineteenth century.
Even though both the Courthouse and Jail were masonry structures, nails were recovered
in large number from both contexts (Figure 107). The vast majority of these nails were of the
machine-cut variety, with a small number of forged nails being present in both locations. As
expected, no wire-drawn nails were recovered from the investigations. Unfortunately, the vast
majority of the nails recovered from these excavations were fragmentary, and badly encrusted
with rust, mortar, and other debris making an identification of nail size impossible. Nonetheless,
some basic comments are in order. Nails were represented by a variety of sizes, ranging from
smaller lath/shingle nails, to moderate sized nails commonly associated with frame and trim
work. The presence of the forged nails was somewhat unexpected. By the later 1830s, machine
cut nails had all but replaced forged nails. Nonetheless, forged nails could be bent over
(“clinched”) easier than the more brittle machine cut nail, and often were used in settings where
nails needed to be clinched (such in the manufacture of plank doors and gates). It is odd that
many of the forged nails from these investigations were non-clinched examples. Their use in
both the Courthouse and Jail remains unclear.
Window glass also was present in fairly high number at both the Courthouse and Jail
locations. All window glass was aqua in color, and recovered in small, fragmentary pieces.
Archival evidence (County Commissioner’s Records) indicates that window replacement and/or
repair was a constant maintenance activity for the County. Small fragments of white lead
window glazing were also recovered from the investigations. No window hardware was
recovered. A cursory inspection of the window glass suggests a bimodal distribution of glass
thickness—with distinctively thin window glass associated with the early phase of construction
at the Courthouse. The window glass found associated with the Courthouse’s two wings, as well
as that from the Jail context, was significantly thicker.
Construction stone was also recovered from the investigations, albeit in relatively low
amounts, and only within an 1868 (or later) context. It would appear that no stone was used in
the construction of the 1836 Courthouse, the 1863 wings, nor the 1848 Jail. This is not
unsurprising, as Bloomington was located in a prairie setting and building stone was not readily
(or easily) available during the early years of settlement, and brick (as opposed to stone) was
used for the majority of masonry construction projects during these early years . Typically, brick
buildings during these early years would utilize either wood or stone sills and/or lintels for
window and door openings. An inspection of historic photographs is inconclusive as to which
material was used in the buildings on the Courthouse Square. The lack of building stone within
this early context suggests that timber sills and lintels may have been utilized.
The building stone that was recovered from the current investigations consisted
predominately of a buff-colored sedimentary stone (limestone and/or dolomite) suspected as
having originated from quarries in the Joliet (Will County) vicinity (see Figures 104-106). This
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building stone was used in the construction of the 1868 Courthouse, and was recovered from
several contexts associated with strata deposited after 1868 (and the construction of the newer
Courthouse). Recovered examples of this stone included: 1) fragments of tooled (worked) stone
fragments presumably broken during construction and discarded, as well as 2) small “chips” or
“flakes” of stone representing discard from rough shaping of larger blocks of building stone.
Tooled stone debris was present in large numbers within the gas utility line trench (Feature 15),
as well as from overlying fill episodes capping the pre-1868 surface. Similar stone
“chips”/”flakes” were recovered from the Jail cellar (Feature 22). A single “flake” was
recovered from the southwest corner of the robbed wall trench of the 1836 Courthouse (Feature
1). The presence of the stone “chips”/”flakes” (as well as roofing slate) within the Jail cellar
suggests that this structure may have remained standing through the early days of the new
Courthouse construction, potentially not being demolished until sometime in early 1869. The
presence of the single fragment within the fill of Feature 1 is difficult to interpret, and suggests
that it may have been intrusive into this feature. Additionally, a couple small fragments of
polished marble slabs, probably originating from the circa 1868-69 construction of the new
courthouse, were found in the fill of the Southeast Block excavation unit (Lot 21).
Limited amounts of roofing slate were also recovered from the investigations (Figure
104). This material, which was used during the construction of the 1868 Courthouse, was a dark
purple color. It was found in limited amounts capping the early midden of Block I, as well as
within the gas utility trench (Feature 15) and the Jail cellar (Feature 22). Several fragments of
what appear to represent a natural conglomerate were recovered from within the robbed
foundation trenches of both the 1836 Courthouse (Feature 1) and its western wing (Feature 17)
(Figure 98). This material, when initially recovered, was thought to represent early concrete, and
its presence in the robbed wall trench was difficult to explain. A closer inspection of this
material suggests that it is not concrete but a natural stone. The origin of this material is
unknown, and its presence in these two features is difficult to explain.
Architectural hardware was poorly represented from this assemblage. One masonry
anchor was found in the robbed foundation wall of the 1836 Courthouse (east wall of Feature 1).
This item was a long tapered rod (approximately ¼” in diameter) that had a threaded end (to
receive a nut)(Lot 28). This rod would have been placed in a masonry wall to secure something
to the outer surface of that wall. A fragment of a cast iron butt hinge (Lot 86), a fragment of a
potential cast iron shutter hinge (Lot 78), and four unidentified cast iron objects (Lot 75) were
recovered from the Jail cellar (Feature 22) (Figure 108). The four cast iron objects represent two
pair of unidentified brackets, which appear to have held a round rod. Whether these brackets
represent specialized architectural hardware associated with the Jail, or unidentified machinery
used in the Jail or elsewhere is unknown.
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Figure 95. Two advertisements for brick in Bloomington, both from the Pantagraph (Top:
March 5, 1857; Bottom: June 5, 1858). These advertisements described both “sand brick”
and “good hard brick” being available for purchase.

Figure 96. Advertisement for brick in the Pantagraph from 1865. In August of that year,
Van Schoick’s brick yard was offering “superior quality of cherry red brick” and “pressed
brick and paving brick of extra quality” for sale (August 19, 1865).
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Figure 97. Three examples of painted brick from the Courthouse. These brick exhibit
evidence of a buff/tan colored finish over a red colored finish over clean brick (Actual Size).
The upper painted surface appears to vary from a white to cream to tan color—and may
represent multiple paint layers.
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Figure 98. Small piece of natural conglomerate recovered from Features 1 and 17 (50%
actual size).

Figure 99. Comparison of the 1836 (left) and 1863 (right) glazed bricks from the
Courthouse (actual size).

Figure 100. Two fragments of painted plaster from the Jail cellar (Feature 22; lot 79).
Note the faint blue paint residue on the surface of this plaster (actual size).
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Figure 101. Examples of chimney brick recovered from Feature 1.

Figure 102. Brick nodules heavily deformed from mechanical damage (left), and small
broken and deformed brick fragments (many heavily glazed) (from Feature 32).
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Figure 103. Sample of deformed brick recovered from Feature 26/27 (Lot 92). The
majority of the brick in this feature were deformed and/or broken. Many of the broken
brick, such as those on the bottom row, had a heavy glaze on the broken surface, suggesting
that the brick had been broken in the kiln during the firing process. The deformed brick
suggest that the kiln had reached a high degree of heat resulting in the near meld-down of
many of the brick. The presence of these brick wasters on the construction site raises the
question as to whether or not they may have been manufactured on site.
151

Figure 104. Construction debris from the Third Courthouse in 1868-69 was also recovered
from the excavations, and included roofing slate (top; 50% Actual Size), and stone “flakes”
(bottom; Actual Size) from shaping building stone. The top image is of roofing slate found
in Feature 15 (the gas utility line associated with the exterior gas lamps adjacent to the
entranceway). Small fragments of this slate was also recovered from within the Jail cellar
(Feature 22). The stone “flakes” were recovered from within the Jail cellar (Feature 22).
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Figure 105. Two views of the stone “flakes” recovered from Feature 15 (gas line trench).
This stone debris has a finished edge, and probably originated from the construction of the
above-grade walls of the 1868 courthouse.
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Figure 106. Several large fragments of ornamental building stone were recovered from the upper fills capping the remains of
the 1836 Courthouse. These limestone fragments were found in the fills surrounding the existing Courthouse, and probably
originated from the circa 1868-1872 demolition of the Third Courthouse in circa 1904. Unlike the Bedford limestone (from
southern Indiana quarries) used in the construction of the existing Courthouse, the stone from this earlier structure was Joliet
limestone (from northern Illinois quarries).
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Figure 107. Both machine cut (top) and forged (bottom) nails were recovered from the Old
Courthouse Site (actual size). A very small percentage of the forged nails were clinched.
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Figure 108. Details of the cast iron brackets recovered from the floor of the jail cellar (Feature 22). Two matched sets (or
pairs) of these artifacts were recovered. Left: Top view. Right: Side view.
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Labor/Activities: Although few in number, the artifacts recovered from the Old
Courthouse Site excavations document a variety of specialized activities that were conducted by
the inhabitants of the site. The Labor/Activities functional category is represented by only 0.9%
of the artifact from the Courthouse context, and 2.1% of the artifacts recovered from the Jail
context. The following discussion attempts to summarize the variety of non-household related
labor activities undertaken at this site.
Not surprising, considering the institutional character of the site, writing appears to have
been undertaken by the occupants of both the Courthouse and the Jail (Figure 110). These
writing activities document two distinctively different forms of writing. The first form of writing
is represented by informal writing and/or calculations conducted on writing slates with a slate
stylus. Although often associated with the education of children, they also were used for simple
mathematical calculations by merchants. Both slate tablet fragments and stylus fragments were
recovered from both contexts, although the majorities were found in association with the Jail
context. In contrast, the second form of writing documented during these investigations is a
more formal method using ink and pen (on paper). This method of writing was represented by
numerous salt-glazed stoneware ink bottle fragments, as well as what may be the remains of a
metal quill and pen. Several fragments of these large bottles (“master inks”) were impressed
with the mark of the London ink manufacturer P. and J. Arnold, as well as the manufacturer of
the bottle (J. Bourne of Denby, England) (Figure 111). Unlike the writing slates which were
most prolific in the Jail context, the ink bottles were most prolific around the Courthouse.
Additionally, a fragment of a potential writing pen, consisting of a ¼”-diameter copper tube
embossed “COLUMBIAN” was recovered from the fill of Feature 1.50 These artifacts document
the presence of literate individuals (e.g., public officials, clerks, lawyers, everyday citizens) at
both the Courthouse and Jail, albeit undertaking widely different writing activities in each
locality.
Five pieces of lead printer’s type were found during the archaeological investigations
(Figure 112). Three pieces of this removable lead type were recovered from the fill of the Jail
cellar (Lot 79). These small rectangular lead bars (0.25” x 0.779” x 0.9”) each had a small “.” on
one end. A piece of lead type was also found in the fill of the robbed foundation wall of the
1836 Courthouse near the southwest corner of this structure (see Lot 31). This small rectangular
lead bar (0.146” x 0.11” x 0.92”) had a potential number (“21”?) on one end of the type. The
final piece of lead type was recovered from the base of a drain in the Southeast Block excavation
unit (Feature 12; see Lot 47). This small rectangular lead bar (0.146” x 0.11” x 0.92”) has two
small linear depressions on one end, potentially representing a double line. Although our initial
thought was that the lead type from this site probably originated from the destruction of the
Snow Brothers printing office during the riotous events of late 1863, research also indicates that
the county’s first newspaper (The Bloomington Observer and McLean County Advocate) was
printed from an office located within the Courthouse for approximately 2½ years (January 1837
50

This copper tube is reminiscent of the pen manufactured by the Columbian Pen Company, and illustrated in a
turn-of-the-century (1897) Sears and Roebuck catalog (cf. http://www.richardspens.com/?page=ref/glossary/C.htm)
(Sears, Roebuck and Company 2007). Archival research suggests that Ezra Cook established a stationary company
in Chicago in 1867. The date that his Columbian Fountain Pen Company was established is not known (and
presumably post-dates 1868).
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through November 1839) (Bill Kemp, personal communication, May 18, 2015). Another
possibility is that the printer’s type recovered from these investigations may have originated
from this late-1830s context. The presence of the lead type in the Old Jail cellar (Feature 22)
suggests that it was associated with the destruction of the Snow Brother’s print shop in 1863. If,
indeed, this printer’s type originated from the Snow’s print shop, the print shop materials were
widely distributed around the Courthouse square.
Three straight pins were found during the excavations. One pin was found along the base
of a drain in the Southeast Block excavation unit (Feature 11, Lot 45), and two were found in the
fill of the Jail cellar (see Lots 74 and 81). Although the presence of these straight pins might
suggest that sewing activities were undertaken at this site, another interpretation is offered.
During the nineteenth century, prior to the introduction of the wire paper clip, paper documents
were often clipped together with the use of a straight pin. The presence of the straight pins at
this site may be suggestive, not of sewing activities, but of the organization of paperwork (such
as would be undertaken at a public courthouse and/or lawyer’s office). The lack of other sewing
related items (such as scissors and thimbles) is supportive of this interpretation.
Craft-related tools were very limited in the artifact assemblage. One of the few tools
recovered from these investigations was an iron gimlet (Figure 109). This gimlet was recovered
from the fill of Feature 31 (Lot 96). Gimlets are used for boring “starter” holes in wood for
inserting nails and screws, and may have been lost by a construction worker during one of the
construction episodes conducted prior to the demolition of the Courthouse in 1868.
Consistent with early excavations conducted by Jelks (1998), artifacts associated with
firearms were found during the archaeological investigations on the Courthouse Square (Figure
113). Jelks (1998:16) noted that “the only finds that were somewhat surprising were more than
20 rifle and/or pistol cartridges, including 14 brass cartridge cases…” Although firearms-related
items were not as prolific in the existing assemblage as that recovered by Jelk’s earlier
investigations, they were none-the-less still present. Four such artifacts were recovered during
the 2014 investigations, only one of which (a musket ball) was from a pre-1868 context. The
musket ball was of a small caliber, measuring approximately 0.35” to 0.36” in diameter. No
evidence of mold marks was observed. This small caliber musket ball, which was found in one
of the fenceline posts (Feature 3; Lot 40), probably suggests the presence of small arms (such as
a pistol) at this site during this pre-1863 period.
Three additional firearms-related artifacts, dating from post-1870 contexts, also were
recovered. All three were represented by center-fire brass cartridges, suggesting later nineteenth
and/or twentieth century munitions. The first one was a short brass cartridge case, which had
been fired. This cartridge measured 0.334” diameter, had a rimmed base, was 0.593” long, and
had a headstamp that was difficult to read (but potentially stamped “S & W 32”). As such, this
cartridge probably represents a Smith and Wesson 32-caliber pistol cartridge. It was recovered
from the east wall profile of Block II (from the circa 1902-03 ground surface). The second
bullet, which was from a large caliber rifle (with lead projectile still present), had a base diameter
of 0.5180” and measured 2.135” in length. The round-nose lead bullet was badly decomposed.
The cartridge had a impressed headstamp that read “F 11 87”. This bullet was found in the
upper cinder fills of Block II (Lot 16), and was probably deposited sometime circa 1900. This
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bullet represents a 50-caliber rifle cartridge associated with the Springfield Model 1870.51 The
cartridge appears to have been manufactured at the Frankfort Armory in 1887.52 The third brass
cartridge was a large caliber rifle cartridge case which also had been fired. It measured 2.485”
long, was shouldered, had a base that measured 0.465” in diameter, and a projectile that
measured 0.3365” in diameter. The top of the cartridge was crimped and the headstamp was
impressed “A.M.A. 91”. The crimped top of this cartridge indicates this was a blank round fired
from a 30-caliber M1 Garand rifle. The headstamp indicates that the cartridge was manufactured
for the Danish government sometime after 1950, and represents surplus ammunition purchased
in the United States (Chicoine 2005). This cartridge was recovered from the upper fills in the
Southeast Block excavation unit (Lot 20).
In Illinois, firearms generally suggest hunting and/or self-protection activities. In this
urban environment, hunting activities seem doubtful. The single musket ball suggests the
presence of small caliber handguns being carried by visitors to the Courthouse and/or
Courthouse Square. Concealed handguns were probably being carried for self-protection. It is
not known whether or not this single musket ball represents a fired round or not. In contrast, the
32-caliber Smith and Wesson round was fired from a pistol. The 32-caliber Smith and Wesson,
often referred to as a “belly-gun,” was a small pistol round introduced in 1878 and generally
carried for self-protection, often used in close quarters, and not used much by law enforcement
officers.53 As such, this spent cartridge found on the Courthouse Square suggests that pistols
may have been used for self-protection around the Courthouse through the middle to late
nineteenth century years. The large-caliber Springfield Model 1870 is more difficult to
understand. As Jelks (1998:16) noted, the large number of munitions he recovered “from a tiny
part of the square indicate that a lot of firearms were discharged around the courthouse on at
least one occasion. Although National Guard soldiers camped on the courthouse square during a
strike of streetcar motormen in 1917 (Munson, Wyckoff, and Koos 1982:254-255), there is no
known record that any shots were fired during the incident. Perhaps the most likely explanation
is that in the 19 th and early 20th centuries men sometimes celebrated special occasions (for
example, Independence Day and the cessation of hostilities at the end of the Civil War, the
Spanish-American War, or World War I) by gathering around the courthouse and firing pistols or
rifles.” Clearly, the post-1950 30-caliber round recovered by our investigations was used in a
similarly manner for a memorial service (or “rifle salute”) held on the Courthouse Square within
the relatively recent past.
Indeterminate: Many of the artifacts recovered from the Old Courthouse Site were so
fragmentary or generic in character that assigning them to a specific functional category was
impossible. Artifacts assigned to this category comprised 1.7% of the artifacts from the
Courthouse context, and 3.2% from the Jail context.
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The more popular Springfield Model 1873 was a 45-caliber firearm, in contrast to the earlier 50-caliber Model
1870.
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http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Frankford_Arsenal
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As one source notes, “the .32 S&W was offered to the public as a light, defense cartridge, for ‘card table’
distances” (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/.32_S%26W).
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Figure 109. This iron gimlet (top) was recovered from the fill of Feature 31 (rut in Block
IV) ( Lot 96) (Actual Size). Bottom: Gimlets, as advertised in the Russell and Erwin’s 1865
Illustrated Catalogue of American Hardware (APT 1980).
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Figure 110. Artifacts associated with the activity of writing were relatively common at
both the Courthouse and Jail contexts, and included writing slates, writing slate styluses,
metal ink pen nibs, and potential ink pens or stylus holder. The copper tube is marked
“COLUMBIAN” and of unknown function, reminiscent of the 1890s ink pen illustrated
here (Sears, Roebuck and Company 2007 [1897]).
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Figure 111. Salt glazed stoneware ink bottle fragments were common in the early midden around the Courthouse (left; Actual
Size). These bottle fragments, which were impressed “P. & J. Arnold / London,” were from “master ink” bottles similar to the
one illustrated on the right (reduced in size).
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Figure 112. Lead printer’s type were found in both the early midden, as well as within the
fill of the Jail cellar. Lead printer’s type is a relatively uncommon artifact, and was found
widely distributed at the Old Courthouse Site (cf. Lots 31, 47, and 79; Actual Size).

Figure 113. These are the only arms-related artifacts found at the Old Courthouse Site
during the 2014 investigations (Actual Size). Only the small caliber lead ball (at left) was
found in a pre-1868 context. The other three brass shell casings were found in middens
dating to the later nineteenth and/or twentieth centuries.
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Summary and Conclusions
By 1836, the Courthouse Square in Bloomington had become the center of the newly
formed county’s civic and commercial activity. During the pre-Civil War formative years of
McLean County, the Courthouse Square functioned as a civic meeting place where a variety of
governmental business and judicial activities were performed. Key to these activities was the
County Courthouse (location of general business and judicial activities) and County Jail—both
public building located on the Courthouse Square. Surrounded by the city’s commercial
business district, the new Courthouse was a potent symbol of the “rule of law” and the
permanence of the local government.
The archaeological investigations conducted at the Old Courthouse Site resulted in
uncovering significant subsurface remains relating to the pre-1868 use of the Courthouse Square.
Physical remains of the 1836 Courthouse (and the additions constructed onto it in 1863) and the
1848 Jail were both uncovered. Combined with new archival research, the archaeological
investigations have contributed significantly to our understanding of the physical structure of
these two buildings. As discussed in the previous section, the artifacts found in association with
these buildings during these investigations have also contributed to our understanding of the
variety of activities conducted by the men—and women—that used and/or occupied these
structures. The following discussion focuses on our current understanding of both the early
Courthouse and Jail.
The “Coffee Mill” Courthouse as a Building Type in Illinois (With Reference to McLean
County)
As noted earlier, the courthouse constructed in Bloomington by Leander Munsell in 1836
has been described over the years as a “Coffee Mill” Courthouse. The “Coffee Mill” design is a
distinctive vernacular public building form associated with early courthouses within the greater
Old Northwest. The basic design element characteristic of this building type is its form—which
consists of a cubical, two-story structure with a pyramidal roof topped by a prominent cupola (cf.
Ohman 1982; Krause 2000). The colloquial use of this term presumably is derived from the
perceived similarity in shape of these buildings to early nineteenth century coffee mills (with
their cubic form topped with a distinctive hand crank, often with spherical base). According to
Enyart (2015), the term “Coffee Mill Courthouse” apparently “was borrowed from David
Hermansen, a Ball State University professor” who was known for his work on Indiana county
courthouses (cf. his 1968 work Indiana County Courthouses of the Nineteenth Century).54
Another more academically appropriate term used to describe this cubic form of public building
is the term “Foursquare Courthouse” in reference to its square shape and solidly constructed
appearance (Ohman 1982).
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A cursory inspection of Hermansen’s 1968 book on Indiana county courthouses was not successful in identifying
this term in his work.
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The origin of this building form is unclear. Several historians have suggested that the
origins of this building form may harp back to cubical meeting houses constructed by Puritans in
early New England. These cubical meeting houses influenced the design of many town halls
built throughout New England during the eighteenth century, and may have helped form the
basis for the design of these distinctive courthouses (Newcomb 1950; Ohman 1982; Sweeney
1993; Coleman 2015). Besides the potential New England connection, Firestone (2010:6) states
that “considerable speculation has arisen over the origin of this frontier courthouse archetype,”
and proceeds to note that “the first appearance in the Virginia Military District [of this building
type] suggests a Southern origin.” Besides suggesting the Governor’s Palace at Colonial
Williamsburg as a possible southern source of influence, Firestone (2010:6) recognizes the
potential of a colonial New England prototype as well and offers the Philadelphia City Hall
(1787; meeting place for the U.S. Congress from 1790-1800; also known as Congress Hall) as
another potential Mid-Atlantic prototype.55 Another early Mid-Atlantic example of this form
offered by Firestone is the Burlington County Courthouse (1797) at Mt. Holly, New Jersey.
Both Newcomb (1952:62-63) and Ohman (1982:172) discuss the potential southern influence of
the design and notes the presence of the Bardstown (Nelson County, Kentucky) courthouse
which was constructed in 1792.
Ohman (1982) also suggests an alternative origin for the “Coffee Mill” courthouse design
in Pennsylvania, Delaware and New Jersey, “with the path of diffusion along the National
Road.”56 It does not take too much imagination to transform early Georgian courthouses such as
that constructed in 1762 in Reading, Pennsylvania (see Figure 114) into the Federal-inspired
courthouses typical of the early Old Northwest. As Firestone (2010:6) states, “Given the
numerous precedents for public buildings of similar, but not identical, form, it seems likely that
the squarish, two-story hip-roofed courthouse of the Old Northwest was a frontier adaptation of a
well-tested building type. Without the technological advantages and relatively advanced
manufacturing capabilities of the Eastern Seaboard at that time, it seems likely that frontier
builders utilized the materials at hand to create a respectable, if somewhat primitive, version of
what was then considered to be a modern courthouse.” Another significant early Mid-Atlantic
example is the Allegheny County Courthouse constructed in Pittsburgh in 1799 (Firestone
2010:5-6).57
The first documented example of this building form in the Northwest Territory was that
constructed in 1801-02 in Chillicothe, Ohio (see Figure 115). This stone structure was
constructed as the capitol of the newly established eastern division of the Northwest Territory. 58
In April 1802, with Ohio gaining statehood, the building became the first Ohio State Capitol.
The building remained the seat of Ohio state government through 1816 (with a brief interruption
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This five bay structure was slightly rectangular in size (50’x65’) but gave “the general impression” of a
foursquare structure (Ohman 1982).
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See also Roos (1953).
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See also http://digital.library.pitt.edu/pittsburgh/beck/#forty-two.

58

The original Northwest Territory was divided into a western division (named the Indiana Territory) and the
eastern division (which retained the name Northwest Territory) by the U.S. Congress in May 1800.
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from 1810-12 when the Capitol was briefly moved to Zanesville). From 1816, until its
demolition in the summer of 1852, the stone building served as the Ross County Courthouse
(Firestone 2010:5-6).
Firestone (2010:6) states that “the stone courthouse at Chillicothe was the first of several
similarly designed courthouses of the Northwest and Indiana Territories. Square or almost
square in plan, these two-story courthouses were divided into three or five bays on each side.
The rigidly symmetrical design, which featured a centrally-located entrance and hip roof with an
octagonal cupola was repeated numerous times with some variation in details” (Firestone
2010:6). A unique detail of the Chillicothe courthouse was the Georgian pedimented entry.
According to Firestone (2010:6), “the stone courthouse at Chillicothe was apparently alone
among these frontier courthouses in having a Georgian style pedimented entry. The others
typically had fanlighted Federal style entrances.” Newcomb (1950) was one of the first to
recognize the significance of the Ohio Capital at Chillicothe and the Indiana Statehouse at
Corydon, which he notes “inspired many four-square courthouses in Indiana” as well as Illinois
(see Figure 116).59
Ohman (1982: 172), among others, notes a “strong Midwestern proliferation” of this
courthouse form, and states that “the concentration in the Midwest and the Ohio valley may
reflect a pattern of evolutionary spread associated with the rapid nineteenth-century migration
that settled the area.” Further, we note that the distribution of this form in Indiana and Illinois
roughly corresponds to the route of the National Road. By the early years of the nineteenth
century, this building form had spread throughout the upper Ohio Valley region, with Ohio being
the “hot bed of the form” (Coleman 2015).60 Firestone (2010:6) indicates that at least thirty-two
courthouses of this design eventually were constructed in Ohio.61 In Indiana, this courthouse
design was the dominant form built from 1813 to 1845, with approximately 48 such structures
being constructed in that state. The second Indiana State Capitol, which survives to the present
day at Corydon, was modeled after the statehouse at Chillicothe. Besides the first State House at
Corydon, extant examples also have survived in Rome (Perry County), and Wilmington
(Dearborn County), Indiana (Enyart 2015). Although not located within the Northwest Territory,
approximately 34 courthouses of this design are known to have been constructed in Kentucky
between 1800 and 1850—with one of the earliest documented examples being located in
Bardstown, Nelson County (Doyon 2009:6).
Similarly, Ohman (1982) documented
approximately 50 courthouses of this design in Missouri (see Figure 117).
The Illinois Statehouse constructed in Vandalia in 1820 was considerably different than
those constructed earlier in Indiana and Ohio (both of which were of the “Coffee Mill” design).
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The Historic American Buildings Survey documented the Corydon courthouse with photographs and line
drawings in the 1930s. These drawings have been used as a comparative source of information with the Illinois
courthouses discussed in this report. Unfortunately, it is unclear as to how much of the restored courthouse has been
reconstructed (such as the cupola; see discussion in Coleman 1934).
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As Ohman (1982) suggests, this statement may be somewhat misleading due in part to Henry Howe’s publication
of Historical Collection of Ohio, which was published in 1848 and illustrated the then extant courthouses in the
state.
61

Coleman (2015) reproduces a series of circa 1845 illustrations of many of these Ohio courthouses.
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Illinois’ 1820 statehouse design consisted of a large, two-story rectangular building with a sidegable roof. Although distinctively different in style (with its rectangular form and gable roof), it
sported a distinctive octagonal cupola (resting on a square base) similar to other contemporary
examples constructed on other Foursquare courthouses. Up through the late 1820s, courthouses
in use in Illinois were represented by a variety of vernacular log and frame buildings—many of
which were little different in form than contemporary houses (such as the first courthouse
constructed in Bloomington). The construction of the distinctive “Coffee Mill” courthouses in
Illinois (as well as in Ohio and Indiana) generally represented a shift from a make-shift
vernacular structure to one formally designed as a distinctive public building with a specialized
function. When constructed, although small and very unpretentious compared to later nineteenth
century courthouses, these structures were often the largest and most pretentious structures in
these fledgling communities at the time they were built.62
Beginning in the very late 1820s, several “Coffee Mill” Courthouses were constructed in
Illinois. Although Ohman (1982) only documented eleven courthouses in Illinois of this design,
this low number reflects the lack of research on the topic in the state at that time. Although the
number of courthouses constructed of this design in Illinois was apparently less than in Ohio,
Indiana, or even Missouri, the current research has added significantly to our understanding of
the number of these structures constructed in Illinois. Conservatively, twenty-four courthouses
of this design are known to have been constructed in Illinois (see Table 5).63 At least an
additional five courthouses may also qualify to be included in this list, bringing the total up to
minimally 29.64
The distribution of this building type in Illinois appears to be concentrated in east-central
Illinois, as noted by Krause (2000:59), albeit extending through to the Illinois River valley (the
Sangamo Country) as well as the Illinois Military Tract (See Figure 118). The courthouse
62

In describing the Wayne County Courthouse in Fairfield, constructed in 1836, an early county history notes that
“This huge pile of brick and mortar… may be seen from afar, and serve as a beacon light to guide the traveler and
stranger on his way. It looms up above the surrounding buildings as the giant oak of the forest towers above the
willow of the marsh, and is surmounted by a lofty cupola which pierces the clouds” (Globe Publishing Company
1884:185) [https://archive.org/stream/historyofwaynecl00chic#page/n179/mode/2up/search/%22court+house%22].
63

One of the better sources discussing this building type in Illinois is Krause (2000). Krause illustrates eight
“Coffee Mill” courthouses in early Illinois. Unfortunately, Krause’s book only discusses twenty-three counties in
the state, with special interest in the fifteen counties located within the Eighth Judicial Circuit (which Lincoln
typically traveled). As noted above, nearly twenty years earlier, Ohman (1982) documented eleven “Coffee Mill”
courthouses in Illinois, dating from 1828 through 1842, and noted “…that eastern Illinois favored” this courthouse
style (suggesting that these structures were concentrated in the eastern portion of the state). Of the eleven
courthouses documented by Ohman, we were not able to confirm that they were of the “Coffee Mill” design (see
Table 5). Further research will be necessary to confirm if they were indeed of the “Coffee Mill” design. Besides
Ohman (1982), several additional sources were surveyed in search of “Coffee Mill” courthouses in Illinois, and
included Krause (2000), Sturges (1964), and Weiser (2009). Two sources of great assistance in accessing images of
these
early
Illinois
courthouses
on
the
world-wide-web
included
CourthouseHistory.com
(http://courthousehistory.com/gallery/states/illinois)
and
LookingForLincoln.com
(http://www.lookingforlincoln.com/8thcircuit/court.html).
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More than likely, the courthouses at Effingham and Lawrenceville from Ohman (1982) are of this design and will
be included. Courthouses located in Pinckneyville (Perry County), Salem (Marion County), and Elizabethtown
(Hardin County) are potential candidates that need further research to confirm.
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constructed in Monmouth (Warren County) in 1836-41 represents the most northern of the
documented courthouses of this design in Illinois. Additionally, a cluster of these courthouses
are located in southeastern Illinois, in and around the Wabash valley region. The southern-most
documented courthouse—if it indeed represents a Foursquare courthouse—is that documented in
Elizabethtown (Hardin County). As noted earlier, the concentration of these courthouses in eastcentral Illinois corresponds with the location of the National Road’s entrance into the state.
Appendix VIII depicts the currently known images of these early courthouses.
The earliest of these structures appears to have been constructed in Carmi (White
County) in 1828. Construction of this large, five-bay, 40’-square building was begun in 1828
and not finished until 1831. It was constructed by the firm of Hackett and Rudolph (Randolph?)
at a cost of $3,000. The cupola on this courthouse lacked the octagonal form common among
many of the courthouses of this style in Illinois.65 Another, nearly contemporary courthouse of
this design was constructed in Jacksonville (Morgan County). Plans for this five-bay, 50’-square
structure were prepared in 1828, with the building being completed in 1830 at a cost of $4,000.
A lithographic image of this courthouse suggests that it may have had an entrance on each of its
exterior elevations (Krause 2000:58-9).66 Another more-or-less contemporary courthouse of this
design was constructed in Rushville (Schuyler County) in 1829 by W. McCreery. It was
completed in 1831. Begun in 1830 (and also completed in 1831), the Sangamon County
Courthouse also rates as one of the earliest “Coffee Mill” courthouses documented in Illinois.
This 5-bay structure was constructed on the public square at a cost of $6,841. Although
rectangular in plan (measuring 45’ wide by 61’ long), the sole surviving image of this courthouse
suggests it was constructed in the “Coffee Mill” design (see Appendix VII) (Hart 2008, 2015;
Angle 1935:43). This early courthouse was demolished in 1837 to accommodate the
construction of the new Illinois Statehouse. Another early courthouse of this design was
constructed in Carrolton (Greene County) in 1830 by Thomas Rattan for the sum of $7,000.
Plans for this large 5-bay building were apparently prepared by a Moses Stevens.67 It is
interesting to note that all five of these courthouses were 5-bay structures.
The 1830s were the heyday for the construction of new “Coffee Mill” courthouses in
Illinois. During the first half of the 1830s, six courthouses of this design were constructed: one
each in Mount Carmel (Wabash County, 1831), Paris (Edgar County; 1832-33),68 Shelbyville
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http://whitecoil.genealogyvillage.com/; http://courthousehistory.com/gallery/states/illinois/counties/white;
https://books.google.com/books?id=fVY0AQAAMAAJ&pg=PA943&lpg=PA943&dq=New+Haven,+White+Count
y,+Illinois&source=bl&ots=uJ_CMOa2Oo&sig=Yt7BcSZylPwxUNGMlOtFXvPnh0&hl=en&sa=X&ei=b11NU8WVBcTgyQGHhIHwCg&ved=0CGQQ6AEwCQ#v=onepage&q=New%2
0Haven%2C%20White%20County%2C%20Illinois&f=false
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This courthouse was constructed in the center of the community’s public square (Krause 2000:58-59). When a
new courthouse was constructed in 1868-69, it was built at another location (not on the public square). As such, the
archaeological integrity of this early “Coffee Mill” courthouse may be exceptional.
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http://courthousehistory.com/gallery/states/illinois/counties/greene;
http://www.oocities.org/konisue723/courthouse.html; http://www.eldredhouse.com/carrollton.html
68

http://courthousehistory.com/gallery/states/illinois/counties/edgar
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(Shelby County; 1832),69 Danville (Vermilion County; 1833),70 Macomb (McDonough County;
1834), and Charleston (Coles County; 1835).71 During the second half of the decade, eight
additional courthouses of this design were constructed: one each in Monmouth (Warren County,
1836-41), Carlinville (Macoupin County; 1836-38?),72 Fairfield (Wayne County; 1836),73
Bloomington (McLean County; 1836), Decatur (Macon County; 1838),74 Carthage (Hancock
County; 1839),75 and potentially in Pinckneyville (Perry County; 1836-38),76 and Salem (Marion
County; 1837).77
By the 1840s, the classically inspired Greek Revival Temple design became common for
courthouses, particularly in areas settled by northern, and/or New England families. This
69

The Shelby County Courthouse is rather unique, with distinctive exterior open stairs to the second story. The
signature cupola was not added onto the structure until 1837. It is unclear as to whether this was a later decision to
add, or was simply a matter of saving money during the initial construction. The Shelby County Courthouse
represents the least expensive of all the documented courthouses of this design in Illinois. Apparently substantial
details are available as to the interior layout and furnishings of this structure (Krause 2000:70-71;
http://www.lookingforlincoln.com/8thcircuit/court.html).
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Krause (2000:76-77).
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According to The History of Coles County, Illinois (Wilson 1905), “In 1835, [the original courthouse] was
abandoned and a new brick structure erected on the site of the present Court House. It was probably the first brick
building erected in Charleston. The contract for its construction was let to Leander MUNSELL, of Edgar County,
who sent over James WILEY (the father of Eli, Leroy and the others of that name) to do the brick work. It was a
square building with a hip roof, and surmounted by a wooden cupola for the bell. The contract price was $5,000.
The foundation was constructed of Ambraw [sic] River stone. About 1858-60 this building was enlarged by an
addition on the north side, with wide porticoes supported by great round brick pillars. Between 1864 and '66 the
same design as that on the north side was carried out all around the building on the three other sides. The court
room was removed to the second story, offices for county officials and jury rooms were put in, and part of the lower
story
fitted
up
for
the
jail…
This
building
stood
until
1898…”
[see
also
http://courthousehistory.com/gallery/states/illinois/counties/coles].
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http://courthousehistory.com/gallery/states/illinois/counties/macoupin. Weisar (2009:92 ) raises questions as to
the date of construction of this courthouse, suggesting it may have been constructed as early as 1830, or as late as
1838.
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http://courthousehistory.com/gallery/states/illinois/counties/wayne;
https://archive.org/stream/historyofwaynecl00chic#page/n179/mode/2up/search/%22court+house%22
74

Krause (2000:52-53).
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http://courthousehistory.com/gallery/states/illinois/counties/hancock
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The specifications for the Perry County Courthouse, which was constructed in Pinckneyville in circa 1837, called
for the construction of a 43-foot square building with a hip roof (which strongly suggests a “Coffee-Mill”
Courthouse design). Unfortunately, the history of this courthouse is confusing, and the potential image of this
courthouse
depicts
a
distinctively
different
3-bay
structure
with
a
front-gable
roof
(http://genealogytrails.com/ill/perry/publicbuildings.html#courthouse; Smith 1912:515; McDonough 1883).
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Weisar (2009:97) illustrates an historic photograph of a frame structure, presumably being used as a residence,
which he suggests was the Marion County Courthouse constructed in 1837. If this was indeed the early courthouse,
it would appear that it was a frame “Coffee-Mill” courthouse design. Unfortunately, the early history of this
courthouse is unclear, and it is questionable whether this represents a Foursquare courthouse.
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building design had a distinctive rectangular form with a classical temple front integrated into
one of its narrow sides. Often these courthouses integrated a cupola onto the front of the
building.78 Nonetheless, a few of the older-style “Coffee Mill” courthouses continued to be
constructed during the 1840s and 1850s. Four courthouses are known to have been constructed
of this style in Illinois during the 1840s. These were located in McLeansboro (Hamilton County;
1840), Benton (Franklin County; 1842-45), 79 Olney (Richland County; 1843-47), and Sullivan
(Moultrie County; 1847-48). In 1847, the community of Sullivan (Moultrie County) began
construction on a new courthouse. This new 5-bay courthouse, completed in the spring of 1848
by Andrew Scott, was constructed for a cost of $2,800, and incorporated distinctive pilasters into
its design. It is unclear whether or not the cupola was an original feature of this structure
(Krause 2000:61).80
During the 1850s, only two “Coffee-Mill” courthouses are known to have been
constructed. In 1852, the community of Albion (Edwards County) constructed a new courthouse
of this design. A couple of years later, in 1855, another courthouse of this design was
constructed in Toledo (Cumberland County).81 This structure was built by the carpenter/builders
Bennett Beals and Wiley Ross. This 3-bay structure represents a fairly old-style courthouse for
the middle 1850s. In 1864, the earlier courthouse constructed in Sullivan (Moultrie County) was
destroyed by fire, and apparently the county constructed a second courthouse of this same design
in Sullivan (dated 1865).82 Weiser (2009:63) illustrates the Hardin County courthouse once
located in Elizabethtown, and constructed in circa 1889. The history of this courthouse is
confusing, at best—and it is unclear as to whether this structure actually represents a Foursquare
courthouse, or not. If it does represent a Foursquare courthouse built in 1889, it would represent
the last of its breed constructed in Illinois.83
Of the twenty-nine “Coffee Mill” courthouses potentially identified in Illinois, minimal
information is available on at least twenty of these structures relating to who designed and/or
constructed them (see Table 5). During these years, the designs of such buildings were generally
supplied by the carpenter/builder who functioned as both architect and general contractor. These
buildings incorporated traditional building techniques common to most carpenter/builders of the
day, and the materials used in their construction were readily available in Illinois during the late
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Krause (2000:6) notes that two types of courthouses were constructed in Illinois through circa 1870. The first is
the distinctive Coffee Mill Courthouse which she describes as “a square, two-story, brick building of Federal
origin.” The second is the “rectangular Greek Revival temple, with or without a cupola.” Extant examples of these
Greek Revival Temple Courthouses are located in Beardstown (Cass County), Mt. Pulaski (Logan County), Lincoln
(Logan County), Knoxville (Knox County), and Metamora (Woodford County).
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http://genealogytrails.com/ill/franklin/benton.htm
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See also http://www.lookingforlincoln.com/8thcircuit/court.html
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http://cumberlandcountyhistory.org/2014/08/10/history-of-toledo-il-feb-1949/
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The history of these two courthouses, and the respective surviving images of the two courthouses, are confusing.
It is unclear as to whether the surviving images depict the first, second, or both courthouses.
83

The Italianate features of this courthouse might suggest that it pre-dates the circa 1889 date of construction
referenced by Weisar (2009).
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1820s and 1830s. From our current knowledge of the carpenter/builders responsible for building
these structures, it would appear that most of these building were built by a contractor who had
not previously built a courthouse before, and/or who had limited experience with courthouse
design. Presumably, these individual contractors were local firms who may, or may not, have
built similarly large institutional buildings prior to, or after, constructing these respective
courthouses. Future research should focus on the background of these firms and/or individual
carpenter/builders in order to ascertain the potential inspiration for their courthouse designs.
The work of a single individual—Leander Munsell, of Paris, Illinois—stands out from
among this group of carpenter/builders as having constructed four “Coffee Mill” courthouses
during a short period in the middle 1830s. Munsell constructed his first courthouse in his home
town of Paris (Edgar County) in 1832-33 for the sum of $4,250. In quick succession, Munsell
constructed three other county courthouses in east central Illinois: one in Charleston (Coles
County) in 1835,84 one in Bloomington (McLean County) in 1836, and another in Decatur
(Macon County) in 1838.85 The costs for these courthouses escalated dramatically over these six
years, with the Coles County courthouse costing $5,000, the McLean County courthouse costing
$8,500, and the Macon County courthouse costing $10,000. Based on the limited information
available, a comparison of each courthouse indicates that Munsell was constructing relatively
similar basic structures in each county, with minor variations (potentially based on the requests
of the various County Commissioners). All four courthouses were three-bay brick structures,
presumably with an approximate 40’-square footprint. Three of the four structures had similarly
designed cupolas, with that from Bloomington being somewhat more extravagant. Variations in
exterior detailing—presence of doors on two, or all four elevations of each building—suggests
the possibility of at least two variations in floor plan design: one sporting a single hallway
through the center of the building from front to back (Edgar and potentially McLean Counties),
and another potentially exhibiting a cross-hall plan creating four main-floor rooms (Coles and
Macon Counties).86 The placement of the main courtroom also may have varied, being placed in
some cases on the ground floor, and in others on the second floor. These floor plan variations
are discussed in more detail below. Decorative detailing on Munsell’s courthouses was fairly
simple and/or plain—typical of the Federal style in which these structures were built. The
exception to this is the McLean County Courthouse which exhibited a bracketed cornice, and
cupola (which appears to have more decorative railings than the other courthouses).
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Le Baron (1879b:313) notes that Munsell’s “agreement with the County Commissioners” to build the Coles
County Courthouse “is dated December 4, 1834, and covers nearly four pages of the record-book.” Locating a copy
of the Coles County Commissioner’s Record would add significantly to this research.
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Three of Munsell’s four courthouses were located within the historic Eighth Judicial Circuit; the Coles County
Courthouse being single building outside of the Eighth Judicial Circuit (Fraker 2004 :119). The contract with
Munsell for the Macon County Courthouse stated that it was to be “equal to or superior to the McLean County
Courthouse” (Fraker 2004:127).
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As will be discussed later, the presence of four doorway—one on each elevation—does not necessarily indicate
the presence of a cross hall. Such a four-door configuration could have been integrated into either 1) a central hall
plan with exterior doors also accessing large public rooms each side of the central hall, or 2) a plan without a central
hall, with each door entering into a large common room (such as a formal courtroom).
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Leander Munsell, the oldest son of Levi and Lucretia Munsell, was born in Cincinnati,
Ohio in February 1793 (see Appendix VI). His father, having emigrated from Connecticut, was
an early settler in Cincinnati, where he took up the occupation of tavern-keeper. The young
Leander Munsell only attended six months of schooling. As a young man, Munsell learned the
coopers trade, and worked as a cooper at the Kanawha Salines.87 After serving in the War of
1812, Munsell married Hannah Lee of Warren County, Ohio, and purchased a farm in rural
Kentucky, where he remained for only a short period of time due to his dislike of slavery in that
state. Leaving Kentucky, Munsell relocated to Miami County, Ohio where he was soon elected
county sheriff and eventually state representative—being the first Ohio-born member of the Ohio
Legislature (representing Miami County in 1824). In circa 1828 or 1829, Munsell and his family
moved to Neville, Ohio (along the Ohio River) where he purchased a steam mill and store with
his brother-in-law. In 1832, after buying out the interest of his brother-in-law, the family moved
to Paris (Edgar County), Illinois where Munsell continued to pursue his mercantile interests.
Within a short matter of time, Munsell had established stores in Edgar, Coles, Cumberland, and
Sullivan Counties. Not to be content with the mercantile business, Munsell also pursued the
building trades, being responsible for the construction of the second Edgar County courthouse in
1832, the first steam mill in Edgar County in 1834-35 (the Paris City Mills), and the Edgar
County jail in the summer of 1835—followed by his construction of courthouses in Charleston
(1835), Bloomington (1836), and Decatur (1838). Besides his store endeavors, and construction
obligations, Munsell continued to pursue his political career as well. In 1840, he was elected to
the Illinois House of Representatives, and in 1842 he ran unsuccessfully as a candidate for the
Illinois Senate. In 1858, Munsell was chosen as one of the two Republican delegates from Edgar
County to the state convention in Springfield.88 Throughout his life, Munsell appears to have
been politically active, it being noted “in politics, Mr. Munsell was a Whig, Native American
and Republican each, in their day…” Leander Munsell died in July 1862 (Munsell 1884:452; Le
Baron 1879:231, 245, 261, 321).
Clearly, Leander Munsell was a unique man who successfully pursued multiple business
ventures during his lifetime, as well as a political career. His entrepreneur ventures included
mercantile pursuits with stores in at least four east central Illinois counties, engineering and
architectural endeavors (constructing the first steam mill in Edgar County, and designing at least
four courthouses, and one public jail), as well as general contracting. By the time he contracted
to build the courthouse in Decatur (1838), Munsell “had become quite noted as a court house
builder… [and] was considered a first class architect…” (The Decatur Republican; January 20,
1870).89 The Decatur Republican continued by noting that “Perhaps his best job was done on
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The Kanawaha Salines were located along the Kanawha River in present-day West Virginia. By 1835, the salines
were producing great quantities of salt.
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(http://idnc.library.illinois.edu/cgi-bin/illinois?a=d&d=SJO18401127.2.125&srpos=3&e=-------en-20--1-txt-txIN-leander+munsell------#;
http://idnc.library.illinois.edu/cgi-bin/illinois?a=d&d=SJO18580616.2.7&srpos=2&e=-------en-20--1--txt-txINleander+munsell------# (see also Fraker 2004 :191).
89 The Decatur Republican, in 1870, noted that Munsell had “planned and erected the court house now standing in
Shelbyville [sic; Charleston, Coles County], the old one in Bloomington and the one at Paris, Edgar County”
(http://macon.illinoisgenweb.org/histdec1870.html).
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our court house… being at the time of its erection the finest building in Macon county, and far
ahead of nearly all the early court houses of the State; indeed, there are many county buildings
yet that are inferior to our court house.” The inspiration for the courthouses designed and
constructed by Leander Munsell most likely came from his early experiences in southern Ohio.
As a young man, Munsell may have been familiar with the original Ohio Capital building at
Chillicothe. Most definitely, Munsell would have been familiar with the relatively new Ohio
Statehouse in Columbus (see Figure 115) when he served his term in the Ohio legislature.
Although only speculative, his experiences as a legislator in that building during the middle
1820s may have been what inspired him to construct similarly designed buildings in Illinois.90
Unfortunately, none of courthouses constructed by Leander Munsell have survived to the
present day. Nonetheless, two of his courthouses survived through the late nineteenth century—
longer than most courthouses of this design. Both the Paris and Decatur courthouses were not
demolished until circa 1891-92. Other courthouses of this design persisted in McLeansboro
(Hamilton County) through circa 1894, in Warren (Monmouth County) through circa 1895, in
Toledo (Cumberland County) through circa 1903, and in Carthage (Hancock County) through
circa 1907. The Hancock County courthouse demolished in 1907 may have been the last of this
courthouse design to have been demolished. These courthouses have not survived very well in
the surrounding states either. Ohman (1982) cites a work by Paul Goeldner which notes that of
the 100 courthouses extant in 1850, only two were still present in Ohio, one in Indiana, and one
in Kentucky (Goeldner 1970). Although Goeldner’s number of surviving examples may be low
(for example, one is known in Missouri), his premise is still correct—few of these once common
buildings have survived to the present day.
The following discussion attempts to integrate the archaeological data from the current
excavations, with the extant archival information, to get a better understanding of the “Coffee
Mill” courthouses built by Munsell and others in Illinois. Of particular interest is the Historic
American Buildings Survey documentation of Indiana’s Old State Capitol at Corydon (see
Appendix VII).
Massing and Size: All of the courthouses of this design had a similar massing,
consisting of a square to slightly rectangular plan, two-stories in height, with a hip roof and
cupola. This basic massing has a cubic form which has contributed to the appellation of
“Foursquare” Courthouse.91 Le Baron (1879b:313) states that “the original building [the Coles
County Courthouse constructed by Munsell in 1835] was the then prevailing style of architecture
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According to Munsell (1885:entry 452), Leander and his wife had eight children, only four of whom lived to adult
hood (three boys and one girl). Charles was born in circa 1818 and became a Methodist minister in 1869. Oliver
was born in circa 1820. Both Charles and Oliver became Methodist ministers, and by the later 1850s, both
individuals were affiliated with Illinois Wesleyan University (IWU) in Bloomington. The University’s. Munsell
Hall, completed in 1966, is named after the two brothers. Oliver Munsell was the second president of IWU (served
as president from 1857-73), whereas Charles Munsell was the university's financial agent during the same period.
(https://www.iwu.edu/map/residential/munsell.html). Edward Munsell was born in circa 1824, and he became a
lawyer. The single daughter, Clara, was born in circa 1824 and married James Eads, a lawyer.
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The term “foursquare” generally refers to an object that has four equal sides and/or a square shape. Its
architectural usage refers to a building with a square or cubic form. Foursquare houses are cubic in form, square in
plan, and often have a four-room interior floor plan.
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of an old Kentucky tobacco-barn; was perfectly square with the roof, running up from all sides to
a point in the center.”
Although the majority of the documented courthouses have square footprints, two stand
out as somewhat unusual with a slightly rectangular plan. These two 5-bay courthouses—
located at Carrolton (Green County) and Springfield (Sangamon County)—were both
constructed in 1830. The width of the Green County Courthouse differed from its length by only
2’, and is consistent with Ohman (1982: 171) who indicates that the sides of the courthouses she
investigated, if not square, varied no more than 10’ (or the width of one bay), with the building
still giving the general impression of being “square” in plan from the streetscape. The Sangamon
County Courthouse, which measured 45’x61’ in plan, was at odds with all the other courthouses,
varying 16’ between its width and length—and suggesting that it may not represent a courthouse
of this design.
Data from Indiana indicates that “Coffee Mill” courthouses, which were built
predominately from 1813 to 1845, ranged in size from 32’ to 55’square with the average
courthouse being about 40’ square (creating approximately 3,000 square feet of usable space)
(Enyart 2015). Excluding the Sangamon County courthouse, the footprint of the Illinois
courthouses of this design varied from a small 38’-square (represented by a single example,
Moultrie County) to a large 50’-square (represented by five courthouses).92 The most common
size appears to have been a courthouse with a 40’-square plan (represented by 5 courthouses, if
one includes McLean County). Two of the four courthouses designed by Munsell exhibited a
40’-square plan, as originally designed.
In consultation with the McLean County
Commissioners, the original design for the McLean County Courthouse was slightly enlarged to
a square with 42½’ long sides. The archaeological data relating to the size of the McLean
County Courthouse agreed well with the archival description of the building. This 40’-square
footprint is consistent with the Indiana State Capitol at Corydon, which has a footprint that
measures 40’4” per side.
Although three-bay courthouses were slightly more common (n=9), five-bay structures
were also present in relatively high number (n=7). One would suspect that the size of the
building’s footprint would correlate to the number of bays present (with the larger structures
having five bays, and the smaller structures having only three bays), but this does not seem to be
the case with regard to this building type in Illinois. Of the five largest courthouses (being 50’square), three were represented by five-bay structures, while two were represented by three-bay
structures. Similarly, the smallest courthouse, constructed in Moultrie County (at 38’-square),
was a five-bay structure. What is striking, though, is that the five earliest structures (all
constructed prior to 1830-31) were represented by 5-bay designs. The first three-bay courthouse
constructed in Illinois (based on the current information at hand), was that constructed by at
Mount Carmel (Wabash County) in 1831, followed by that constructed by Munsell at Paris
(Edgar County) in 1832. Both the early “Coffee Mill” courthouses located in Chillicothe, and
Corydon were three-bay structures, and the inspiration for these earlier 5-bay structures is
unknown. Although the inspiration for Munsell’s designs is believed to be the early Ohio
statehouses, one might speculate that the earliest structures constructed of this design in
Illinois—at least the five-bay variety—were inspired by other sources.
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Unfortunately size data is not available for all of the Illinois courthouses of this design.
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Drawings of the Old State Capitol at Corydon indicate that the building rose 24’5’ from
the flagstone floor to the second floor ceiling (and 36’8” to the cupola floor). The first floor
ceiling height in the public area of the building that had a flagstone floor was 13’3”, whereas it
was only 11’10” in the area of the building with a raised wooden floor (used by the House of
Representatives). The ceiling height of the second floor was 10’0”. Unfortunately little
information is available as to the height of these buildings in Illinois, with data only available for
the McLean, Perry, Macon, and Cumberland County examples. The two courthouses
constructed by Munsell (McLean and Macon Counties) were both documented as being 32’ in
height. The Cumberland County example was documented at 30’ tall, whereas the Perry County
Courthouse was noted as being only 24’ in height. Interior room heights are similarly poorly
documented with the Illinois examples. Describing the Macoupin County Courthouse, Krause
(2000:54) notes that it had “fourteen feet in the clear” on the ground floor. If the 32’ height
referenced for the McLean and Macon County Courthouses is in reference to the distance from
the ground to the floor of the cupola, this height seems slightly low compared to the Corydon
example, and may suggest that Munsell’s courthouses had relatively low-pitched roofs compared
to that present at Corydon (which seems plausible when viewing the historic photographs of the
McLean County Courthouse).
Setting: The McLean County Courthouse constructed in 1836 was centrally located
within the south half of the block currently occupied by the Courthouse Square. The setting of
the early courthouse closer to Washington Street (and not centered within the entire block) is
reminiscent of the setting of the third Indiana State Capitol located at Corydon. This setting
created a more formal “front” elevation facing Washington Street, and a less formal “rear”
elevation (which contained several ancillary outbuildings such as wood sheds and privies).
As noted by Ohman (1982:175), the design of the “Coffee Mill” Courthouse, with its four
nearly identical elevations, was well suited for being viewed from all four sides, and was a good
fit with the typical public square found in most Illinois county seats—which consisted of a full
city block flanked by four through streets (referred to as the “Shelbyville Plan” by geographers).
As Ohman (1982:175) stated, the courthouses “fit harmoniously as the central focus in the
scene.” Like the Statehouse at Corydon, the 1836 McLean County Courthouse was not centrally
located within the public square. In Bloomington, this was due, in part, to the fact that the
County did not acquire the northern half of the block until a later date. Not long after its
construction, the north side of the Courthouse became the less formal approach to the building.
It was along the north elevation that a frame wing was constructed onto the building (presumably
for use as a wood/fuel shed and privy). Both privies and wells were present on the Public Square
(see Appendix I).93 By at least the later 1850s, the Courthouse Square was outfitted with a
perimeter board sidewalk and plank fence—both of which were in constant need of repair over
the years (as documented by the County Commissioner’s Records). The archaeological
investigations documented the presence of a north/south fence line originating off both the
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In early 1851, the McLean County Commissioners had a new privy constructed on the Public Square. At that
time, they paid J. E. McClun $3.50 “for lime for privy and for whitewashing Court House &c.”, Henry Keeran
$230.14 “for building privy on the Public Square,” C. Wakefield $11.00 for “Paints, oils, &c for privy,” and Charles
Leeper $7.00 “for painting privy” (Volume C, page 125).
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southwest and southeast corners of Courthouse. These fence lines effectively segregated the east
and west yards from the south entrance to the building. With the addition of the East and West
Wings, these two fence lines were removed, and a new boardwalk constructed accessing both
wings (see Figures 120-121).
Many of the “Coffee Mill” courthouses in Illinois did not furnish sufficient space for all
of the necessary functions needed by the various counties. One very specialized function not
supplied by many of these courthouses—including the McLean County Courthouse—was space
for the incarceration of criminals (i.e. a jail). As Ohman (1982:175) noted, a common practice
during the nineteenth century in Missouri was “placing [the] jail and fireproof Clerk’s Office in
the corners of the square… [which] characterized the nineteenth-century Missouri practice.”
This practice—at least with regard to the county jail—was also followed by the McLean County
Commissioners. In 1839, shortly after construction of the new Courthouse, the County
constructed a jail centrally located on the north half of the Public Square. In 1848, the County
Commissioners replaced this aging structure with a new “jail and dwelling” which was
constructed on the northwest corner of the Courthouse Square (see following discussion of Jails).
In contrast, two new “fireproof” wings were constructed onto the McLean County Courthouse in
1863 for the storage of papers and county records.
Methods and Materials of Construction: The design of the “Coffee Mill” courthouses
were relatively simple to construct, utilizing materials easily attainable in 1820s-30s Illinois, and
building practices that most carpenter/builders were proficient with. Nonetheless, these
structures were fairly large and represented a more complex building project than many house
carpenter/builder’s might tackle. Although Firestone (2010: 6) notes that the builders used
“materials at hand to create a respectable, if somewhat primitive, version of what was then
considered to be a modern courthouse,” at the time these buildings were being constructed in
Illinois they would not have been considered “somewhat primitive.”
During the nineteenth century, a carpenter/builder was, as the name implies, a carpenter
whose role was to oversee the overall construction of a building. Although the carpenter/builder
may have been proficient in a variety of tasks (such as masonry work), he would often rely on
the services of other skilled tradesmen (such as bricklayers and plasterers), particularly with
large commissions such as a courthouse. Such supplementary tradesmen may have been in his
employ, or hired on a sub-contractual basis. The role Munsell played in the construction of the
four courthouses he constructed is unknown. It is unclear whether or not Munsell was involved
with the actual construction of the buildings, or simply contracted out the services of a variety of
tradesmen to complete his designs. In keeping with the message of stability and/or permanence
that was projected by these newly constructed courthouses, nearly all of the structures
constructed in Illinois (as well as the majority of them constructed in the greater Midwest) were
of masonry construction—mostly brick. One potential stone example, located in Rushville
(Schuyler County) has been documented in Illinois. Similarly, two potential frame examples
have been documented in Illinois, and include that constructed in Salem (Marion County) in
1837, and that constructed in Olney (Richland County) in 1843-47. These frame examples are
rare. In constructing the Coles County Courthouse at Charleston, Munsell apparently “sent over
James Wiley… to do the brick work” (Wilson 1905). As such, it would appear that Munsell did
not perform the masonry work himself, but may have contracted with a local bricklayer to
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perform this task. One must also wonder whether Munsell actually conducted the carpentry
work himself, or whether he hired someone else to conduct that work also (and thus acted as a
modern-day general contractor).
Brick used in all of these courthouses was probably of local manufacture. Soft-mud brick
used in the construction of these courthouses were generally manufactured locally, often on the
site of the actual construction project. Although somewhat speculative, the presence of the
deformed brick and glazed brick fragments recovered from the Old Courthouse Site suggests that
the brick used n the construction of the 1836 Courthouse may have been molded and fired on the
public square. By this date, brick were being produced in the community at established brick
manufactories and could have been purchased directly from them. By the time of the 1863
additions, the brick were clearly being produced off-site, probably at a local brick manufactory.
Similarly, the lime used in the construction of the 1836 courthouse probably was produced
locally, or within close proximity to Bloomington.94 The sand and hair (used in plaster), no
doubt, were also local products. The materials used for the window sills at the McLean County
Courthouse are unknown. Although one would suspect that stone sills were used (as that used at
Corydon), wood may also have been the material utilized for the window sills. Lintels over the
doors and openings—at least on the outside wythe—were brick arches.
Although the walls of these structures were of brick construction, the foundations varied
from building to building with regard to the material used in their construction. Builders would
use the material most readily available in the locality of their project. In McLean County,
building stone was a hard commodity to come by in 1836, and thus brick were used. In contrast,
when constructing the Coles County Courthouse in 1835, Munsell used “rock taken from the cut
through the Embarrass River hills of the grade for the old Terre Haute & Alton [Railroad]” (Le
Baron 1879b:314). The archaeological investigations indicated fairly wide, albeit shallow brick
foundations around the perimeter of the structure. Unlike modern construction methods, the base
of these foundations did not have a spread footing, and did not extend below the depth of the
frost line.95 No interior foundations—such as would be expected each side of the central
hallway—were present at the McLean County Courthouse, suggesting the use of interior piers
for the support of the interior bearing walls. Similarly shallow brick foundations were also
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C. E. Fell noted in his reminiscences that a lime making operation was present in the Old Town Timber through
1848 (The [Daily] Pantagraph 1898). In September 1849, the County Commissioners approved payment of $2 to
Elias Gibbs “for hauling lime from Old Town” (see Appendix I).
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Although freezing and thawing cycles cause the soil to expand and contract, which can cause a building to move
(known as “frost heave,” which can lead to structural failure), this form of “floating” foundation was a relatively
common practice of the day. The foundations were intended to move (or “float”) with the changing temperatures as
a cohesive unit. As long as the foundations moved together as a unit—without any part of the foundation anchored
below the frost line—these structures were relatively stable. Nonetheless, the foundations of the 1836 Courthouse
did fail, particularly at the southwest corner of the building; Figure 10 illustrates the collapsed brick wall at that
location during the middle 1860s. The structural damage depicted in Figure 10 is also caused by poor drainage, and
the wicking of water from the surrounding soil up through the soft-mud brick walls. In late 1858, the
Commissioners authorized payment of $15 to I. Hunter “for mending and underpinning the Court House Walls,”
which may have been an attempt to stabilize similar damage to the brick walls (Book A, page 38). Again in
September 1863, the Commissioners authorized payment for “pointing wall with mortar” (September 17, 1863;
Book A, pp. 440). The photograph (Figure 10) probably dates to circa 1863.
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documented on the 1863 additions. In contrast, however, the 1863 foundation walls constructed
for the two “fireproof” wings were plastered with a gravelly mortar on both the interior and
exterior surfaces to the base of the foundation wall. Whether to act as a rodent deterrent, to stop
the rise of dampness, or as a fire prevention measure, the function of this plastered foundation
wall is unknown.
Depending on the location and date of construction, the timber used in the construction of
these buildings may have been either a local (generally hardwoods such as oak and walnut), or
non-local (predominately softwoods) product. The 1830s were a transitional period with regard
to timber and/or lumber use in Illinois. During the 1820s and early 1830s, most construction
projects in central Illinois utilized local woods (predominately hardwoods). Smaller dimensional
lumber (such as studs and joists) were sawn at local sawmills, whereas larger timbers (sills and
larger framing members) were often hewn by hand. By the later 1830s, softwood lumber
(particularly white pine from the northern pineries around the Great Lakes) was becoming
available, particularly near transportation corridors (such as communities along the Great Lakes,
and the major river valleys of the state). Materials used by Munsell to construct his four
courthouses may have been a mix of local and non-local materials, with the heavy framing
timbers being of local materials (such as oak, walnut or poplar), and minimally the flooring and
trim lumber being non-local (white pine) material.96 At this early date, lath used in plastering
interior walls and ceilings probably was of the rived hardwood variety (and purchased from a
local supplier). Examples of plaster with what appear to be rived lathe impressions were found
during the excavation of the Old Courthouse foundations. The framing used in construction of
the structural system (floors, walls, and roof) probably utilized traditional timber framing
methods (incorporating mortise and tenon technology). Sash and doors were probably
manufactured by local joiners/woodworkers, or purchased from a local supplier.97 Window glass
and architectural hardware, manufactured in eastern factories, also was purchased from a local
building materials supplier.
With smaller brick buildings, the bricklayer and carpenter often worked in unison,
building the interior flooring system up at the same time as the brick walls, which allowed the
bricklayer to work off of the interior wooden floor. Due to thickness of the brick walls
(particularly on the ground floor) of the McLean County Courthouse, it was not practical for the
bricklayers to work solely from the inside of the building (as it was too difficult, or impossible,
for the bricklayer to reach over this expanse of brickwork to finish the exterior surface of the
wall). With this in mind, an exterior scaffold was necessary. Physical evidence of the scaffold
(consisting of a series of posts spaced around the perimeter of the building) used during the
construction of the 1836 McLean County Courthouse was found during the archaeological
investigations. This scaffold appears to have been approximately 6’ wide (see Figure 119).
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Specifications for the new jail constructed in 1848 called for the interior “finishing lumber” to be either seasoned
black walnut or pine (see Appendix I).
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Window sash, doors, and casing probably would have been purchased from a local craftsman. The Adams and
Thompson saw mill ledger (1836-1847) noted a payment on March 25, 1847 to a William Major for making a “12
light window sash” and detailed the item as “one window frame for 12 lights $1.50 / 12 light @ 10c $1.20 / one
day’s work $1.50” (MCHM; G. Koos, personal communication, September 9, 2015).
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Although the evidence is limited, it appears that the mortar joints used in construction of
the McLean County Courthouse had been trowel-struck flush to the exterior surface of the brick.
The exterior surface of the brick, and mortar joints, in the 1836 Courthouse was covered with a
“brick red” paint, presumably at an early date. Ohman (1982:185) noted that many of the
courthouses in Missouri had been painted “brick red” with the mortar joints “penciled… to cover
poorly executed workmanship.” The McLean County Courthouse does not appear to have had
the “penciled” mortar joints noted by Ohman (1982), and the painting of the Courthouse
probably was not to hide poor workmanship, but to create a more aesthetic building with a
monolithic red appearance (to mask the variegated colors of the early wood-fired brick).98 At a
later date, the McLean County Courthouse was painted again (minimally once, if not multiple
times). By the early 1860s, the building was a cream or light tan color. The circa 1863 wings
were never painted.
Stylistic Embellishments: Several authors, such as Krause (2000), speak of the building
type as an architectural style, equating it with the Federal Style. In describing the Vermilion
County Courthouse, Krause (2000) states that it was constructed “in the popular ‘coffee-mill’ or
federal style.” Although these buildings were decorated in the Federal style, the stylistic
detailing used to ornament these buildings should not be confused with the building’s form or
massing (general shape and configuration). Having said that, the Federal style is often
characterized by a simplistic massing typical of “Coffee Mill” courthouses. Other attributes of
the Federal style used on many of these courthouses include a rigid symmetry, fanlight windows
over the entranceways, flat splayed masonry lintels, and minimalistic exterior ornamentation.
Although a great many of the “Coffee Mill” courthouses constructed in the Old
Northwest were built in the Federal style, the earliest documented example (at Chillicothe)
exhibited earlier Georgian details. It is the only known example of a “Coffee Mill” courthouse
embellished with Georgian stylistic elements. Although many of the “Coffee Mill” courthouses
constructed in Illinois were constructed in the Federal style, several exhibited other non-Federal
stylistic embellishments. Of particular note is the McLean County Courthouse which has paired
brackets spaced along the cornice of the building, a detail commonly associated with the later
Italianate style (more common in the later 1850s and 1860s). It is suspected that these paired
brackets were not original to the building, but added in either 1851 when the eaves were repaired
(along with the rebuilding of the Courthouse cupola), or in an later 1863 remodeling.99 As
originally constructed the eave would have incorporated a metal-lined gutter (with downspouts),
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The circa 1830 specifications for the Sangamon County Courthouse state that “the brick walls upon the outside to
be painted with two coats of paint of a light drab colour [sic].” Similarly, the circa 1833 specifications for the new
jail appear to specify that “the brick [?] work also to be oiled & penciled [?].”
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In February 1863, the Commissioners noted “that on examination we found the eave boughs [?] around the Court
House and Old Jail building are very much out of repair and leak badly so as to damage the walls of the buildings
very much. We recommend that they be attended to immediately and either repaired or taken away entirely and new
ones put up” (February 25, 1863; Book A, pp. 392). The only view of the Courthouse existing without the two
wings present is the 1860 view of the courthouse (Figure 8). Although the detailing in this image is limited, it does
not appear to illustrate the presence of the brackets—suggesting that the 1863 date may be the correct one. The
view of the north side of the courthouse taken at Lincoln’s death (Figure 12) illustrates similar paired brackets on the
West Wing. Besides the bracketed cornice, the West Wing also had cornice returns on the gable end wall.
179

and the cornice would have been fairly plain (lacking ornamentation).100 Other elements
incorporated into the McLean County Courthouse were the fanlights over the entrance doors, low
pitched roof, and potentially the flat, splayed brick arches over the window openings—all
characteristic of the Federal style.
Another distinguishing characteristic of the “Coffee Mill” courthouses in Illinois are their
distinctive cupolas, which often have a short square base (tower) supporting an octagonal belfry
capped with either a low dome or spire. Even the simplistic sketch of the early Sangamon
County Courthouse (Appendix VII) appears to indicate the presence of this low dome atop the
cupola. Both the Chillicothe and Columbus courthouses have a similar base and octagonal spire,
but lack the low dome at the top—instead sporting a hipped (or peaked) cap (or spire).101
Octagonal belfries with small domed tops are very common on the early courthouses of Illinois.
Nonetheless, there is variation within the cupola designs. The specifications for the Coles
County Courthouse constructed by Munsell in 1835, called for the construction of “a steeple to
extend five feet [above the point of the roof?], with a ball about ten inches in diameter, to be
covered with gold leaf, and a spear to extend six feet above the ball with a fish or chicken on the
top” (Le Baron 1879b:313-14).102 The cupola at the McLean County Courthouse appears to
have been considerably different, and more ornate, than many contemporary courthouse cupolas.
The McLean County Courthouse cupola sported a fairly tall tower with both openings (on the
base section) and a decorative railing. The tower was capped with an octagonal belfry that had a
castellated railing around its top (potentially lacking the small dome behind it). The 1860
lithographic depiction of the courthouse suggests that the courthouse cupola may have had a flat
roof capped with a flagstaff for flying the U.S. flag.103 The Commissioners’ Records suggest
that the cupola that is illustrated in these later views of the Courthouse may not be the original
cupola as designed and constructed by Munsell. The original cupola appears to have been rebuilt
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These built-in gutters were prone to fail. In 1851, extensive repairs and rebuilding of the Court House was
undertaken. It was at this time that the Cupola was rebuilt following the design of the nearby Methodist Church. At
this time, the Commissioners paid the firm of Sawyer & Bunn $72.90 for “making zink [sic] trough and spouts” for
the Court House. These downspouts do not appear in any of the photographic illustrations of the Court House,
suggesting that they may have been incorporated into the wall of the structure. Also, they paid James White $150
for “Cornish [sic, cornice] put on Court House.” The Commissioners’ Records document extensive exterior and
interior work, as well as the purchase of interior furnishings at this time (Volume C, page 158-59, 161, 169-70, 172,
174) (See Appendix I). These downspouts do not appear in any of the photographic illustrations of the Court House,
suggesting that they may have been incorporated into the wall of the structure.
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Unfortunately, although the HABS drawings of the Corydon cupola illustrate the current cupola, the drawings
depict a reconstructed cupola based on the Chillicothe example, as no information was available as to the design of
the original Corydon cupola (Coleman 1924).
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Unfortunately, the only known photograph of the early Coles County Courthouse does not include the top of the
cupola and the weathervane. It is not known which symbol was chosen to top the steeple of this courthouse. Both
the fish and “chicken” (more appropriately the male chicken, or cock/rooster) are symbols of the Catholic faith.
Both cock and fish weathervanes were present on many churches, even in early Illinois. The presence of one of
these symbols on the 1835 Coles County Courthouse emphasizes the often subtle division between church and state
in early American culture. MacAllister (2005:2-3) documents both cock and fish weathervanes having been placed
on the steeple of the 1791 (fish) and 1833-34 (cock) courthouses constructed in Harrisonburg, Virginia.
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The authenticity of this image is questionable as it appears to depict the belfry section of the cupola as being
square, and not octagonal.
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emulating the newly constructed Methodist Church in the summer of 1851 (see Figure 122). In
June 1851, the Commissioners “ordered [a] new roof of Pine shingles to be put on the Court
House and that the cupola be thoroughly repaired and finished up after the fashion of that as the
new Methodist Church…” (see Appendix I).104 As such, although the original design of the
McLean County Courthouse is not documented, one might speculate that it was similar to those
constructed by Munsell on both the Edgar County and Macon County courthouses (see Appendix
VIII).
The original windows in the McLean County Courthouse consisted of double-hung sash
with 12-over-12 lights. The size of these window openings is unknown, but probably similar to
those present in the courthouse at Corydon (which also had double hung sash with 12-over-12
lights).105 The windows in the Corydon courthouse were 4’6” wide on the ground floor, and 3’8”
wide on the second story. It is uncertain as to whether or not the upper story windows at the
McLean County Courthouse were narrower than those on the ground floor. By the middle
1860s, the windows in the newly constructed West Wing, as well as the east and south elevations
of the original courthouse, were double hung sash with 6-over-6 lights, indicating that many of
the original sash had been replaced by this date. 106 Although new sash were apparently installed
in the west, south, and potentially east elevations of the McLean County courthouse, the north
(or rear) elevation of the original building still retained the older sash (with 12-over-12 lights) in
the middle 1860s (cf. Figure 12). The 1860 image of the McLean County Courthouse suggests
that louvered shutters were present on all of the window openings of the main building. The two
wings were equipped with metal fire shutters on their windows and doors.
The later, post-1863 photographs of the building suggest that the shutters had been
removed from the main building, except for the south elevation’s upper-story, middle window.
Although the 1860 illustration indicates these shutters as being open, the later photographs all
indicate these shutters in a closed position. This window is clearly slightly smaller in size (at
least in height) than the other windows in this building. The closed shutters may indicate a
“blind” window placed at this location for exterior symmetry, with a plastered wall present on
the interior at this location. This “opening” would have been located behind the judge’s bench.
The presence of the smaller size of the window in the early view may suggest that it originally
was a functioning window opening behind the judge’s bench and that it may have been closed up
when the courtroom was remodeled (and a raised platform installed in the courtroom for the
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Future research might delve into determining who the architect/designer was for the Methodist church.
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The circa 1830 specifications for the Sangamon County Courthouse state that “the window glass to be twelve by
eighteen inches of the best Pittsburg crown.” The 1849 specifications for the adjacent McLean County jail and
dwelling specified each sash to be twelve lights, each ten by fourteen inches in size (see Appendix I) (MCHM; G.
Koos, personal communication, September 9, 2015).
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Both the archival research and archaeological investigations support this statement. The surviving County
Commissioners’ Records from the late 1850s and 1860s indicate considerable effort at replacing window glass in the
courthouse. A closer reading of these records might indicate the replacing of the sash as well. The archaeological
investigations indicate a variety of window glass having been recovered. As noted in the artifact discussion, this
window glass has a bimodal thickness distribution (suggesting window glass of varying age having been used in the
structure).
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judge’s bench). A similarly sized window was located on the north elevation. This window
appears to have been slightly off-center, potentially due to the placement of the interior stairs.
Layout and/or Floor Plans: As briefly noted earlier, the interior floor plans of the
Courthouses constructed by Munsell appear to have varied slightly from location to location. At
Bloomington, the original plans for the courthouse called for the brick building to be “two stories
high, finished in five rooms, the court-room on the lower floor, with a gallery and all other
conveniences” (Le Baron 1879:226). Presumably, this plan (as presented by Munsell to the
County Commissioners) had four nearly equal sized rooms on the upper floor, and a single large
room (courtroom with gallery) on the ground floor. Apparently, this plan was not constructed, as
noted by the following first-hand description of the building from circa 1856:
This building… fronted to the south with doors on the south and north, east and
west,107 a wide entry running north and south through the center of the building,
with a room on the east side for the Circuit Clerk and one on the west for the
County Clerk, and with a stairway108 at the north end of the entry leading to the
second floor—all one room used as the court room. The Judge’s stand was in the
center of the south side, in front of it were the lawyers’ seats, and in the south-east
corner the jury-box. The seats for the audience rose up gradually from the
lawyers’ seats to the back of the room. There was no gallery. There was a little
box of a cupola in which was a bell which was rung to convene the court and any
other meetings that might be held there (Bateman, Selby and Prince
(1908:666).109
Based on this description, the original McLean County Courthouse appears to have had two
rooms (offices) on the ground floor, separated by a long, narrow north/south hallway.110
Assuming an 8’wide hallway, and allowing for the approximate 1’6” thickness of the exterior
masonry walls and 6” for each of the two interior partition walls of the hallway, these two
downstairs rooms would have measured approximately 14’ wide (east/west) by 38’ long
(north/south). Each of the long, narrow rooms apparently had an exterior doorway, as well as at
107

Although lacking in detail, and with an inconveniently positioned tree blocking much of the relevant portions of
the east elevation of the building, the 1860 illustration of the McLean County Courthouse does not appear to
document a doorway on this secondary elevation. Hasbrouck (1924:376) also notes that the courthouse “contained
five rooms… [and] it had doors on all four sides.” In late 1858, the Commissioners made reference to a Mr.
Simmons furnishing fuel for “two Clerks offices, Court Rooms, [and] Jury Rooms” (December 16, 1858, pp 70).
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Apparently, the stairway was open on both floors. In the summer of 1860, the Commissioners contemplated
relocating the stairs to the outside of the building (along the north side of the structure), but instead opted “to seal up
around the landing at the stairs and put a Baize Door at the same” (June 13, 1860; Book A, pp. 150-151).
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This description, presumably written by Prince or Burnham, was a firsthand account of the structure “as it was
when I first saw it in 1856.”
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Koos (1997:7) was referencing the original design specifications when he stated “this courthouse was laid out
with a courtroom featuring a gallery on the first floor and four rooms on the second floor” (as cited in MCHS
1899:257). This original design apparently was modified prior to construction, and the courthouse was constructed
with the courtroom on the second floor.
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least one interior doorway leading to the hallway.111 This account makes no reference to a
secondary cross hall. Although Krause (2000:48) suggests that the McLean County Courthouse
had a cross hall plan, with a wide primary north-south hall supplemented with a potentially
narrower east-west hall “creating entrances on all four sides of the building,” little evidence
suggests that the secondary hallway was present. With the addition of the two wings, these
secondary doors accessed the adjacent wings.
The original design of the courtroom on the ground floor of the McLean County
Courthouse is in keeping with the design of the Corydon statehouse, which has the large public
space used by the House of Representatives on the ground floor. As originally constructed by
Munsell in 1835, the Coles County Courthouse had the public courtroom (as well as a grand-jury
room and treasurer’s office) on the ground floor (which were accessed by four exterior doors,
one in each elevation) (Krause 2000:18-19).112 Other courthouses in Illinois with the courtroom
on the ground floor are documented in contemporary examples of this design (cf. Macoupin
County and Vermilion County). Neither the Macoupin nor Vermilion County courthouses had a
cross hall plan, even with the presence of the four exterior doors. 113 Exterior doors apparently
opened into a large open room from each of the elevations, with the judge’s bench up against one
of the doors. Both the Macoupin and Vermilion County courthouses apparently had “false”
doors behind the judge’s bench (similar to the “false” or “blind” window suspected as being at
the McLean County Courthouse).
Munsell’s Macon County Courthouse, with its four exterior doors, apparently had the
courtroom (with an accompanying jury room and sheriff’s office) on the second floor. On the
ground floor of the Macon County Courthouse were four rooms (offices) separated by a cross
hall (Krause 2000:52-53; Fraker 2004:127).114 In describing the courtroom, the DecaturRepublican (January 20, 1870) noted that “the lower story is used for the offices of the county
officials, while the second story comprises a large audience room, from which the passer-by is
generally regaled with the oratory of learned attorneys as they argue in tones of thunder and
cause of the right, or what they suppose to be the right. This is especially so when slander suits
are in progress.”115
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The presence of four doorways—one on each elevation—does not necessarily indicate the presence of a cross
hall. Such a four-door configuration could have been integrated into a central hall plan with exterior doors also
accessing large public rooms each side of the central hall.
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Apparently, the courtroom was relocated to the second floor in 1864 (Krause 2000:18-19). In 1879, Le Baron
(1879b:314) stated that “the court-room is in the second story, is large, airy and well furnished, with jury-rooms,
consultation-rooms, etc., adjacent, while on the first floor are the offices of the County and Circuit Clerks, the
County Treasurer and Sheriff, and also the Jail.”
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Krause (2000:76-77) suggests that the Vermilion County Courthouse had a cross hall plan, with the court room
on the ground floor. This cross hall plan probably was evident on only the upper story of the building, with the
lower story court room being open with doors on at least three (if not all four) elevations.
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Except for a couple of historic images (which appear to illustrate the presence of only two exterior doors), no
information is currently available regarding the interior layout of Munsell’s Edgar County Courthouse (cf. Krause
2000:22-23; Le Baron 1879:242-243).
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http://macon.illinoisgenweb.org/histdec1870.html
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Although the McLean County Courthouse did not have a basement, basements were
present in some of the early Coffee Mill courthouses constructed in Illinois (cf. Macoupin
County, Krause 2000:55). Basements were often the location for the county’s holding cell (jail).
It is doubtful that interior privies and/or water closets were incorporated into the design of any of
these early courthouses. Although privies and/or water closets were a necessary item for
personal sanitary issues, the early courthouses were serviced by exterior, detached privies.116
Interior Furnishings: Details relating to the furnishings used in the Courthouse are
limited. The limited building specifications that have survived suggest that the building was
heated by more efficient wood burning (and/or coal burning) stoves, and not by older-style
fireplaces. Many of the contemporary Coffee Mill courthouses constructed in Illinois at the time
were being heated by fireplaces. It is unclear as to whether this was a design characteristic of
Munsell, or something that was requested by the McLean County Commissioners. The earlier
McLean County Courthouse (constructed in 1832) appears to have integrated one stove and two
fireplaces into its design. The presence of heating stoves in the 1836 McLean County
Courthouse suggests the progressive nature of the County Commissioners, and/or Munsell, at
this time.
The County Commissioners’ Records document the purchase and use of a variety of
items for use presumably in the Courthouse, including candles, burning fluid, coal, and fire
wood. The archaeological investigations, as well as the County Commissioner’s Records,
indicate both the use of coal and wood as a fuel in the 1836 Courthouse.117 During the early
years of courthouse use, it would appear that both candles and lamps (using burning fluid and/or
whale oil) were in use for lighting. Fragments of lead glass oil-burning lamp fonts were found in
an early context during the investigations (cf. Feature 3). In the summer of 1859, the County
Commissioners authorized A. Gridley to install gas lighting in the building.118 Similarly, the
Commissioners’ Records give some information as to the furnishings in the courthouse. In June
1859, the Commissioners approved payment for a dozen flat-bottom chairs valued at $5.
Similarly, in March 1862, they authorized the purchase of carpet for the courthouse valued at
$8.23, and again in March 1867 they authorized the purchase of carpet for the courtroom valued
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Numerous references to constructing and maintaining the privies at the Courthouse occur throughout the County
Commissioners’ Records (see Appendix I). A single reference to an “attached water closet” occurs in the
Commissioners’ Record in late 1867. At that time, the Commissioners’ Record notes that “Judge Merriman was
directed to have the water closet attached to the Court House placed in working repair.” This entry suggests that a
privy may have been integrated into the frame structure attached to the rear (north side) of the structure by the
middle 1860s (CR, Book B, pp. 457; September 14, 1867).
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It is unclear as to how early coal might have been used for a fuel for the heating stoves. C. E. Fell mentions
chopping wood for the production of charcoal (in a “coal pit”) in his reminiscences (The [Daily] Pantagraph 1899).
Koos (2016; personal communication) suggests that this might be the coal being used at this early date. By the late
1850s, coal was clearly being used in the Courthouse. On September 16, 1858 (Book A, pp. 48), the Commissioners
authorized their agent to “procure stoves and coal for use of the Offices of the Court House.”
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By the 1860s, the gas lighting may have been supplemented by kerosene lamps. Commercial electric lighting
was not available for downtown Bloomington until circa 1890 when the City of Bloomington constructed an
electrical generating plant for street lights and public buildings (Hasbrouck 1924:130).
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at $7.33. A payment in September 1863 was made to “repair blinds” presumably within the
courthouse. It is unclear as to what type of blinds was in use at the time. The archaeological
investigations also documented several fragments of mirror glass, suggesting the presence of
mirrors within the courthouse.
Adaptability of Form: Nothing was more versatile than a building with a large cubic
form with hip roof and four similar elevations. Such buildings were not only easy and
economical to build, but allowed for additions to be constructed onto them rather easily. Some
Coffee Mill courthouses remained more-or-less as-built until replaced by a more modern
structure, whereas some were added onto through the years. One of the more drastic remodeling
jobs was that undertaken with the Coles County Courthouse. Le Baron (1879b:314) noted that
this building served the county many years as its temple of justice without
alteration; but as the people increased in wealth and importance, and became
proud and high-strung in their notions, they were at length seized with an
extravagant fit, and had the old building renovated and ‘rejuvenated,’ until the
very rats, that had grown gray under its floors, did not know it. The building was
enlarged, porticoes added and the entire structure modernized generally, so that it
now presents a very attractive and imposing appearance, and is quite an elegant
and commodious Court House.
Agitation developed by the later 1850s for demolishing the McLean County Courthouse, but for
whatever reason, the McLean County Commissioners continued to fight the idea of replacing the
structure for another decade—whether due to the economic crisis of 1857, or the onslaught of the
Civil War, the County Commissioners continually refuted attempts to construct a new
Courthouse. As a stop-gap measure, the County Commissioners did agree to the construction of
two single-story wings onto the building in late 1863/early 1864. These two fireproof wings
were constructed to house the County Clerk’s records.119 It may have been at this time that
exterior modifications (such as the paired brackets along the cornice of the original Courthouse)
were added. Additionally, at some early date, a woodhouse/fuel storage shed, and potentially a
water closet were constructed onto the north (rear) elevation of this structure, and several rounds
of interior modifications were undertaken (such as repairing floors and raising the judge’s bench
onto a platform). Although the County Commissioners had proposed removing the original
interior stairway to the second floor, and replacing it with an exterior one constructed on the
north elevation, this work was never undertaken.
In its day, the 1836 McLean County Courthouse was a large, impressive public building
that served its community well. This multi-purpose building functioned for approximately 32
years, and was witness to many significant events of local, regional, and even national
importance. But it is the Courthouse’s affiliation with the Eighth Judicial Circuit—and such
noted individuals as Abraham Lincoln, Stephen Douglas, and David Davis—that that brought the
building its most notoriety. Additionally, on the grounds of the Courthouse Square, oratory by
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Previous researchers have suggested various dates for the construction of these two wings. Koos (1997:7)
suggests that they were “added during the 1850s” (Koos 1997:7). Another source notes that “about 1860 fire-proof
wings were added to the east and west sides of the Court House for the preservation of the records” (Bateman
1908:667).
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such individuals as Abraham Lincoln and Stephen Douglas helped shape the course of the
Republican Party and the nation itself. Over one hundred years ago, Bateman (1908:666) noted
that “the little old [McLean County] Court House is rendered illustrious for all time by the
distinguished men that practiced at its bar. To recall them is like recalling a roll of the
immortal.” The archaeological investigations described in this report have helped shed light on
the character of this early frontier building, its setting, and the people that used it.
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Figure 114. It is not too difficult to see the similarity of this Mid-Atlantic, mid-eighteenth
century, Georgian-inspired courthouse to the Foursquare or “Coffee Mill” courthouses
common in the Old Northwest. Replace the gable roof with a hip roof, and center the
cupola, and the form is basically the same. This is a detail from a watercolor and ink
drawing by Frederick A. Holtzwart, which is inscribed "From Nature by F. A. Holtzwart
1838. The Court House, Reading, Berks County, Penna, Erected in the year 1762 and
Demolished in the year 1838" (http://auctions.freemansauction.com/auction-lotdetail/Frederick-A.-Holtzwart-(German,-1806-%3F),-&quot%3Bthe-courthou/1514++++++66+/++922115).
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Figure 115. Two potential models for the design of the McLean County Courthouse. Left: Chillicothe Courthouse, Ross
County, Ohio. Construction began in winter 1801, and completed in late 1802 or early 1803. It was demolished in 1852
(Firestone 2015:6). Right: Ohio Capitol constructed in Columbus in 1814, and used as Statehouse through 1852. Both images
from Howe (1848), as reproduced in Ohman (1982:177-178).
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Figure 116. Example of a “Coffee Mill” courthouse constructed in Corydon, Indiana as the
first Indiana state capital. This building is presented here because it is still extant, and
measured drawings of this structure are available for comparison with the McLean County
courthouse. This courthouse was 40’4” square (and remarkably similar to the 42’6”
documented for the McLean County courthouse designed and constructed by Munsell in
1836). The setback for this structure was approximately 30’ (See Appendix x for more
drawings of this structure) (HABS 1936).
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Figure 117. Top: Distribution of Foursquare courthouses in selected states (Ohman
1982:173; Figure 2). Bottom: Known and Probable Foursquare Courthouses in selected
states (Ohman 1982:174; Table 1).
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Table 5
Data for “Coffee Mill” Courthouses in Illinois
[The five counties marked with a question mark ( “?”) were extrapolated from Ohman (1982), but could not be verified during
the course of these investigations.]
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Figure 118. Distribution of documented “Coffee-Mill” courthouses in Illinois. Courthouse
design in Perry, Hardin, Effingham, and Lawrence Counties need verified. Similarly, this
should be considered a minimal number of counties, as there is a reasonable expectation
that many more were constructed in Illinois during the 1830s and early 1840s (as
information relating to the early courthouses in many Illinois counties is lacking).
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Figure 119. Several features were identified with construction activities (top). A series of
large posts were located around the exterior of the Courthouse (top). These large posts
were located around the perimeter of the building and probably supported a multi-story
scaffold to assist with the construction work (bottom). The age of the large pit located in
front of the main door (and identified as Features 26/27) is unclear. This pit may have been
associated with later construction activity, potentially dating to the 1863 construction
remodeling associated with the East and West Wings.
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Figure 120. Two lines of posts were found during the investigations—one in line with the
southwest corner of the building, and the other with the southeast corner of the building
(top). These posts probably represent fence line separating the west and east yards of the
Courthouse Square from the south entrance to the Courthouse (bottom).
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Figure 121. In 1863, the side wings were constructed onto the Courthouse, and a expanded boardwalk was constructed.
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Figure 122. View of the Methodist Church constructed in Bloomington in circa 1849-50 (left) and the cupola of the McLean
County Courthouse (right), as depicted in small vignettes on the 1860 Bird’s Eye View of Bloomington, Illinois (Gast 1860). In
early 1851, the McLean County Commissioners referenced the newly constructed Methodist Church for the design of a new
cupola to be constructed on the Courthouse. In June 1851, the Commissioners’ Record noted that “the cupola be thoroughly
repaired and finished up after the fashion of that as the new Methodist Church…”. Note the similarity in the two cupola
designs. The image of the Courthouse cupola (right) does not depict the lower railing, as depicted on the church cupola (left)
and which is evident on the 1860s photographs of the Courthouse. Clearly, the Courthouse cupola was designed to emulate
the church cupola.
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The “Residential Jail” as a Building Type (With Reference To McLean County)
During the formative years of Illinois (as well as the United States), the incarceration of
socially unacceptable individuals (those unable to function in society according to the guidelines
established by the greater community) generally falls to the responsibility of the local
community. Soon after settlement of a region, crude temporary holding cells (“jails”) were often
one of the earliest community buildings constructed. Many villages throughout the state
constructed small holding cells and/or “municipal jails” for short-term incarceration. With the
formation of county government (and the establishment of a county seat), more formal jails were
quickly established (often in conjunction with the construction of a courthouse). These
structures were used for the temporary incarceration of a wide range of individuals, including
debtors as well as more notorious and dangerous criminals (i.e. murderers). The county jail was
a specialized municipal jail located in the county seat community, and serviced a slightly greater
area and population base. Many communities relied on the county jail to service their jail-house
needs, maintaining only a small “calaboose” or holding pen. As such, city and county jails are
often intricately linked within county seat communities such as Bloomington.
Jail Reform in Illinois. Jails have two primary functions. It is in jails that individuals
are held while awaiting trial and/or arraignment in front of a judge. Such individuals have not
been determined guilty of any crime, and simply await trial to determine guilt (custodial
security). The other category of individuals housed in jails is the guilty—individuals found
guilty of a particular crime and serving a sentence handed down by a court (punitive custody).
During the early years of state government, mentally impaired individuals (the insane) where
often housed in jails also. The differences between these categories of individuals are great, and
often result in conflicting needs during incarceration. Unfortunately, in early Illinois (as
elsewhere during the time), many communities did not distinguish between these classes of
individuals, and often housed them in the same holding cell.
As part of the Northwest Territory, early Federal legislation in 1792 dictated that every
county within the newly formed territory construct a jail that was supplied with a whipping post
and pillory, as well as capabilities to separate debtors from other classes of criminals.120 This
simplistic classification system resulted in early jails having two different rooms—the Debtor’s
Room and the Dungeon.121 During this early formative period of the state, a punitive approach
to crime was strongly advocated—with the belief that hard, torturous work and living conditions
forced upon the inmate would create a strong desire not to return to these living conditions and
thus deter future crime. The first generation of jails constructed in Illinois was crude affairs that
were well suited to this philosophy. But, as crude as Illinois jails were during these early years,
they were similar to those in use in other parts of the country at the time.
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The use of the whipping post and/or the practice of flogging in early Illinois is well-documented (cf. Smith
1912:167). The use of the whipping post, or pillory, was abolished by the Illinois State legislature in 1833 shortly
after the establishment of Illinois’ penitentiary system (Bruce 1933).
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The practice of imprisoning debtors was not abandoned until the 1830s (Randall 1952). Melanie Newport has
published an excellent summary of bibliographic material relating to prison history and policy (“An American
Prison History Reading List) at http://melanienewport.com/2014/04/09/an-american-prison-history-reading-list/.
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Although Illinois became an independent state in 1818, it was not until 1831 that Illinois
penal code was revised. It was at that time that new legislation was passed that established the
state’s penitentiary system and fixed prison terms for most common criminal offences (Lightner
1999:33).122 Prior to this time, the customary penalty for a crime was generally a fine and/or
flogging, with more serious offences such as murder resulting in a death sentence (by hanging).
Jails chiefly were used to hold debtors, those individuals awaiting trial, and the insane (Bruce
1933). With the establishment of Illinois’ first state penitentiary in Alton, Illinois, and passage
of the Criminal Code of 1833, the penal practices in Illinois changed dramatically—flogging was
abolished, and standard sentences were established. 123 The construction of this prison marked
the “beginning of ‘a modern criminal justice system’” (Siegfried 1985:7). Once the law
changed, the local court lost the power to directly punish, with the authority being passed to the
State (cf. Foucault 1977).
During the early years of the nineteenth century, two opposing philosophies were touted
and influenced the design and management of jails and penitentiaries. Both the Auburn and
Pennsylvania “systems” were variations of the Asylum System of prison reform, an outgrowth of
Quaker ideals. The Pennsylvania System espoused 24-hour solitary confinement, with every
man having his own cell (with no interaction with other inmates). Proponents of this system
thought that criminals had strayed from God, and could be reformed through “a regimen of
instruction, prayer, and meditation” (Lightner 1999:33-34; Greene 1977). It was believed that
through isolation and reflection, rehabilitation was achieved. John Haviland’s Eastern State
Penitentiary became the model for this approach, and thus the reference to the Pennsylvania
System. The rival philosophy at this time was the Auburn System, which espoused solitary
confinement at night, and “congregate work in silence during the day.” This policy “was to be
adopted almost universally in North America. The Auburn System, which stressed the punitive,
hard-labor philosophy associated with the early years of statehood. was named after the Auburn
Penitentiary in New York State which developed their methods during the 1820s. And with it,
the Auburn cellblock was widely copied—inside cells “stacked back to back, opening onto a
space from ground to roof that separated cells from the exterior cellblock walls.” Generally,
these small cells were only large enough to house a bunk and toilet bucket. It is this lengthy
rectangular type of cellblock which has become standard in most United States prison plants”
(Johnston 2015:77). The Alton Penitentiary was operated under the Auburn System, with
prisoners suppling labor for a variety of purposes. Beginning in 1845, the prison began
contracting out convict labor and operating as a private manufactory for such objects as ropes,
wagons, and barrels (Lightner 1999:36).124
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The Illinois Department of Corrections website contains a short history of the Illinois penal system
(http://www.illinois.gov/idoc/aboutus/Pages/History.aspx).
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As originally constructed, the Alton Penitentiary (then known as the Illinois State Prison) had only 24 cells, but
was expanded to 256 cells by 1857. In 1860, with the opening of the Illinois State Penitentiary at Joliet
[construction began on the prison in 1858 with labor supplied by prisoners from Alton], and the transfer of prisoners
to that facility, the Alton Penitentiary was closed. It continued to be used by the U.S. Military, and housed
Confederate prisoners during the Civil War years.
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During the initial years of the Alton prison, the warden had had the ability to use convict labor if he determined
the project would advance the interest of the State. With the passage of the “Illinois Act of 1845,” the warden was
allowed to use the convict labor for personal gain (Bruce 1933).
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Dorothea Dix, an early prison and poorhouse reformer, visited Illinois in 1846. During
the next two years, she visited many of the state’s county jails and poorhouses. Based on these
visits she wrote many newspaper articles about the quality (or lack thereof) of care given to the
state’s prisoners and mentally ill in Illinois. Her writings from this time (May 1846 through
March 1847) give us insights into the character of prisons and jails within the state at that
time.125 Dix campaigned for a variety of changes in the county jails of Illinois, not the least were
the general living conditions, lack of heat, quality of food and care, as well as the separation of
prisoners by class. The condition of the county jails and care of prisoners at the county level
soon became known as “the County Problem” (cf. Burns 1971). In part, due to her campaign,
during the 1847 legislative session, the Illinois State Legislature passed a bill that required
county jails to be clean and supplied with blankets and bedding. Like many state mandates, it
had no mechanism for funding this directive (Laws of Illinois 1847; Lightner, p. 104).
Although Dix had raised many eyebrows with her oratory and writings on Illinois jails,
she apparently had little impact on the county jail “problem” (Lightner 1999:105; Burns 1971).
Twenty-five years after Dorothea Dix’s reform efforts, prison reformers in Illinois were still
complaining about the poor conditions within the state’s jail system. In 1873, the Board of State
Commissioners of Public Charities of the State of Illinois (State of Illinois 1873) completed
nearly four years of study of “the county jails of Illinois, in respect of their construction, their
management and discipline, and their effect upon the well being of society.”126 The State
Commissioners came to the conclusion that
The county jails of Illinois… are for the most part badly planned, if not badly
built. Some of them are very unsafe; and but for the vigilance of the jailers in
charge, escapes would be an every day occurrence. They are unsafe, either
through the weakness of some particular portion of the structure; or on account of
the facility of communication, in them, among the prisoners, and even, in many
instances, with the outside community; or because they afford no adequate
protection to the turnkey, against sudden assault.
Others are secure as any jail can be made, but are wholly deficient in the essential
conditions of life and health. They have ordinarily no sewerage; they are illventilated, or not ventilated at all; they are very imperfectly lighted; some of them
are destitute of any means of warming the air in winter, and scarcely any of them
have proper provision for bathing by the prisoners.
A jail may be safe and comfortable, and yet be so constructed as to render the
classification of prisoners impossible. There is not a jail in the state in which the
accused are separated from the sentenced. Witnesses are often, but not always,
125

The Sangamo Journal (Springfield) published eight accounts of her trips in Illinois (Lightner 1999). It is
interesting to note that Ms. Dix does not mention McLean County in her work.
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The State’s survey work apparently began in 1869. One Civil War veteran conducting the survey noted that one
jail that he had visited was “worse than the notorious Andersonville prison of which he had been an inmate”
(Lightner, p. 106; Burns 1971, pp. 95-96, 116).
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confined in a separate apartment, known as the “debtors’ prison.” In some of the
jails there is no means of separating the sexes; in others, the only separation is by
cells, opening into a common corridor; in others female prisoners are confined in
the debtors’ prison; in others, a female department has been extemporized in the
sheriff’s private residence, by sheathing an ordinary window with sheet iron; in a
few, the female prison is properly planned and built (State of Illinois 1873:207208). 127
The State Commissioners continued by summarizing that the “hourly intercourse of prisoners
with each other,” and “their lack of any useful, honorable employment” has lead to an
“association of idleness, which is the curse and condemnation of our present jail system” (State
of Illinois 1873:208). As they stated, “every hour’s delay to provide a remedy increases the
difficulty of overcoming the natural obstacles to reform, because the erection of new jails every
year tends to fix definitely and permanently the type of our prison system. … All that is
necessary is one bold, immediate step in a new direction.” The State Commissioners proposed
constructing an intermediate grade of prison between the county jails and state penitentiary that
would require compulsory manual labor for minor offenses (State of Illinois 1873:211). Based
on the State Commissioners report, a “new jail law” was enacted by the Illinois State Legislature
in 1874. This new legislation, although it did not go as far as the state commissioners had hoped,
made provisions for more sanitary jails, and the separation of different classes of prisoners (men
versus women; young versus older hardened criminals) (Abbott 1916:1).
Municipal Jails in Illinois (With Reference to McLean County). The earliest jails
constructed in Illinois were expedient, unassuming structures. In their simplest and crudest form,
these facilities were simple log structures and/or pits dug into the ground and roofed over. Also
during these early years of Illinois statehood, as detailed by reformer Dorothea Dix, there was no
separation between the classes of individuals being incarcerated, at least at the county level.
Often the mentally ill, as well as those awaiting trial, were held in the same facility as the more
hardened criminal. Dix described a structure used by a Morgan County family to incarcerate
their insane brother during the late 1840s. Dix wrote that
It was an intensely hot day last summer, when I visited Fanning. He was confined
in a roofed pen, which enclosed eight feet by eight—probably a few inches over.
The interstices between the unhewn logs, freely admitted the scorching rays of the
sun then; as they since have afforded admission to the frequent rains, the driven
snow, and the pinching frost. He was without bed and without clothing; his food,
of the coarsest kind, was passed through a space between the logs; “no better,”
said a neighbor, “than the hogs are fed.”
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As Cass noted, the evils of the county jail system was denounced by Governor DeWitt Clinton of New York
State during the 1820s. Similarly Governor Enos Throop, in 1830, “urged the necessity for separate places of
confinement for persons serving sentences and those awaiting trial.” In 1846, the New York State Prison
Association “recommended the abolition of county jails and the substitution in their stead of district prisons for the
convicted prisoners, leaving the county jails to be used as houses of detention only for prisoners held on criminal
charges or as witnesses” (Cass 1924: 262).
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Some sort of coarse bed-clothing and garments, at times were supplied, but
usually not. His feet had been frozen, and had perished; upon the shapeless
stumps, he could, aided by some motion of his shoulders, raise his body partially
against the side of the pen. This wretched place was cleaned once a week or
fortnight, in mild weather; not so in wet, cold, wintry seasons…. Of course no
fire is here introduced in the cold winter weather; a singular expedient has been
adopted, as horrible as it is singular; beneath the pen is excavated a pit about six
feet deep and six on either side. This dreary, ghastly place is entered through a
trap-door; neither light, heat, nor ventilation are there; but there is to be found a
pining, desolate, suffering maniac, whose piteous groans and frantic cries would
move to pity the hardest heart (Lightner 1999:100-101).
Although this structure was used to incarcerate an insane individual, this structure was similar to
holding pens in use by many communities at that time. How common such structures were in
Illinois is not known. Similarly, the subterranean holding pen—which consisted of a small
unlined pit roofed over and accessed by a trap door, was present in many Illinois communities,
including Springfield. During the initial years of settlement, the City of Springfield utilized an
underground pit to hold prisoners. This early community holding pen was located within the
center of Sixth Street, adjacent to the city market house (which also was located within the center
of the street), opposite the Illinois State Journal office (Interstate 1881:254).128 Little is known
about this early facility.
During her travels in Illinois in 1846, Dorothea Dix visited at least thirty county jails
throughout the state. Of the counties she visited, several (n=4, representing 13.3% of the
counties she visited) did not have a county jail. At that time, the least common form of county
jail was that which had the holding cells incorporated into the structure of the county courthouse.
Dix noted only two Courthouse Jails in her travels (representing 6.7% of the counties she
visited), which were located in Albion (Edwards County) and Jerseyville (Jersey County). A
contemporary Courthouse Jail located in Thebes (Alexander County) not visited by Dix has been
documented by the Historic American Buildings Survey. The Alexander County Courthouse,
constructed in 1848, integrated the small holding cells into the lower floor (basement level) of
this structure (HABS 1934b). As discussed in the earlier section of this report, holding cells
were integrated into several of the “Coffee Mill” courthouses constructed in Illinois (but not in
the McLean County Courthouse of this design).
Of the thirty county jails visited by Ms. Dix, seven (representing 23.3% of those counties
visited by her) can be characterized as Blockhouse Jails, whereas fourteen (representing 46.7%
of those counties she visited) are characterized as Residence Jails—the two most common forms
of jails present during the middle nineteenth century in Illinois (Lightner 1999).129
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The early jail in Galena (Jo Daviess County) was also incorporated into the basement of the city’s Market House
(cf. HABS 1934a).
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Additionally, three counties visited by Dix (representing 10% of the counties she visited) had jails of a type that
could not be ascertained.
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During the early formative years of Illinois, the most common jail was the small,
detached, and heavily constructed building that was used to house the criminal element. Often
referred to as “Blockhouse” or “Stronghouse” jail, these simple structures were one story in
height, contained only one room, and were generally constructed of logs. Larger, multi-room
structures were constructed to separate debtors from the more serious criminals. Often, these
larger structures were two stories in height, with the rooms stacked one upon the other, which
gave the structure the appearance of a frontier blockhouse. The primary emphasis of these
buildings was to confine the criminal element in a secure location, isolating them from the
general populace, with very little attention to amenities, and no direct supervision or oversight.
As with the previously discussed holding pens, these early structures offered security without the
need of personnel for overseeing the prisoner.
Although Illinois is known as the “Prairie State,” it contained a wealth of hardwood
timber, which was used widely by the early settler for construction projects. Many pioneer
buildings were constructed using log technology, and jails were no exception. 130 Log jails often
integrated a complex system of double, and even triple-walled construction to thwart escape.
Dix commented that the jail at Hillsborough [Hillsboro] (Montgomery County), which had been
constructed in 1828, was “a blockhouse, two stories, poorly planned… very defectively lighted,
isolated, and otherwise resembling most of the timber prisons in this quarter” (Lightner
1999:85). The walls of this jail were three wythe of logs, each twelve inches square—the outer
two laid horizontal and the middle vertical. As Lightner notes, “the idea was that if a prisoner
tried to cut his way through the wall, the vertical timbers would drop down and block his escape”
(Lightner 1999:135-136). Dix notes that the blockhouse in Hillsboro “resembles most of the
timber prisons in this quarter…”. In early Menard County, the county commissioners chose to
construct a one-story jail with two cells, accessible through an entrance vestibule. The
specifications (including accompanying floor plans, elevations, and detail drawings) of this onestory log jail constructed in Petersburg in late 1842, represents an excellent example of an early
one-story blockhouse jail (Mansberger n.d.).
During the nineteenth century, many communities constructed small, one-story
“calabooses” which were similar to these small “blockhouse” jails. Remarkably, several of these
early, one-story, small-town structures have survived to the present in Illinois (albeit none
constructed of log). Later examples of blockhouses were of masonry construction, with stone
often being the favored material. One such jail is the middle-nineteenth century jail located in
Nauvoo (Hancock County). This simple single-cell structure was constructed of stone salvaged
from the demolished Mormon temple during the Icarian occupation of the community. Another
early example is the city calaboose located in Ellis Grove (Randolph County). This small, single
story structure was constructed of stone and contained two back-to-back cells. This building was
constructed in the middle 1890s. The ceiling was tightly framed with 2”x4” laid edgewise
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As Dix noted in the late 1840s, speaking of Shelby County, timber was “the most substantial and secure material
for building prisons. It was the mode of building here…”. She further noted that timber jails, such as that in Shelby
County, were “of the worst possible construction” (Lightner 1999:83). In timber rich areas such as southern Illinois,
tight double-walled log pens with solid log floors and ceilings were cheap and easy to build, and became a common
form of cell construction in frontier regions. Jordan (1978:153, Figure 7-2) discusses the complex corner notched
details associated with constructing a double-walled log structure, and illustrates the Gatesville jail which was
constructed in 1858. It represents the only building of its kind to survive in Texas.
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adjacent to one another. Many villages had small calabooses such as these two which persisted
through nineteenth century, well into the early years of the twentieth century.131
One model favored by a number of counties—including Peoria, Knox, McLean, and
Schuyler County—was the two-story log jail. The entrance to these structures was through a
door accessing the upper story via an exterior stairway. The dungeon, or jail room, was located
on the lower floor, with prisoners lowered into the enclosed space by way of a trap door in the
floor of the second story room. After the ladder was removed, the trap was bolted shut. The
lower floor room was often devoid of window openings. Drawings of the Oregon Territorial
Jail, constructed in 1845, have survived and represent an excellent example of this two-story
blockhouse jail which was once common in Illinois.132 Chapman (1878:266) illustrates a 20-foot
square, two-story log jail constructed in Knoxville in 1832.133
The earliest jail constructed in McLean County was of the two-story, blockhouse design.
In December 1831, only a few months after formation of McLean County, the County
Commissioners voted to construct a county jail. The following month, in January 1832, a
contract was awarded to William Dimmitt for $331 to construct that jail. The jail was located
“on the north line of the Court House Square, midway between Main and Center streets, facing
south.”134 Prince (1899:3) describes the building:
It was 16 feet by 16 feet, two stories, one room below and one above; the upper
room was used for those imprisoned for debt and minor offenses and the lower
room for those accused or convicted of the more serious crimes. The building,
walls, floors and ceilings were hewed oak logs; the roof was covered with split
shingles four feet long. The floor logs of the upper room were also the ceiling of
the lower room. They extended north and south across the building, four logs in
the center of this floor extending four feet beyond the south side of the building,
making a platform 4 by 4 feet. From the southwest corner of the building stairs
extended to this platform. At the head of the stairs, and opening into the upper
room from the platform, was a thick, heavy, oak door with heavy hinges and a big
lock. This was the only door in the building, the only other outside opening was a
window in the east end of each room about fifteen inches square, about five feet
above the floor, made of frames with heavy iron bars up and down and crossways
inserted in the frames which were spiked into the opening in the logs. In the floor
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Early twentieth century Sanborn fire insurance maps for Cordova (Rock Island County) illustrate a small
calaboose sitting all by itself near the Mississippi River bank.
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http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/records/state/odc/pics/imagespic.html
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Once abandoned as a jail, the structure was moved to a rural setting and used as a corn crib
https://archive.org/details/historyofknoxcou00chas (Chapman 1878:140, 266).
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The location of this early building is difficult to pin down. In another document, the County Commissioners
suggest that the building was constructed “on the northeast corner of the public square, ranging with the street and
alley.” In another location, the Commissioners state that it was “situated north and fronting a line east and west
running through the center of the public square, and shall stand on a line of Main Street (MCHS 1899:263). Koos
(1997:6) suggested incorrectly that this early jail was located “on the northeast corner of the square, lot 37.” Lot 37
was not acquired by the County until 1849; C. E. Fell placed the jail on Lot 38 (The [Daily] Pantagraph 1899).
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of the upper room was a trapdoor. When a prisoner was incarcerated in the lower
room he was taken up the stairs into the upper room, the trapdoor opened, a ladder
put down and the prisoner thrust down into the inner darkness of the dungeon, the
ladder removed, the trapdoor closed and locked. There was a vault below the
lower floor, a small hole cut in the log floor and a suitable seat connected with it.
There was, however, no such convenience in the upper room. At first there was
no railing to the stairs… but [in 1836, the Commissioners had] the steps leading
into the upper part of the jail and platform strongly bannistered or railed for
greater safety.
Apparently this jail was not as secure as the County Commissioners had hoped for, and
subsequent work on the structure consisted of several rounds of “iron and smith work” in an
effort to better secure the building with locks and other modifications. Figure 123 combines
Prince’s drawing of this jail with a floor plan drawn from information supplied by Prince’s
description.
Prince (1899:3-5) notes that this early McLean County jail “served its purpose well,” in
part because “prisoners were few and hardy, and men who had slept in cabins of rough, unhewed
logs did not seriously object to the draughts that came through the chinks of hewed logs.” Most
of these blockhouse jails did not have provisions for heat, and although Prince (1899) describes
with a flourish the hardiness of these early prisoners, the conditions in these primitive jails was
less than comfortable—whether during the heat of the summer, or the cold of the winter.
Describing a similar log jail at Nashville, Dix noted that “
in winter there is no provision for any fire… one man the last winter was nearly
frozen to death, --being saved only from this fate by a timely visit of the jailor,
who, on his own responsibility, caused him to be removed to a place where he
could be restored and kept warm. It is a common usage in the western states,
during very severe weather in winter, for the keepers to take the prisoners to their
dwellings for a time,—rather than expose them to the sufferings which they
endure in the cold damp dungeons (Lightner 1999:91-92).
Writing in the middle 1840s, Dix noted that there had been “no improvement in the old
jails first erected in the country, and which are now, almost by universal consent, admitted to be
very bad.” As Dix stressed, these blockhouse jails had a variety of objectionable qualities
besides the lack of heat. As already noted, these early timber jails were not always the most
secure and demanded maintenance—rot and deterioration was always an issue. Although having
the appearance of being secure, escapes apparently were relatively commonplace due to the
unsupervised character of the facility. They also were comparatively small, and as communities
grew, demand for larger facilities to house a variety of prisoners, also increased. These jails did
not allow much segregation of prisoners (debtors from more serious criminals), and a better
sense of social conscience regarding the treatment of prisoners, as stressed by Dix, dictated the
abandonment of these early structures at the county level. Although the early model was
abandoned fairly soon at the county level, these more primitive blockhouse designs tended to
persist longer in smaller municipalities, where the level of crime was low and there was less
demand. In 1872, the community of Jonesboro (Union County) constructed a two-story stone
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jail, reminiscent of the early blockhouse jails, that provided two cells on each level separated by
a narrow corridor (or entrance vestibule) (HABS 1936). 135
The most common form of jail encountered by Dorothea Dix during her travels in Illinois
was the combination structure that housed both the jail complex and residence for the jailor and
his family. This “Residential Jail” model was adopted by most Illinois counties as a secondgeneration jail and integrated the living quarters of the sheriff (or jailer) and a jail under the same
roof. This arrangement allowed for the direct supervision of prisoners, and also created a
situation where food and heat could be provided on a more consistent basis (in contrast to the
unattended holding cells associated with Blockhouse Jails). This model also made sense
economically, since the building was multi-purpose and often saved the county the need of
constructing two buildings. Additionally, the provision of free housing for the sheriff and his
family, no doubt, was a favorable benefit of the elected position. At quick glance, these
structures did not look much different from the traditional, well-built (often brick or stone)
housing of the more successful merchant or tradesmen in the community. Upon closer
inspection, especially at the rear half of the structure (or that part associated with the jail cells), it
was apparent that this was not the typical residence structure, as small barred windows often
indicated the presence of the jail cells.
The earliest form of these residence jails essentially consisted of a large dwelling house
that integrated the holding cells into the main fabric of the dwelling, similar to the early Pike
County jail (which was visited by Dix, and illustrated by Lightner (1999:66-67)). Based on the
1880 illustration of this jail, it would appear to have been a large, two-story, potentially doublepile, side gable dwelling.136 An excellent surviving example of this form of jail is present in
Carthage (Hancock County). This jail was constructed in 1839, and in June 1844 was where
Joseph Smith (founder of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints) was imprisoned (and
murdered by a mob that rushed the jail).137 This county jail is, in essence, a large gable-front
dwelling constructed of stone that incorporated the holding cells into the main body of the
building. Large gable-front dwellings such as that represented by this structure were more
common among that segment of the state associated with northern settlers. These large, gablefront dwellings were often embellished with Greek Revival decorative elements. In contrast,
settlers from the Mid-Atlantic and South were more likely to be associated with a traditional
form of dwelling referred to by geographers as an I-house. I-Houses are two-story, single-pile,
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https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Old_Jail_Building,_First_and_Mississippi_Streets,_Jonesboro,_Union_
County,_IL_HABS_ILL,91-JONBO,1-_(sheet_1_of_2).png
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Lightner (1999:66-67) claims that this image of the Pike County residential jail “is the only surviving image of a
jail actually visited by Dix.”
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Carthage_Jail;
https://www.lds.org/ensign/1994/06/martyrdom-at-carthage?lang=eng [Earlier, Smith was also incarcerated in the
Liberty, Clay County, Missouri stone jail built in 1833. Although located in Missouri, this is an excellent example
of an early one-story blockhouse jail constructed of stone with the dungeon room located below-ground within a
cellar
(https://www.lds.org/manual/presidents-of-the-church-student-manual/joseph-smith-first-president-of-thechurch?lang=eng).
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side-gable dwellings (generally, two rooms wide, one room deep, with or without a rear service
wing) characterized by a rectangular plan and a three- or five-bay facade.138
Early residential jails incorporated into traditional I-houses were fairly common in
Illinois, and integrated the jail component into the structure in one of several different ways.
One of the more common methods utilized during the earlier years of residential jails in Illinois
was to dedicate the lower story to the jailer and his family, and the upper story for two jail cells.
Dix gave praise to the Wayne County jail of this design and noted that “the jail at Fairfield might
have been designated as a model” if the plan of the residential component had been better
(Lightner 1999:94). Dix described this Residential Jail as being
Neatly built, embracing prison rooms or dungeons, and the Jailor’s apartments.
There are in the second story two dungeons, the dimensions of each are, eight feet
by ten, and eight and a half high. The passage dividing these cells from the
exterior wall, is thirty feet long by six and two thirds wide. The cells have no
windows, but a little light and air fins admission by an aperture eleven inches by
nine, through the door from the passage. The mechanical work in this building is
much better than is usually shown; and if the plan of the interior had been at all
corresponding, the jail at Fairfield might have been designated as a model. As it
is constructed, the prisoners will be subject to ill health through want of air, and
the keeper put to great inconvenience in taking charge of his prisoners (Lightner
1999:94).
By the later 1830s—only a few short years after it had been constructed—the initial
blockhouse jail constructed by the McLean County Commissioners was considered obsolete.139
In December 1837, the McLean County Commissioners found the jail “unfit for use or repairs.”
It was not until July 1839 that the County Commissioners were able to contract with Isaac Baker
to construct a new jail, at a cost of $1,500. Unlike the earlier jail (which had been constructed on
the Courthouse Square), this new jail was constructed at the southwest corner of Center and
Market Streets, slightly to the north and west of the Courthouse Square.140 Constructed in 1839,
this new jail—the second McLean County jail—was an early version of a residential jail, similar
to that described earlier by Dix. Prince (1899) describes this jail:
[It] was 34 feet east and west, by 14 north and south, and 16 feet from the brick
foundation to the eaves. It consisted of two “buildings” or rooms on the ground
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So named due to its initial identification in the “I” states of Indiana, Illinois, and Iowa, the I-house has two rooms
on each of its floors that are often (but not always) separated by a central hallway. This type of dwelling represents
a traditional Anglo-American house form that maximizes on the available wall space for windows, which was
necessary for both natural light and ventilation. Often associated with the Upland South, the I-house form has come
to connote the economic and agrarian stability of the middle-class farmer “who carried much of the predominantly
English folk culture of the Eastern United States” (Glassie 1968; Kniffen 1936). Mansberger and Stratton (2013)
contains a context for the I-house in Illinois.
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Based on our current understanding of the location of this early jail, it would appear that both the 1868 and 1902
Courthouses may have impacted the archaeological remains of this early structure, which was once located on the
Courthouse Square.
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This building was constructed on Lot 1, Block 35, Allin, Gridley and Pricket’s Addition, City of Bloomington.
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floor, each 14 feet square, with an entry between the rooms 6 feet wide. There
was a brick foundation 12 inches thick, with a foundation of two thicknesses of
hewed timbers 12 inches square, the upper course of timbers being the floor of the
“prison.” The walls and ceilings of the two lower rooms were hewed logs 1 foot
square, the lower story 10 feet high in the clear, and three rounds of timber above
the floor of the second story. The logs of the first jail are said to have been used
in the construction of the second.
The top part was finished like a dwelling house with a window in each gable, this
part of the building being used as the residence of the jailer. The lower rooms
were connected together by the foundation timbers which extended across the
entry.
The only entrance to the building was through the “front” door opening into the
entry on the south. The entry ran through to the north wall of hewed logs which
continued form one end of the building to the other. This “front door” was a
double door, the outer one a heavy oak door three inches thick with big lock and
brass nob to it, which, when the jail was vacant, the boys used as a “shinning
mark” for their rifles. The inner door was heavy bar iron crossed and riveted and
fastened with another big lock. There was also a heavy door from the entry to
each of the prison rooms; in each of these latter doors was a grated window about
fifteen inches square and opposite these grated windows were grated windows of
the same size in the east and west ends of the building, the iron gratings being put
in the logs as the building was built. The original contract called for a pit in each
room twelve feet deep, walled with brick, three feet in diameter and a seat suitable
for the same, but this was abandoned and in lieu of it an “outlet” “strongly
guarded with iron bars” was made through the north wall of each room with a
suitable seat to each “outlet” on the inside of said rooms. These outlets probably
connected with vaults outside the building. The north, south and west sides of
“dungeon” room, on the outside of the logs, were nailed ten feet high with eightpenny nails every two inches of the side space, before the weatherboarding was
put on; the front door and the doors from the entry to the dungeon room were also
filled with nails. The “dungeon” room was undoubtedly the west room, for the
contract required the logs of this room to be nailed with eight-penny nails on the
outside of the logs, ten feet high. The east room was doubtless designed for “poor
debtors” and those accused of minor offenses. The walls of the dungeon room
were lined with one and a half inch plank put on with four-inch spikes in squares
of three inches all over the walls, and both floors were floored on the timbers with
plank on and a quarter inch thick, strongly nailed down with good joints. The
building was “enclosed” with dressed weatherboarding and painted red. In the
entry was a ladder leading to the second story. There was also in the “entry” a
large “Franklin” stove which was the only means of heating the lower rooms.
(Prince 1899:5-7)141
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MCHS (1899:265) contains some additional information on this jail which was not included here. Additionally,
the County Commissioners’ Record (Volume A, page 71; July 6, 1839) contains a slightly different version of these
specifications.
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Unlike the early residential jail described by Dix at Fairfield (Wayne County), which had the
residential quarters on the ground floor of the jail and the holding cells on the upper floor, the
early residential jail at Bloomington had the residential quarters located on the second floor of
the building. The building had only one door, which accessed a central hallway which gave
access to each of the two cells. These living quarters were fairly inaccessible, with the only
access to the upper-story living quarters being a ladder located within the central hallway. Like
the earlier McLean County jail, the cells of this structure were constructed with hewn log walls
and floor. Figure 124 combines Prince’s drawing of this jail with a floor plan drawn from
information supplied by Prince’s description.
This jail, constructed in 1839, remained in use by McLean County for less than a
decade.142 In August 1848, the County Commissioners contracted with William Flagg to build
yet another jail, this time to be located on the northwest corner of the Courthouse Square. In
April 18, 1848, the County Commissioners detailed the location of the new jail, to be constructed
“on the northwest corner of Lot 39… making the main front of said building on the west of said
lot and ten feet east of the west line of said lot… the north wall of said building ten feet south of
the north line of said lot” (Commissioners’ Record, Volume A, page 357).143 The cost of this
new jail was $2,216. As Prince (1899:7-9) describes the building, the jail
Consisted of a two-story brick building 20 by 41 feet, facing west on Center
street, the first story 9 feet in the clear, and the second 8, with an ell one story on
the east side of the north part of the main building, consisting of a kitchen 16 by
16 and a wood house 8 by 16, and a tight plank stockade 25 by 25 feet, 12 feet
high, in the corner, made by the main building and the ell. … In the center of the
main building running east and west was an entry 8 feet wide, with a door at each
end, the east door opening into the stockade. On the south of the entry was the
jail part of the building, consisting of two rooms, the lower one for criminals and
the upper for poor debtors. Inside of the brick shell constituting the outer walls,
on the lower floor was a room 15½ by 12 feet in the clear, laid up with square
timbers 12 by 12 inches, floor, sides and ceiling. The walls, floor, ceiling and
door jambs were all lined with iron about 1-16 [1/16th] of an inch thick, and all
ceiled with oak plank 2 inches thick and 12 inches wide, spiked on with 6-inch
spikes, for to each log, through the sheet iron. There was a small grated window
on the east, opening into the stockade. The poor debtors’ room was like the lower
jail room, except it did not have the iron casing between the logs and oak
planking. The jail doors were of two thicknesses of 2-inch plank with the iron
casing between the planks, with a diamond hole near the top large enough to
admit of food for prisoners, with an iron door to cover the same, with a padlock to
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In June 1851, the City of Bloomington began using this structure as a city jail. It was torn down in 1877, when
yet another new jail was constructed by the County at this location. It is doubtful in any archaeological remains of
this structure have survived.
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Prince noted that the jail was located “on northwest corner of lot 39 in original town of Bloomington. Front on
west of said lot, 10 foot east of north line and north wall; 10 feet from north line of said lot” (MCHS 1899:266).
This is confusing, at best. The 1899 Commissioners’ Record indicates that the building fronted Center Street to the
west, and had a 10’ setback on both the north and west sides of the building.
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fasten it. The hinges to the cell doors were of bar iron 3 inches wide and 1 ½
inches thick, to reach across the door and screwed on from the outside with 5/8inch bolts and headed down on the inside and fastened with a big padlock. The
water closed was in the stockade. The windows, except the small grated windows
of the prison rooms, had outside or “venetian” blinds. There were no windows on
the west side of the prison rooms. The blinds appearing there were “blind blinds,”
there being the usual casing for windows, but no windows. At the head of the
stairs was the jailer’s bed room. The jail rooms were both heated by grates.
There was no furniture in either room except the straw bed and bedding and pail
of water and dipper and probably a wooden chair.144
This new jail, constructed in 1848 by the McLean County Commissioners, was a much
larger, and apparently much improved, residential jail. This new building—described as a “jail
and dwelling”—was laid out substantially different than the earlier structure (with its awkward
placement of jailer’s quarters in the upper story accessed by a ladder). First off, this structure
had a single story, rear service wing that gave the structure a distinctive L-shaped floor plan that
substantially increased the square footage of the building. Rear service wings were a common
feature of the I-house, and generally housed the kitchen and related storage rooms.145 The
service wing constructed on the jail housed the kitchen and an adjacent wood house. Unlike the
earlier residence jails, which had the jail cells located all on one floor (whether it be the first or
second floor), the main body of the jail was subdivided into the north half (the two story jailer’s
quarters) and the south half (the jail cells—one cell per floor). The two halves of the main
structure were separated by a wide central hallway (which Prince suggests was 8’wide) that also
accessed the rear stockade. Figure 125 illustrates the 1848 jail and dwelling. Figure 126 depicts
the ground floor plan of this building, as laid out using Prince’s (1899) description of the
building.
As with the earlier McLean County jails, the holding cells within this structure were
created using log technology. The walls, floor, and ceiling of the lower cell all were constructed
using 12”-square timbers, and presumably the walls and floor of the upper story cell were also of
log construction. In essence, the early log holding cells—not much different from the earlier log
two-story blockhouse jails—had been constructed within one bay of the larger brick structure.
Apparently, an independent foundation system supported this interior log structure, which was
veneered on the outside with brick. Figure 127 represents the ground floor plan of the third
McLean County jail laid onto the northwest corner of the McLean County Courthouse Square
and illustrates its relationship to the current courthouse (and existing landscape features), as well
as to the recent archaeological investigations. As discussed earlier, Feature 22 represents the
perimeter foundation walls of a shallow cellar uncovered by the archaeological investigations,
and suspected as lying beneath the 1848 jail. As originally interpreted (in the earlier draft
version of the report; Figure 127, left image), this cellar was perceived as lying beneath the south
144

County Commissioners’ Records published in April 1849 contain additional information regarding construction
details of this building (see Appendix I).
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Larger two-story service wings often housed servant’s quarters in the loft over the kitchen. In December 1849,
the Commissioners authorized a $20.00 expenditure for a “new cistern at jail” (Volume C, page 6). This cistern was
probably constructed off one of the corners of the kitchen wing of this structure.
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bay of the Old Jail building (and beneath the jail cells). At that time, we had not located the
original specifications for the jail (see Appendix I). This initial interpretation did not use the
correct 10’-setback on either the north or west sides of the building, which was supplied by the
newly discovered specifications. Additionally, the specifications clarified that the cellar was
located beneath the central hallway of the Old Jail building. Figure 127 (right image) is a
corrected site plan, which uses the proper 10’-setback on both the north and west sides of the
building. The use of the correct setbacks placed the cellar (Feature 22) beneath the central
hallway, as stated in the April 1849 specifications. Nonetheless, one incongruity was noted: the
width of the cellar (as determined by the archaeological data) does not agree with Prince’s
(1899) description of the width of the stair hall. Although Prince’s (1899) data suggests the
presence of an 8’-wide stair hall, the archaeological data indicates that the cellar was 10’-wide.
Structurally, the north and south walls of the cellar would probably have been located beneath
the corresponding north and south walls of the stair hall—suggesting that the stair hall may,
indeed, have been 10’-wide. Another possibility, which seems unlikely, is that the cellar
extended a short distance beneath the jail cell to allow for the placement of a heating grate within
the jail cell. The 1849 specifications also indicated that the cellar floor be located approximately
5’ below the floor joists—which is consistent with the archaeological data. This realignment of
the archaeological data to the perceived floor plan also collaborates the assumption that Feature
39 represents physical remains of the south wall of the Old Jail kitchen wing.
Unfortunately for the citizens of McLean County, this jail also was in a deteriorated
condition less than a decade after it was constructed, and in 1857 the County Commissioners had
another new residential jail constructed on the southwest corner of Center and Market Streets
(the location of the earlier county jail constructed in 1839). Prince (1899:9) states that the Old
Jail “was used for an office some ten years longer before it was torn down.” With the
construction of the new jail, this older structure was used by the county for office space, with a
variety of public and private officers maintaining offices (and/or residences) within that structure
(see Appendix II).146 In the Spring of 1866, the County Commissioners made reference to the
construction of a new wing onto the south side of the Old Jail, “south of [the] offices occupied
by Larrimore and Davis, who have agreed to pay for the improvements in return for use of the
property for five years, at which time they would deed the improvements over to the County”
(March 10, 1866; Book B, pp. 204; see Appendix I).147 Figure 128 illustrates the ground floor
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After its abandonment as a jail in 1858, through early 1861, the County apparently took a very lax approach to
the management of this building. In September 1858, William Simmons “was appointed Agent to superintend the
renting of the Old Jail and to receive the rents and pay said rents over to the County Treasurer” (Book A, pp. 44).
Apparently, Simmons had not done a very good job, and in February 1861, he was “requested to report to William
Thomas all monies collected by him for rents on Old Jail when in his care and amounts now remaining due, ant that
Mr. Thomas be appointed agent for the County to rent the building, collect all arrearages and rents hereafter bearing
due and to have charge of said building” (Book A, pp. 192). It was not until September 1861, that the
Commissioners received a detail accounting of rents received and owed. This summary was confusing, at best
(Book A, pp. 229) (see Appendix I).
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The 1867 Bird’s Eye View of the Courthouse Square illustrates this newly constructed wing, as well as a smaller
one on the east end of the rear service wing. No archaeological evidence was encountered of this wing during the
current investigations, as it was probably located just outside of the current excavation unit. It is also interesting to
note that no archaeological evidence of the stockade noted by Prince (1899) was encountered by the current
investigations either, as the remains of the stockade was located slightly south of the current Northwest Block
excavation unit.
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plan of the Old Jail office complex after completion of these modifications. Prince (1899:9) also
noted that “the sheriff’s office remained in this building until the court house was completed, in
1878 [sic; 1868].”148 The combined archival and archaeological evidence would suggest that this
jail was demolished in 1869—potentially well after construction of the new courthouse had been
initiated.
Lacking windows, the log holding cells in the Old Jail would not have made very
comfortable office or residential space. Sometime after the abandonment of the jail function, it
seems probable that the interior log walls and floors within the holding cells were removed.
Minimally, holes may have been cut in these outer walls to create window openings for these
spaces. Whether this was done when Larrimore and Davis added the new wing onto the south
side of the building (abutting the old jail cells, which they were occupying as an office) in 1866,
or earlier is unknown. It is likely that some of the debris recovered from the lower fill of the
cellar was deposited at the time this remodeling was undertaken. The later fills within the cellar
contain materials associated with the construction of the 1868 courthouse (including slate roofing
potentially associated with the roofing of that structure), and suggest that they may not have been
deposited until circa 1868-69.
By the middle nineteenth century, the traditional I-house with its rear service wing had
been adapted as a fairly common residential jail form throughout much of Illinois. By midcentury, this form was well established with the front half of the house being the sheriff’s
quarters and the rear service wing adapted to the needs of the holding cells. The layout of the jail
component of these structures was being re-designed due in part to prison reformers such as Dix.
One of the main changes that occurred during these mid-century years was the abandonment of
the traditional log holding cells and the adoption of more modern cell blocks. In the earlier
versions of these “modernized” cell blocks, which were influenced by the Asylum philosophy of
isolation and segregation, the individual cells were generally constructed of masonry and
arranged with one side along an outer wall, and the opposite side facing a hallway or corridor.
Such was the case for the Adams County jail constructed in Quincy in 1839, at a cost of $1,000.
This residential jail, with its large cellblock at the rear of the structure, was located on the
courthouse yard.
the dungeons are entered upon the ground floor through massive doors, opening
upon the passage, which is five feet inside, and occupies the space between the
exterior wall and the cells, which, after the Auburn plan, are constructed in the
centre [sic]. The cells, of which there are six, measure six feet six inches on
either side, and seven feet high, the floor is of rock, from one foot to eighteen
inches in thickness: the doors are strong grates, secured with substantially
wrought locks. The ventilator is six inches square, and imperfectly constructed.
The cells though white-washed and several of them furnished, were not so clean
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This 1878 date is believed to be a typographic error, as the new courthouse was begun in 1868, and it is presumed
that the old jail was demolished shortly after that. Although the new courthouse was officially completed in 1877,
Prince’s reference to the old jail being used as an office “some ten years longer” would corroborate the circa 1868
date of demolition, and not the 1878 date.
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as desirable. Eight grated and glazed windows, two feet by three, open on the end
through the exterior wall. The cell walls are, as those outside, two feet in
thickness. When necessary a fire is maintained in the area in an iron stove
(Lightner 1999:75-76; 134).
An early example of a brick residential jail such as that described above has survived, albeit with
numerous modifications, at Knoxville (Knox County). Constructed in 1841-45, this residential
jail had the massing of a traditional I-house, albeit without a central hallway (and exhibiting an
asymmetrical four-bay plan).149 The stone cellblock had six masonry cells (two back-to-back
rows of cells) centered in the cell block. Another excellent example of a mid-century residential
jail of this form that has survived is the Henry County jail, constructed in Cambridge in circa
1866. The brick residential portion is a typical I-house form (albeit with the addition of a side
door which probably accessed the Sheriff’s office adjacent to the rear jail). The rear jail wing or
cellblock was of stone construction.150 Another early residential jail that has survived, albeit not
representing an I-house form—is the Schuyler County jail at Rushville (constructed in 1856).151
By mid-century, these re-designed and “modernized” cellblocks were being built as
stand-alone structures, often in close association to an existing residential jail. In 1861, Will
County constructed a detached cell block behind the sheriff’s residence. This jail was “a large,
stone room with a stone cell block in the middle. The cells are in two tiers, eight cells on a tier.
The windows are level with the second-tier cells and the cells on the first tier are wretchedly
ventilated. The cells have canvas hammocks, blankets and night buckets.” Sangamon County
constructed a similar cellblock behind its residential jail in 1865. This jail was described as
the typical stone block jail of the last century… The stone-block is two tiers high.
On each side of each tier are eight small caves. In each cave is a double-deck,
iron bunk with springs and blankets. An opening in the wall holds a night bucket.
On each side of the block is a tub so ancient, so dilapidated, so entirely insanitary
[sic] that its very presence in the room is a menace to the health of the prisoners,
to say nothing of the evil effects of its use. Bathing must be a public
performance. There is one toilet for the use of all the prisoners. It is exposed. …
The jail is insanitary [sic], wretchedly ventilated, inhumanly overcrowded (Abbott
1916:15).
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The building currently has a flat roof extending over both the brick residence/office and the stone cells. This roof
is clearly not original to the building. The HABS photographs from 1936 indicate the presence of a metal cornice
along the front of the building. The HABS drawings indicates a previous wooden cornice “restored from early
photographs.” One might question whether this building may have originally had a gable roof on the original
residence, as built in 1841. Nonetheless, this early dwelling has the massing of an asymmetrical I-house that has
had the interior room arrangements adapted to fit the needs of the jail. Photographs are available at:
http://www.loc.gov/resource/hhh.il0235.photos?st=gallery.
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An excellent early twentieth century postcard view of this jail is illustrated at http://www.epodunk.com/cgibin/genInfo.php?locIndex=5966.
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Both the Knoxville and Rushville jails are operated as museums.
212

In late 1915, the Sangamon County jail housed 37 men and 5 women which was described as
“small, dark caves” (Abbott 1916:19). These structures were not too different from the isolated,
unattended Blockhouse Jails of earlier times (such as that constructed in 1872 in Jonesboro,
Union County).
Improvements in cellblock construction, whether as an attached section of a residential
jail or within a stand-alone cellblock, were being made during the middle nineteenth century. By
the 1870s, cell block construction was utilizing new materials (sheet metal and iron/steel bars),
and their layout reconfigured. These new cell blocks were being constructed with iron-barred
cells (often arranged back-to-back) within the center of a large room, completely surrounded by
aisles (typical of the Asylum Plan of penitentiary being constructed at the time). The Illinois
State Penitentiary, which was begun in 1858 and completed in 1860, utilized all steel cell and
walkway construction, which was strongly influenced by the Auburn System philosophy.
During the mid-century, several companies—such as the Pauly Jail Building Company—began
specializing in the manufacture of steel cell blocks which were easily incorporated into previous
county jail designs.152 Although sanitation, heating, and ventilation were greatly improved over
the earlier log holding cells, the cells still did not have running water or individual toilets. This
jail form persisted throughout the later nineteenth century.
In May 1857, the McLean County Commissioners awarded a contract to E. Jacobs and
Company of Cincinnati, Ohio for the construction of a new county jail and jailor’s residence—
the fourth Jail to have been constructed in the county. This new jail was constructed on the
southwest corner of Center and Market Streets (not on the Courthouse Square, and the location
of the then City Jail). The structure was completed by Christmas 1857 at a cost of slightly over
$13,000 (MCHS 1899:267). Prince (1899) describes this jail:
[It] consisted of the sheriff’s residence, 32 by 42, two stories, fronting east on
Center street. The northwest room of the first floor was the jailer’s office, the
room above it, the “poor debtors’” room, was used for women prisoners when
there were any, which was seldom. The jail was a one-story brick building
adjoining on the west the jailer’s office, 32 feet on Market street by 26 feet wide,
north and south. In 1868 a thick layer of cement grout was placed under the jail
floor to prevent prisoners escaping through the floor. On the north side were
ventilating holes about six inches square, the air passing under the floor of the
iron “box”—but for some reason this ventilation was a failure. There was a
double door in the east end of the jail opening into the jailer’s office, a barred iron
door next the jail and a wooden door next the office. Also a “peep hole” through
which the jailer in his office could watch the prisoners. There was a window in
the west end opening into the stockade. The interior arrangements of the jail are
well described in a report of George Perrin Davis, Chairman of the Committee on
Public Buildings of the Board of Supervisors to that body, December 4, 1879,
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The Pauly Jail Building Company was begun in St. Louis, Missouri by P. J. Pauly in 1856. Pauly was a
steamboat blacksmith who designed and constructed steel cages for mounting on flatbed wagons for use as portable
jail cells. These Pauly Jail Building Company’s steel cages quickly became the standard for cell block design
(http://www.paulyjail.com/about/history.html).
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condemning its further use. “The jail is an iron box in which is a hall 30 feet
long, 10 feet wide and 8 feet high, with five cells on each side 6 by 7 feet with
bunks for two persons. In the west end is the only window which in cold weather
must be closed. The ceiling resting on concrete; the walls are lined with stone 8
inches thick, and the ceiling of the hall is a grating opening into a low garret in
which are ventilators.” The top, bottom and sides of the cells were boiler iron
cold in winter and hot in summer. The room was heated by a large stove. The
only furniture besides the iron “bunks” or beds and straw mattresses were a dipper
and an iron bench in the hall. There was a water-closet in the northwest cell
connecting with a sewer. At first this was supplied with water from a tank on the
top of the jail which was filled from a well on the lot. There was also a lavatory
in this cell connected with this tank. In 1876, Bloomington established its system
of waterworks with which the jail closet was connected and the tank on the roof
removed. When built this was considered a model jail as doubtless its
predecessors were considered when they were built.
Both the jailor’s residence and the holding cells of this new jail were greatly improved over the
earlier jail (see Figures 129-130). Although having the basic appearance of an I-house, this
structure was greatly enlarged from the earlier dwelling. Unlike the single-pile character of the
earlier jail, this new jail was a double- pile structure, which was two rooms deep, and not the one
room depth of the earlier I-house.153 This new floor plan essentially doubled the amount of
space available for the sheriff’s family (living space) and office staff. Similarly, the space
allocated for the prisoners had been relocated to the rear service wing of the structure—the more
common location of the jail component in the later residential jails. The amount of space
allocated for the prisoners had been greatly increased, but most importantly, the old timber
holding cells—which held prisoners of like classification collectively in one large cell, were
abandoned in favor of the individual steel cells located in a common room, where ten cells were
arranged five each side of a common hall. Cells were constructed of sheet metal (the “iron box”
noted above), and apparently did not last long, and soon were deteriorated. By 1868, this
building was also in disrepair, and the Committee on Public Buildings reported that it, too, had
become unsafe. In 1872, unable to afford yet another new jail, the Committee recommended
repairs “as the times are too hard to erect a jail suitable for this county” (Appendix I).
Residential jails continued to be constructed through the later nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries, albeit no longer exhibiting the traditional I-house form. By the middle of the
nineteenth century, the buildings began to exhibit stylistic embellishments in vogue at the time of
construction. In 1868, shortly after the end of the Civil War, a large modern jail was constructed
in Monticello (Piatt County), which incorporated Victorian design elements (Italianate detailing)
into its construction. Although this jail had a projecting front bay, it maintained the basic Ihouse form common during the mid-century. This brick dwelling had a very large, two-story
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A “pile” is a row of rooms: a “single-pile” house is therefore one with a single row of rooms; a “double-pile”
house is two rooms deep, sometimes, but not always, with a corridor between the two rows (Curl 2015).
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brick cell block.154 In contrast, the Perry County jail constructed in Pinckneyville in 1871 was a
traditional residential jail that integrated an irregularly massed Victorian dwelling into its design.
The Moultrie County jail in Sullivan (constructed in 1911) and the Williamson County jail in
Marion (constructed in 1913) are two early twentieth century surviving examples of residential
jails inspired by the Classical Revival.155
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This building, which was one of the oldest continually occupied county jails in Illinois, was torn down in late
2004/early 2005. Photographs of this building and copies of the original floor plans of this building are on file at
Fever River Research, Springfield, Illinois.
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Both the Perry County and Williamson County jails are listed on the National Register of Historic Places.
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Figure 123. Details of the first McLean County jail, which was constructed in January
1832. The drawing (top) is from Prince (1899), and the floor plan sketches are based on
information supplied in Prince’s description of the jail.
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Figure 124. Details of the second McLean County jail, constructed in the summer of 1839.
The drawing (top) is from Prince (1899), and the floor plan sketch is based on information
supplied in Prince’s description of the jail. No details are available for the second story
plan.
217

Figure 125. Two views of the third McLean County Jail. This structure was constructed on the northwest corner of the Public
Square in the fall of 1848, at a cost of $2,216. The building was a two-story brick structure that measured 20’ by 41’ in size.
Left: Sketch from Prince (1899). Right: Bird’s eye view from Ruger (1867), with later additions.
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Figure 126. Ground floor plan of the third McLean County Jail, which was located on the
northwest corner of the Public Square in Bloomington. This sketch plan is based
substantially on the building’s description presented in Prince (1899). The front portion of
the building was two stories in height with two rooms (residence/bedroom on north end
and jail cell on south end) separated by a central hallway. The rear service wing was only
one story in height. Although a privy is known to have been located within the stockade, its
location within that enclosure is unknown.
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Figure 127. Ground floor plan of the third McLean County jail (1849-1868) laid onto the northwest corner of the McLean
County Courthouse Square illustrating its relationship to the current courthouse (and existing landscape features) and to the
recent archaeological investigations. Left: As originally plotted prior to locating specifications (and presented in earlier draft
report). This initial interpretation did not use the correct 10’-setback on either the north or west sides of the building. Right:
Corrected site plan, which uses a 10’-setback on both the north and west sides of the building, as stated in specifications. This
correctly placed the cellar (Feature 22) beneath the central hallway, as stated in the April 1849 specifications. One incongruity
was noted: the width of the cellar (as determined by the archaeological data) does not agree with Prince’s (1899) description of
the width of the stair hall (see discussion in text).
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Figure 128. Ground floor plan of the old Jail building, as it appeared during the later
1860s immediately prior to its demolition in 1868. By this time, the log jail had been
removed from the interior of the building, the exterior stockade had been torn down, a new
office wing had been constructed onto the south elevation of the front of the building, and a
much smaller wing had been added onto the east end of the kitchen wing (as represented
by Ruger’s 1867 Bird’s Eye View).
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Figure 129. Details of the fourth McLean County jail. Left: Prince (1899). Right: Bird’s Eye View of Bloomington (Ruger
1867).
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Figure 130. Ground floor plan of the fourth McLean County Jail, constructed in 1857. This sketch plan is based substantially
on the building’s description presented in Prince (1899). The front portion of the building was two stories in height. Unlike
the earlier jail, the residence portion of this structure was two rooms deep (double pile). The rear “service wing” consisted of
a greatly enlarged cell block with individual cells arranged around a central hallway. One of the cells was outfitted with a
toilet and sink.
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APPENDIX I
Notes Transcribed from McLean County Commissioner’s Records, 1836-1868

McLean County Board of Commissioners
n.d. Commissioner’s Record, Volume A (1831-1836) [1940-41 Transcription].
Illinois Historical Records Survey of the Work Projects Administration,
"Transcripts of County Board Minutes," Record Series 954.006, Illinois State
Archives, Springfield.
n.d.

Commissioner’s Record, Volume B (1836-1849) [1940-41 Transcription].
Illinois Historical Records Survey of the Work Projects Administration,
"Transcripts of County Board Minutes," Record Series 954.006, Illinois State
Archives, Springfield.

n.d.

Commissioner’s Record, Volume C1 (1849-1852 Digest) [1940-41 Transcription].
Illinois Historical Records Survey of the Work Projects Administration,
"Transcripts of County Board Minutes," Record Series 954.006, Illinois State
Archives, Springfield.

n.d.

Commissioner’s Record, Volume C2 (1868-1874 Digest) [1940-41 Transcription].
Illinois Historical Records Survey of the Work Projects Administration,
"Transcripts of County Board Minutes," Record Series 954.006, Illinois State
Archives, Springfield.

n.d.

Supervisor’s Court, Book A-59. [Minutes of the McLean County
Commissioner’s Board Meetings, May 17, 1858 through January 31, 1865.]
McLean County Circuit Clerk’s Office, Bloomington, Illinois.

n.d.

Supervisor’s Record, Book B. [Minutes of the McLean County Commissioner’s
Board Meetings, March 3, 1865 through September 19, 1868.] McLean County
Circuit Clerk’s Office, Bloomington, Illinois.

The Courthouse
In October 1835, the County Commissioners (Volume A, page 98) ordered the publication of a
notice in the Illinois Republican for proposals for a new court house to be constructed in
Bloomington. Specifications for it, at that time, were “forty feet square of brick, and two stories
in height.” The Commissioners stated that “the most suitable place for the Court House to be
situated is on the center East and West Line of the Public Square midway and the South front of
said House on said line and extending north.” Although specifications for the new Court House
were believed to have been presented within the Commissioner’s Record, no such specifications
were found.
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By the December term (1835), the Commissioners had made arrangements for contracting with
Leander Munsell for building the new courthouse. The Commissioner’s Record (Volume A,
page 110) notes that “a written contract was agreed upon for a brick building forty by forty-five
feet square, two stories high, finished in five rooms. The Court Room on the lower floor with a
gallery and all other conveniences… for the sum of six thousand, three hundred and seventy five
dollars…” At the time, Isaac Baker was appointed “as agent to instruct L. Munsell and transact
any necessary business with him in relation to the contract with him on the part of said court”
(Volume A, page 126).
In the June 1836 term, the court attempted to clarify the proposed location of the new
courthouse, noting that “the Court after further consideration decides that the Court House shall
be situated—the center of the building on the center of the middle—lot being Lot No. ___”
(Volume A, page 141).
On September 17, 1836, “… the Court this day having examined the Contract entered into by
Leander Munsell for building the courthouse and also the building on its various parts and
finishing do in behalf of the County of McLean accept of the said court house as finished and the
said construction [of] the part [by] said Munsell as completed…” (Volume A, page 154).
In December 1837, the County Commissioners authorized payment to Cy McIlhiney for “putting
in glass in the windows of the Court House” in September of that year ($6.26), and for “work on
the Court House” in the following November ($24.24)—for the sum of $30.50 (Volume B, page
27).
In May 1838, the Commissioners entered into a contract with William Allen “to take off the
shingles now on the Court House with care for the use of the County and bunch them into two
bunches and make and put on a new roof of good shingles in their place so as to completely
prevent the rain or leak from injuring the building and fix the shingles &c round each chimney so
as to prevent any leak and repair the cupola and floors of the same so as completely to prevent
the rain from penetrating or any leaks from injuring the building from that part and to use good
materials for such purposes as above mentioned and repair the eves [sic, eave] troughs so as to
prevent the water from flowing over the inside of the trough and to do the whole in a good
substantial workman lie manner and finish the same as soon as practable [sic] …. to pay Allen $4
per thousand for the shingles used for said roof, 12½ cents per pound for nails and for white lead
the common price—also twenty dollars for taking off the old roof and sixty five dollars for
putting on the new shingles in a roof—thirty five dollars for repairing the cupola and floors and
fifteen dollars for fixing the eve troughs as above mentioned… (May 8, 1838, Volume B, page
40).
On June 5, 1838, County Commissioners authorized payment to Allen for (Volume B, page 41).
14,000 shingles at $4 per 1,000
$56.00
3 kegs white lead at $4.50 per keg
$13.50
111 pounds of nails at 12½ cents per pound $13.87
$83.37

235

On December 3, 1838, the County Commissioners authorized payment for “firewood and
candles, June ’38 – Dec ’38” for $2.00, and “hauling saw dust and preparing Court Room Sept
1838” for $2.00 (Volume B, page 49).
In the May 1840 term, the County Commissioners authorized payment to Allen and Robinson for
“articles furnished for repair on the Court House &c of $3.03” (Volume B, page 103).
In September, 1840, the County Commissioners authorized payments to Rockhold and Billing
“for repairs on Court House” ($25.00) and to G. B. Larison for “lock and repairs on Court
House”($3.50) (Volume A, page 115). William S. McIntire for “repair on Court House”
($26.50), George Diethrick “for stove pipe for Court House” ($3.19), Isaac Pancake “for hauling
saw dust for Court House” ($3.00), and “Thomas Williams “for work done on the Court House
and Jail and Lumber being hauled” ($80.74). Additionally, the county was arranging for the
purchase of multiple cords of firewood (Volume B, pages 115, 119).
In June 1844, the County Commissioners authorized payments to G. D. McElhiney “for repairing
stare [sic; stair] door in Court House.” Although McElhiney billed for $2.00, the Commissioners
only agreed to pay $1.50 of the charge (Volume B, page 202).
In September 1844, County Commissioners authorized payment to McKesson and Baker “for
one door lock” ($2.00) and appointed William McCull agent to oversee the repair to the Court
House (Volume B, page 204, 209). In the next term, December 1844, the Commissioners
authorized payments of $2.16 “for glass and putty Court House”, $1.00 “for putting tan bark on
the Court Room”, to A Larch $1.50 “for painting window blinds for Court House” and Joel
Depew $7.26 “for repairs on Court House” (Volume B, page 217).
In March 1845, the County Commissioners authorized the expenditure of $115.54 to James
Miller for “digging and walling public well and making platform to the same” (Volume B, page
226).
During the December 1846 term, the County Commissioners authorized the following payments
(Volume B, page 278):
William Allen
Thomas Williams

for nails finish work on Court House
work on Court House

$ 6.01
$80.00

During the September 1849 term, the County Commissioners authorized the following payments,
which suggest substantial work on the building. The work appears to have included interior
framing and plaster work, and (Volume B, page 407, 410-11, 413):
Elias Gibbs
Joshua H. Harlan
Samuel Lander
Henry Miller
Aaron Kitchel
McElhiney & Reeves

for hauling lime from Old Town
for hair for Court House
for lumber for Court House
for lime furnish for Court House
for lumber for Court House
for work and labor on Court House

$ 2.00
$15.00
$ 9.62
$29.37½
$54.43
$88.32
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Craven Bosley
Z. Lawrend
Wm. P. Vannote
William Walker
G. McGlanghlin
Flagg & Ewing

work on windows of the Court House
for planking Court House
work and labor on Court House
work and labor on Court House
work and labor on Court House
and hauling sand and furnishing sand &c
lumber for Court House

$5.93
$83.75
$21.25
$21.87
$24.00
$88.77

In September 1850, the County Commissioners authorized the expenditure of $5.00 “for cleaning
out Public Well” (Volume C, page 53).
In late 1850, the County Commissioners passed a resolution “In the Matter of the Protection of
the Public Square.” In that resolution, the Commissioners noted that “boys [are] permitted to
play in the Court House yard” and “stock is sometimes turned into the said yard to the injury of
said yard.” Both activities were deemed a nuisance and were to be prohibited in the future
(Volume C, page 74).
The March 1851 term of the Commissioners authorized George Deitrick to be paid $20.06 “for
stove pipe zink [sic] &c for offices of the Court” (Volume C, page 97).
In early 1851, the McLean County Commissioners had a new privy constructed on the Public
Square. At that time, they paid J. E. McClun $3.50 “for lime for privy and for whitewashing
Court House &c.”, Henry Keeran $230.14 “for building privy on the Public Square,” C.
Wakefield $11.00 for “Paints, oils, &c for privy,” and Charles Leeper $7.00 “for painting privy”
(Volume C, page 125).
By early 1851, the Court House apparently was in need of serious repair work. The June 1851
term of the Commissioners contained the following details of that work:
In the Matter of the Repair of the Court House… ordered new roof of Pine
shingles to be put on the Court House and that the cupola be thoroughly repaired
and finished up after the fashion of that as the new Methodist Church and that B.
H. Coffey be appointed to superintend the painting of the same and that the
workmen for the repairing of the roof and cupola be required to enter into a
written contract… (Volume C, page 128).
Much of this work was conducted during the summer of 1851, as the authorization to pay many
of the bills for this repair work was given in the September 1851 term (Volume C, page 137,
141, 144-146) and continued in the December 1851 term (Volume C, page 158-59, 161, 169-70,
172, 174):
Wm. Ricketts
Levi Crise
J.E. McClun
Keeran
McElhiney

for hauling lumber for Court House
for hauling lumber for Court House
lumber for Court House
work on Court House
lumber for Court House

$ 16.00
$ 13.36
$148.50
$120.00
$ 5.25
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A.R. Miller
James White
D. D. Haggard
Sawyer & Bunn
J. E. McClun
Larrick & Bowers
G.W. Sandford
H. Keeran
J.E. McClun
Jonathan Glimpse
G. Deitrick
James White
John Sealy
Osborn & Miller
D. D. Haggard

lumber for Court House
lumber for Court House
putting pump in the public well
making zink [sic] trough and spouts
for Court House
authorized to purchase suitable bell
for Court House [no price given]
painting Court House & Jail
for carpet &c for Court Room
work done on Court House
re-imbursement for amount of bell
[no price given]
25 cords of wood
for stove &c for the Court House
Cornish [sic, cornice] put on Court House
whitewashing the Court House fence
for oil painting the Court House
for purpose for public well

$ 10.78
$ 60.00
$ 18.00
$ 72.90

$120.00
$ 11.45
$ 35.32

$ 50.00
$ 21.70
$150.00
$ 10.00
$ 38.40
$ 28.00

Work appears to have continued through 1852, with payments for repairs and interior furnishings
being authorized in March 1852 (Volume C, page 188, 193), June 1852 (Volume C, page 224,
226), and December 1852 (Volume C, page 269):
Larrick & Reeves

chairs &c for the Clerks Office
of the Circuit Court
C. Wakefield
for oil &c for Court House
Ross & Briscoe
for Book Case & Center table &c
For Circuit Clerks Office
D. D. Haggard
for a light rod for Court House
Allen Withers
for repairing water spouts &c
for the Court House
Merriman & White repairing Court House
Larrick & Reeves
painting Court House

$ 20.30
$ 10.05
$ 35.40
$ 11.00
$ 11.00
$ 57.00
$ 66.25

In the December 1852 term, the Commissioners further restricted the use of the Court House by
issuing the following resolution (Volume C, page 274):
In the Matter of the Court House… it is ordered that the sheriff from here forth
permit no showmen, concertmen, or any other sort of performers [to] exhibit
themselves in the Court House under any pretense whatever.
In March 1853, J. N. Ward was paid $10.00 for “chairs furnished the Court House” (Volume C,
page 336). Again in March 1854, A. Larrick was paid $2.00 “for two stools made by him for the
use of the county officers” (Volume C, page 413).
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[No extant records from the County Commissioners have been located for the period 1854
through 1858.]
County Commissioners Record, May 19, 1858 (Book A, page 15). The Board of Commissioners
passed a resolution “for the repairing the Court House and offices connected therewith, so that
the same may be made as comfortable and as convenient as said Building will permit for the
convenience of the Circuit Court and County Officers occupying the same.” The Chairman of
the Committee on Public Buildings gave the following report.
We proceeded to the examination of the County Jail through the politeness of
Sheriff Moore, we were conducted through the same. We found it to be one of
the best and most substantial Buildings of the kind we ever saw. And fully
believe said jail will answer the purposes for which it was designed.
Your Committee next proceeded to examine the Old Jail. Found the same in a
very bad condition, only two rooms suitable to be occupied, one of those rooms is
now occupied by the Town Clerk of the Town of Bloomington as his office. We
the Committee therefore would recommend that the Board will make such
disposal of said Building as they deem best for the Public good.
Your Committee next proceeded to the examination of the Court House and found
the same in a very bad condition and consider said building is unsafe to occupy as
a Court House and offices necessarily connected with the same. We the
Committee therefore would recommend to thou Honorable Board that some
action be taken by the Board in regard to the building of a new Court House,
believing the same to be of good importance and very much needed by the People
of the County. The Committee by leave to make the following report on the
resolution referred to them for repairing the Court House and offices, to wit: That
Your Honorable Board appropriate the sum of two hundred Dollars for the above
hand repair to be expended under the supervision of W. C. Hobbs and [that] he be
made his report of the same at the next annual meeting of said Board (May 19,
1858; Book A, pp. 16-17).
On that same day, the Commissioners appointed M. Simmons to “be the agent of the Board to
take charge of the Old Jail and make such disposition of it for the Board as may to him seem
right, reserving the privilege of using said building for the use of juries” (May 19, 1858; Book A,
pp. 18).
A couple of days later, on May 21, 1858, a resolution was made by one of the Commissioners
“to put to the people to build new Court House—not to cost more than $60,000” This motion
did not carry. Efforts to put a referendum to the people for a vote were rejected several times in
the following months (see also September 15, 1858, p 44). This failure to approve funding for a
new court house may have been due to the fiscal state of the County, shortly after the Panic of
1857.
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Apparently, over the summer months, repairs were made to the Court House, as well as the
adjacent jail. At the September 14, 1858 Commissioner’s meeting, the Clerk of the County
Court presented a Report of the Expenditures for the recent repairs (Book A, page 38).
To W. Rector for taking down partition and mending plastering,
whitewashing, &c. the 2 Clerks offices
To Jordan & Williams for Carpenter Work
To I. I. Hunter for mending and underpinning the Court House Walls
To I. Vinsent for painting and glazing 2 offices
To Wm. Still for glazing &c.
Amount expended for cleaning, removing rubbish, mowing, &c.
To David Simmons for Plank & repairs on Court Yard fence

$15.00
$23.00
$15.00
$25.00
$ 3.00
$ 9.75
$17.08

He also drew on the Treasurer in favor of D. Simmons to assist in repairs on Old Jail
[September 15, 1858; Book A, pp. 44; The Committee on Public Buildings
recommended payment be made to D. Simmons for 2½ days work that he had
conducted in the repair of the Old Jail.]
Later that same session (on September 16, 1858; Book A, pp. 48), the Commissioners authorized
the agent to “procure stoves and coal for use of the Offices of the Court House.”1
With repairs completed the previous summer, the County Commissioners looked into the
construction of an addition (or additions) onto the Court House. The Chairman of the Special
Committee on Public Buildings presented the following report with respect to new construction.
We your Special Committee on the propriety of building a fire proof building to
keep the County records in, beg leave to report. We are of the impression that it
is not prudent to build such building at this time as we will have to build a new
Court House before many years, as we would be expending money unnecessarily
(December 14, 1858; Book A, pp. 60).
Later during the same session (December 16, 1858; Book A, pp. 74), the Commissioners
authorize the Committee of Finance to pay the following bills, presumably for services and
materials being used in the Court House.
Carpentry
Candles
Burning Fluid

$ 7.40
$ 4.98
$ 4.55

1

The Commissioners (December 16, 1858, pp 70) “resolved the Mr. David Simmons be employed to order and
furnish wood and coal that may be necessary for the County for the use of the County, during the present winter, and
that Mr. Simmons furnish fuel for the two Clerks offices, Court Rooms, Jury Rooms, and for the use of the prisoners
in Jail only.” Later entries suggest that the fuel being used by the jailor and his family was causing some dispute
with the County. The entry on February 14, 1861 (Book A, pp. 190-91) had an extensive discussion from the
Special Committee Appointed to Furnish Wood for Court House. According to the Committee, there had been
problems in procuring quality fire wood, and that the wood they had received was too green to burn. The
Committee “finally contracted for some 30 cords dry wood at $4.00 per cord amounting to $120.00 said wood has
been delivered and corded up in the Court House Yard…”.
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Wood
Batting and Muslin

$12.75
$10.27

Similarly, in the spring session (March 16, 1859; Book A, page 77), the Commissioners
authorized the payment for
Gas for Jail
Coal for Court House and County Jail

$18.00
$75.15

June 14, 1859; Book A, pp. 85
Stove for Recorders Office & Fixtures
4 cords of wood for Court House
Pump and lead pipe for jail
Coal for Court House

$15.00
$16.00
$17.31
$ 4.25

A couple of days later (June 15, 1859; Book A, pp. 88), the Commissioners authorized payment
of the following,
One dozen Flag Bottom Chairs
$ 5.00
Gas light for Jail
$ 4.00
During that same session (June 15, 1859; Book A, pp. 90), the Commissioners authorized the
installation of gas lighting into the Courthouse. Mr. Simmons, Chairman of the Committee on
Public Buildings, reported that the Committee
recommend proposition of A. Gridley to furnish gas pipes, fixtures and burners
for the Court House be accepted. Also that W. C. Hobbs have charge of the Court
room and not let it for any purpose except for Courts, without advance pay for the
gas.2
That same day, the Commission also authorized the repair of the outside doors of the Court
House, and attempted to get the issue of building a new court house again put to the people with
a public referendum. Again, the issue failed to pass. December 8, 1859 (Book A, pp. 123)
authorized payment of $14 for “Pigeon Holes & Steps for Circuit Clerks Office.”
Again, in the early summer of 1860 (June 13, 1860; Book A, pp. 150-151), the Committee on
Public Buildings” made a recommendation to the County Commissioners for “the necessary
repairs for the Court House”.
First to remove the seats in front near the bar and put in a new floor fifteen feet in
width extending east and west across the entire building. Said floor to be raised
two feet above the old floor and the space between the two floors to be filled with
saw dust.
2

The Commissioners authorized the Committee on Finance to pay A. Gridley “for gas pipes & fixtures for Court
House” the sum of $147.00 on September 13, 1859 (Book A, pp. 97). The next day (September 14, 1857; Book A,
pp. 99) the Commissioners authorized payment of “2 gas bills for Jail & Street lamp” for the sum of $12.50.
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Second. To remove the seats and lay a floor over the space at the landing of the
stairway and place all the seats on a level also adding new seats where necessary.
Third. To remove the present stairway, plaster the ceiling where the stairway now
runs up and lay a floor over the landing of the stairway.
Fourth. To build two flights of stairs on the north side of the building, said stairs
to commence at the hall door on the north extending each way up to the window
above. The windows to be removed and doors to be substituted. The whole to be
enclosed and covered.
The original motion was subsequently amended to make the platform at the south end of the
courthouse 18” high instead of the previously specified 24” high. Apparently there was
considerable discussion regarding these proposed improvements to the Court House. A Mr.
West, also of the Committee on Public Buildings,
offered the following substitute for said report, to wit--… the following necessary
repairs for the Court House…
First. To remove the platform and seats in front of the Bar and put in a new floor
fifteen feet wide extending east and west across the room. Said floor to be raised
eighteen inches and the space between floors to be filled with saw dust.
Second. To remove the staging and place the seats on the floor.
Third. To seal up around the landing at the stairs and put a Baize Door at the
same.3
Although this motion was adopted, the following day (June 14, 1860; Book A, pp. 155)
additional discussion was undertaken, and the following motion approved.
that the Committee on Repairs to Court House use a carpet of matting on the
platform in place of the saw dust mentioned by said Report if they think it
advisable.
Presumably, these repairs to the Court House were undertaken during the summer and early fall
of 1860. Subsequently on September 13, 1860 (Book A, pp. 168),
A petition was presented to the Board by John G. Myers, Esq., praying for
improvements to the outbuildings of the Court House which petition was referred
to the Committee on Public Buildings.

3

Baize is “a woolen fabric resembling felt, usually green, used mainly for the tops of billiard tables” but also used to
line or cover a variety of items—in this case a door (http://www.thefreedictionary.com/baize).
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On September 13, 1860 (Book A, pp. 165), the Commissioners also authorized payment of a
“Bill for setting and finishing 17 lights of glass $36.00”—presumably at the Court House. The
following day, September 14, 1860 (Book A, pp. 172-173), the Chairman of the Committee on
Public Buildings made the following report.
Your Committee on Public Buildings to whom was referred the petition of John
G. Meyers have had the same under consideration and would respectfully report
and recommend that an addition of two apartments be added on the public privy
and the old vaults cleaned out and the wall on the North Side repaired and the
blind on North Side extended the length of the new addition, the new addition to
be built of timber. And also that the shed on the north side of the Court House be
torn down and rebuilt about the size of the part that is now used for coal. Same
material to be used as for as it will go in rebuilding said shed. And we further
recommend that said shed be about thirty feet from Court House on a North East
direction. And we further recommend that there be two lighting rods put upon the
County Jail and three upon the building at the Poor Farm.
Keeping the sidewalks and fence around the Courthouse Square in good repair was a constant
battle for the County Commissioners). In September 1860, the Committee on Public Building
“reported a necessity of repairing fence on Public Square…” (September 14, 1860; Book A, pp.
176). The following winter, a “communication” (letter?) from the Major of the City of
Bloomington regarding the side walk around the Public Square was presented to the
Commissioners in February 1861, “and on motion referred to the Committee on Public
Buildings” (February 14, 1861; Book A, pp. 193). That same day, S. B. Brown reported to the
Commissioners, that he
Was directed by your Honorable Body to repair the fence around Court House,
after the close of political campaign. Since the removal of the poles, by the
parties, the ground has been in such condition that it was thought best to defer it
until spring—or after the frost was out of the ground—when it should be done at
once. The sidewalk will also require some repair.
There has been some complaint made to the undersigned about parties occupying
the Court House square for showing wagons, reapers, &c.—if it could be done,
we would suggest the propriety of giving some one the general charge of the
grounds, thereby obviating the difficulty under which we have heretofore labored.
An entry on February 15, 1861 (Book A page 197) authorized repairs to the new jail, and “also
sidewalk and fence around Court House be repaired and also the privy be repaired and that some
member of this Board be appointed to supervise the above repairs.”
The Courthouse was witness to a variety of public events. On May 30, 1861 (Book A, pp. 21),
the Courthouse was the location of the Special Meeting of the Board of Supervisors for the Care
and Support of the County Volunteers. Over the following four years, the Commissioner’s
Records document a wide variety of efforts (and payments) for the support of the service men
fighting in the Civil War.
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September 11, 1861; Book A, Committee on Public Buildings report by Albert Welch,
“supervisor of repairs of sidewalk and fence, also building a new privy on the north side of the
Square”
Employed D. B. Williams to repair fence for
Purchased 12 posts of J. Pancake
390 ft of fencing M. Pearson and Son
Employed W. B. Packard to Build the privy

$ 2.50
$ 2.40
$ 7.23
$105.25

I would further state that fence and sidewalk is at this time very much out of
repair. And in fact according to my judgment it would not be policy to
repair it. I would recommend the building of a new one.
September 20, 1861. Book A, p. 254. Report by Isaac Funk:
Recommend that we make a new walk the same width of the old one on the west
& south side [of the Courthouse Square] to be made of heaving fencing plank
with oak string pieces three by four inches, supported by posts on the outside
where necessary. The old walk to be used in repairing the North and East sides
making a new gate on the North side also new gates on the South side. The fence
to be repaired with new plank using the old plank as far as they can be used. We
also recommend that the fence be stripped [?] on each post using heavy nails for
stripping [?].
The Commissioners were also having problems with wells on the Courthouse Square. The
Committee on Finance was authorized to pay “To Grays account for repairing Pump in Court
House Yard $1.00” (February 15, 1861; Book A, page 196). Apparently, the pumps continued to
give the County difficulty, and in March 1864, the Committee on Public Buildings was
Instructed to cause the two wells upon the Public Square cleaned out and suitable
pumps put in the same and that they draw upon the County Treasury for a sum
sufficient to defray the expense of the same (March 10, 1864; Book A, pp. 503).
At the June 1864 meeting of the County Commissioners, the Committee on Finance was
authorized to pay several bills, including one to A. Nelson for “2 Pumps for Court House
$60.00” (June 8, 1864; Book A, pp. 519). A few days later, the Committee was instructed that
“the claim of A. Nelson not be paid until said pumps are repaired and in good working
condition” (June 10, 1864; Book A, pp. 524).
March 6, 1862, Book A, pp. 291
Bill for resetting glass in Court House and Jail
Bill for Carpet furnished Court House
Bill for Wood furnished Court House

$ 1.40
$ 8.23
$99.00
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September 12, 1862, Book A, pp. 361
recommending fence around Court House Square be replaced as it needs if very
much and that the sidewalk on the North and East side of the Public Square be
replaced.
February 25, 1863 (Book A, pp. 392).
that on examination we found the eave boughs [?] around the Court House and
Old Jail building are very much out of repair and leak badly so as to damage the
walls of the buildings very much. We recommend that they be attended to
immediately and either repaired or taken away entirely and new ones put up—
That around the Court House being dangerous and liable to fall at any time. We
also found some other repairs needed in the Offices and recommend that they be
made. We further recommend that the old papers &c. in the loft of the Court
House be gathered up and all not required to be preserved or disposed of and the
proceeds paid into the County Treasury.
June 3, 1863; Book A, pp. 416…
we would recommend that the Court House be put in good repair as upon
examination we find it is in a bad condition and that we further regret that the
rubbish in the loft be cleaned out. We also recommend that the Jail roof be
repaired as we find in several places the water passes through into the jail.
Finally, by late summer, these repairs apparently had been made, as Wm. Thomas, Special
Committee to Repair Court House, reported on the following expenditures. September 17, 1863;
Book A, pp. 440).
Cash
Orders
To: Wm. A. Packard & Co.
Cornice
$100.00
$185.00
Witherspoon
Fencing &c.
$ 11.00
Humphrey & Trotter
Outside Painting &c.
$115.13
L. D. Rounds
Chimney Tops
$ 35.00
S. W. Wilson
Pointing wall with Mortar
$ 8.10
Thomas & Packard
$226.10
C. Bierbower
Plastering
$ 12.00
R. T. Broad
Deck floor & repair blinds $ 39.62
Wm. A. Packard
Lumber, Doors & labor
$ 77.20
Total out of order paid
$697.15
Total cash paid on above
$112.00
Total cash as [???] settled
$809.15
I have collected rents on Old Jail 150 $ Dollars out of which the above 112 $ has
been paid leaving in my hand at this date 38 $. There is two bills not paid. One
for white washing, the other for inside painting.
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Apparently, after repairing the Court House, interest again surfaced as to the construction of
additions onto the building, something that had been raised earlier (September 22, 1863; Book A,
pp. 448).
Committee of three be appointed to take into consideration the propriety of
building two fire proof safes or offices to keep the County and Circuit Court
records in and report during this meeting of the Board.
Committee met that same day, and reported back to the Commissioners (September 22, 1863, pp.
448-449)
They think it highly necessary that such offices should be built. They would
recommend that Wm. Thomas & Isaac Funk be appointed a Committee to
superintend the construction of said offices & they be authorized to borrow a sum
sufficient to build said offices.
Presumably, during the following fall of 1863, and/or the early part of 1864, the two wings
located on the east and west elevations of the Court House were constructed.
June 10, 1864, Book A, pp. 535) “Committee on Public Buildings… Your
Committee find the fire-proof safes attached to the Court House to be unoccupied
in consequence of heat and recommend that they be lathed and plastered
overhead.” “Your Committee also recommend that the fence [leading?] from the
street in front of the Court House to the House be removed, the outside fence be
repaired and two good and sufficient gates be procured and hung in front. “
At the Commissioners meeting on June 8, 1864 (Book A, pp. 519), the Committee on Finance
was authorized to pay bills, including one to “A. Nelson for “2 Pumps for Court House $60.00,”
but at the June 10, 1864 meeting (Book A, pp. 524) the Committee was informed that “the claim
of A. Nelson not be paid until said pumps are repaired and in good working condition.”
On September 14, 1864, the County Commissioners appointed A. J. Merriman as the agent of the
Board, “to take charge of the Court House Yard and that he be authorized and instructed to
prevent the use of the ground by any person or persons for the purpose of exhibiting agricultural
implements, circus, or other show bills or for any other purpose for which a Public Square is not
properly designed.” Two weeks later (September 28, 1864, Book A, pp. 594) a petition was
made for “permission to use Public Square by Elias Wenser for the privilege of putting up and
keeping for a short time on the Court House yard a specimen of Kennel’s portable fence for
exhibition…” Apparently the petition was granted. An entry in Book A (pp. 606) details work
on the fences and sidewalk around the Court House. [More copy is available to enter here.].
The March 10, 1865 entry in the Commissioners’ Records (Book B, pp. 20) contains a long
report from the Committee on Public Buildings (William Combs, Chairman) regarding the newly
constructed offices on the Court House, which were not faring well. This report notes that “the
roof of the offices erected and attached to the Court House” constructed by William Thomas, and
put on by the Harwood Brothers leaked very badly, and the Harwood Brothers “have failed to
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comply with repairs.” The Commissioners describe work that “is absolutely necessary and
should be attended to immediately in order to preserve the County Records which are in danger
of being destroyed or greatly damaged by the dampness.” At the same meeting, the Committee
on Finance was authorized to pay P. T. Broads $3.40 for “Repairing Coal House Court House”
(Book B, pp. 23). [More copy is available to enter here.]
On June 8, 1865 (Book B, pp. 41-42) the Committee to Build New Clerks Offices (William
Thomas and Isaac Funk, co-chairmen) summarized the status of payments made in 1863 and
1864. [More copy is available to enter here.]
Credit By amounts paid on New Offices Wm. F. Flagg,
Bill in full
Amount reported at March term, 1865
Balance in December term, 1864 not reported

$2,086.60
$- 429.47
$- 104.20
$1,552.93

L. Runds [?] bill [for] Brick Work and Material
R. Dowthette [?] for sand and gravel

$ 409.80
$ 13.50
$1,976.23

James Childister
Entheries [?]
Wm. Vanscoit
Wm. Vanscoit
Geo. Bruner & Co.
Harwood Bros.
John E. Thomas & Packer
Piggall & Co.
John E Thomas & Packer

$ 45.75
$ 40.00
$ 398.15
$ 80.40
$ 62.21
$ 598.89
$ 34.90
$ 25.00

John E Thomas & Packer
Wakefield & Wood
W. Vanscoit
A. Richter Draft
Wooding
Johnson & Neal
M. Pearson

Bill for plastering
Bill for plastering overhead
Brick for offices
Brick and paving
Bill for lumber front walk
Iron, labor &c.
Bill walks
for glaze
Repairing roof Jail,
& Door &c. New Office
Cornice &c on New Offices
for cement
for 500 soft bricks
Superintending &c.
Hauling gravel
Draying $1.35 & $1.75
Lumber & lime
Stamp to put on Bond

$ 58.66
$ 232.00
$ 14.40
$
4.00
$ 15.00
$
1.80
$
3.10
$ 57.80
$
1.75

Indebtness

$

3,650

Amount heretofore reported as costs for the offices,
repairing Old Jail roof and eave trous [?], walk in
front of Court House and new gates, makes the total
amount expended

$4,385.12
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Entry on September 21, 1865 (Book B, pp. 89) contains a “motion to build new side walk on
north side of the Public Square similar to one on East side of the Square.”
Entry on December 6, 1865 (Book B, pp. 136) has a resolution “that A. J. Merriman be
authorized to repair the County Court rooms. Expense not to exceed $40. Also to procure
necessary furniture for the Clerks Office…”
Entry on December 9, 1865 (Book B, pp. 158) has a motion made to allow “Mr. McIntosh be
granted the privilege of using eight or ten feet of grounds in one corner of the public square for
the purpose of erecting a fruit stand.” Motion was carried.
Apparently, the Commissioners continued having problems with the maintenance of the Court
House. An entry on March 10, 1866 (Book B, pp. 202-203) discussed problems with the flues in
the court house, which “smoke the rooms in the court house very badly,” and noting the
sidewalls need repair. The long report details the condition of the jail and courthouse. It states
that the Court House was “in as good order as could be expected from a building that has been in
use as long as it has.” The report made recommendations for improvements to the Public Square
that are needed: 1) sidewalk around the court house, 2) fire wood in Court House yard needs
piled up. Specifically relating to the Court House, the recommendations included: 1) removing
rubbish from the closet in the Supervisor’s (?) room “as it would easily ignite from fire,” 2) the
room occupied by the Circuit Clerk needed some plastering, 3) the Court Room needed “new
zinc put between railing and the west stove in Court Room,” 4) “floor south of stove [in Court
Room] needs repaired,” 5) flues needed repairing in the Clerk’s Office, 6) roof needed repairing,
and 7) the window shutters need repaired. Additionally, the report noted that the “trap door
leading up to the steeple should be kept closed to prevent the rain from getting in and leaking
through on the plastering.” [More copy is available to enter here.]
Entry for June 5, 1866 (Book B, pp. 223) gives insights as to the use of the Courthouse Square.
“J. E. Thomas presented an application for the use of the Court House Square for the sale of ice
cream, &c. on the fourth of July next, for which he offers to pay the sum of $50.00.” Another
similar request was made for the use of the Public Square, by “the [Agricultural] Merchants of
Bloomington for the use of a portion of the Court House Square for displaying sample Reaping
Machines presented yesterday” (Book B, pp. 225). Both requests were referred to the
Committee on Public Buildings. The following day, June 6, 1866 (Book B, pp. 229-230), the
Committee on Public Buildings recommended rejecting (not approving) both petitions. An entry
on March 9, 1867 (Book B, pp. 401) by the Committee on Public Buildings called attention to
the fact that they “have had their attention called to the huckster stand in the south east corner of
the Public Square, as being a public nuisance.”
Entry on September 20, 1866 (Book B, pp. 298) noted that the stove in the Clerk’s Room is
defective.
On December 5, 1866 (Book B, pp. 348), the Committee on Finance was authorized to pay:
Murphy & Trotter

Glazing Court House & Jail

$ 21.00
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On March 7, 1867 (Book B, pp. 385, 387), the Committee on Finance was authorized to pay:
Packard & Cussins [?]
J. P. Shawn
C. G. Merkle [?]
J. L. Rice

for fixing C. Room Door
for setting glass at C. H.
keys for C. H. & Jail
Carpet for Court Room

$
$
$
$

5.00
2.75
4.75
7.33

On June 7, 1867 (Book B, pp. 421), the Committee on Finance was authorized to pay:
Bill for gas at Court House

$ 19.50

On June 5, 1867 (Book B, pp. 407), an unknown individual petitioned the Committee for the
“privilege of putting down fifteen feet of sidewalk (Patent) in front of the Court House on each
side of the gate, at his own expense.” The request was granted.
On June 7, 1867 (Book B, pp. 425), the Commissioner’s Record notes that “The City Authority
[City of Bloomington?] desires to have a substantial side walk laid on the west side of the Public
Square.”
On September 13, 1867 (Book B, pp. 447), the Committee found that “the sidewalk on the South
and West sides of the Public Square, worn out and in a very bad condition, and that the roof over
the County Clerk’s Office leaks very badly.”
September 14, 1867 (Book B, pp. 457), the Commissioner’s Report notes that “Judge Merriman
was directed to have the water closet attached to the Court House placed in working repair.”
The September 14, 1867 (Book B, pp. 477-78) entry details bills being paid. [More copy is
available to enter here.]
During the December 1867 session of the County Commissioners Meeting, the “Special
Committee on New Court House” was formed, with Mr. Coleman the Chairman [referenced in
March 3, 1868; Book B, pp. 501]. [More copy is available to enter here.]
The entry for March 3, 1868 (Book B, pp. 508, 510) contains lots of discussion as to the need for
building the new Court House. As before, there was a strong opposition against it. A motion
was made to put the Board’s ballot for the motion on a referendum (to the vote of the citizens of
McLean County). Apparently very heated debate pursued, the resolution was determined to be
out of order and contrary to Parliamentary rules. It was interesting times. Vote cast and passed
by a very narrow margin.
March 6, 1868 (Book B, pp. 524), the Commissioners put a cap on the cost of the new Court
House at $300,000. March 7, 1868 (Book B, pp. 524), the Court House Commissioners
authorized “to protect the trees on the Public Square.” Cost of the court house was estimated at
$281,000. The Special Committee on New Court House filed a report noting
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having considered the pressing need of a Court House for the better
accommodation of the public offices of the county, and the greater security of the
public records, and also the general public feeling in favor of the erection of such
a building, connecting with the encouraging financial condition of our county,
entirely out of debt, we would recommend the erection of a good, substantial fireproof building, according to plans and specifications herewith submitted. We
have visited and examined some of the best building in the State, and have also
been in consultation with a number of the most eminent architects in the
Northwest, for the purpose of ascertaining the style, size and expense of a
building best suited to the present and future wants of the people of the county…
From among several beautiful designs that have been submitted for our adoption,
we have selected that of Messrs. Cochran & Picquenard, of Chicago.
The June 6, 1868 (Book B, pp. 538-39) contains information on the contractor’s bid prices for
the new courthouse. Weather was an issue and the work on the building was progressing slowly.
By this date, the Committee on Public Buildings had disbanded, and the Court House
Commission had been established (see Book B, pp. 543). The Commission reported that the
architect will furnish a superintendent to oversee the construction project for a term of two years,
and plans were being made for the laying of the corner stone on July 4, 1868 (Book B, pp. 544;
see also entry for June 4, 1868; Book B, pp. 532). [More copy is available to enter here.]
In March 1871, the “Court House Committee” made their final report to the main body of the
Commissioners (Volume C, page 233), in which they stated:
We are happy to announce to your body that the new court house is complete…
Its erection has been completed without the loss of life or serious accident,
without litigation in a single case, without loss of money or credit to the county,
the entire cost being as follows:
For Superintendence
Commissioner fees for time
Furniture
Heating Apparatus
Iron fence and Walks
Sewer
Building

$ 16,848.48
$ 4,784.00
$ 2,018.00
$ 10,191.58
$ 15,981.20
$ 1,124.05
$ 353,780.20
$ 404,727.51

The Old Jail
The specifications for the 1839 jail were recorded in the Commissioners’ Record on July 6, 1839
as part of the contractual agreement with Isaac Baker to build the jail (County Commissioners’
Record, Volume A, page 71; July 6, 1839). These specifications are slightly different from those
published by Prince in 1899 (Prince 1899).
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The County Commissioners acknowledged receipt of three bids for the construction of “a jail and
dwelling for said County as per plan and specifications on file in the Clerk’s Office” (County
Commissioners’ Record April 19, 1848, page 339-343). The highest bid was from McElhiney
and Williams at $3,000, followed by McIntire and McGlaughlin at $2,700, and to William Flagg
at a low $2,300 bid (Volume A, page 340). Further, the Commissioners’ Records noted that the
Commissioners were “of the opinion that the lowest bid is too high and is more than they will
give for the building of said jail and dwelling. The Court then offered the job to the lowest
bidder, whereupon William F. Flagg [revised his bid to] two thousand and sixty five dollars, he
being the lowest bidder, therefore, the same was stuck off to him the said Flagg at that price.”
The specifications published in the Commissioners’ Record at that time, read as follows:
…will by the first Monday of December next in good and workmanlike manner
and according to the best of his skill and ability will and substantially erect, build,
set up and furnish one jail and dwelling house on the public square in the town of
Bloomington, County and State aforesaid. Said building to be set on said square
at any place thereof where said Commissioners may direct and point out
according to the plan and dimentions [sic] following, to wit:
The main front twenty by forty one feet two stories high, first story nine feet in
the clear. Second story eight feet in the clear. The kitchen or “L” to be sixteen by
sixteen feet. Wood house eight by sixteen feet. Prisoners yard twenty five by
twenty five feet on two sides. Said yard is to be enclosed with plank fence twelve
feet high. Plank two inches thick, six inches wide, picketed, seven posts ten by
ten inches, fourteen feet long set into the ground four feet. Three rails panned
[sic] into the posts so that the top rail will come within two feet of the picket.
Pickets or planks spiked with six inch spikes, two in each rail.
Said jail is to be fifteen and a half by twelve feet in the clear laid up with square
timber twelve by twelve inches dovetailed at the corners. Floor one tier of timber
twelve inches thick. Second and third tiers to correspond with the floor and
celing of dwelling. Timbers to be of the size of the floor. Brick walls under the
jail part to commence three feet below the joice [sic] and all the earth to be
excavated and a brick wall to [sic] feet high to receive the floor of timbers (see
plan A). To be a cellar excavated five feet below the joice [sic] under the hall ten
by fifteen feet and stairs to enter the same (see plan). Foundation wall to be laid
with good hard burned brick with good lime morter [sic], exterior wall of main
building to be one and half brick or thirteen inches thick. Kitchen wall and wood
house one brick or nine inches thick eight feet in the clear. Foundation sunk
eighteen inches in the ground. The windows to be twelve lights each ten by
fourteen glass (for places see plan). Doors one and a half inches thick, four
pannels [sic], four doors opening into the hall, to be lined with one inch plank
screwed on to the pannel [sic] doors on the hall side. The jail doors to be made of
two thicknesses of two inch plank with a diamond hole near the top large enough
to admit food for prisoners with an iron door to cover the same with hasp and
staple to admit of padlock. Hinges to be made of bars of iron three inches wide
one half inch thick to reach across the door and screwed on from the outside with
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five eighth bolts and headed down on the inside. The hooks to go through the
jams [sic] one inch by one inch with screws with taps on and headed down on the
outside with two dogs to correspond with the hinges. With mortise in the jam
[sic] to receive the same. With two bolts one and a fourth iron with staple,
gauards [sic] and rides to receive padlocks. The lower jail room to be lined with
number seventeen sheet iron on the inside of the timbers. Wall, floors, ceiling
and door jams [sic] all to be covered with said iron and said room is to be ceiled
with seasoned oak plank two inches thick twelve inches wide and spiked on with
six inch spikes four to each log through the sheet iron. Grate to be made two by
two feet of iron, three by half inch and one by one inch, one in the lower room
and two in the upper room. Jams [sic] and sill to be lined with sheet iron. Stove
pipe holes fitted below and above fireproof to correspond with plan (see plan). Te
upper jail room ceiling crosswise with two inch plank into each log. Floor in the
dwelling one and an eighth inch thick tongued and grooved six inches wide. The
roof to be sheeted with square edged boards, shingled with black walnut or pine
shingles. Main building to be finished with gutter Cornish with red mould [?],
raking moulding at the gable ends. Stair built [?] (see plan) with open bannisters.
All of the dwelling part of said house to be plastered two brown coats and a skim.
Venetian blinds to the front windows. For flues and chimney see plan.
The following are the dimension of the lumber—dwelling part: Joist for lower
floor two and a half by twelve inches and eighteen inches apart. Joists for the
second floor two and a half by ten inches and eighteen inches apart. Joists for the
third third [sic] floor two and a half by eight inches and twenty inches apart.
Rafters to be two by six inches and twenty inches apart. All the exterior wood
work of the dwelling to be painted with three good coats of white lead and oil and
the interior wood work to the dwelling painted with two coats of white lead and
oil. All of the doors to be hung with broad butts and carpenter knob locks. The
windows to be fitted with patent springs. Blinds to be fitted with the approved
fastings [sic]. All of the finishing lumber to be seasoned black walnut or pine.
All of the materials to be furnished by said W. F. Flagg and to be of the best
quality. Said Flagg to purchase of the County Commissioners all the locks
required for said jail and dwelling at their cost here proved if [?] same are
purchased and brought here by the said Commissioners.
Later, the Commissioners detailed the location of the new jail, to be constructed “on the
northwest corner of Lot 39… making the main front of said building on the west of said lot and
ten feet east of the west line of said lot… the north wall of said building ten feet south of the
north line of said lot” (Volume A, page 357).
During the December 1849 term, the Commissioners authorized a $20.00 expenditure for “new
cistern at jail” (Volume C, page 6).
In late 1850, payment of $1.50 were made for “whitewashing jail” (Volume C, page 77). In
early 1851, the Commissioner’s authorized payment of $5.00 for the purchase of a “buffalow
[sic] rug… for use of prisoners at jail” (Volume C, page 106).
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In March 1853, the Commissioners authorized the payment of $13.18 to George Deitrick “for
stove and pipe furnished the jail” (Volume C, page 314).
In April 1853, the Committee appointed by the Commissioners visited the jail and reported back
to them that “we find the prisoners and House in good condition save some repairs needed
occasioned by fire from a defective flue and two other flues need attention in order to safety…”
(Volume C, page 335). In March 1854, James White was paid $3.56 for “repairing jail”
(Volume C, page 410).
[No extant records from the County Commissioners have been located for the period 1854
through 1858.]
May 10, 1858 (Book A, pp. 7)
Resolved that the Committee on Public Buildings be instructed to inquire into the present
use & condition of the Old Jail & to report on the proper disposition of it hereafter.”
May 19, 1858 (Book A, pp 18) “
resolved that M. D. Simmons be the agent of the Board to take charge of the Old
Jail and make such disposition of it for the Board as may to him seem right,
reserving the privilege of using said building for the use of juries.
May 21, 1858 (Book A, pp. 30)
Resolved that David Simmons Esq., who by the act of this Board has charge of the Old
Jail as Agent for the Board, be authorized to have all the rooms so repaired in a plain
manner, as to make them comfortable and rentable. Including the throwing together of
the two rooms below on the Eastern extremity of the building for a Grand Jury room, and
that $50 be appropriated for him to draw on in effective said improvements…
Sept 15, 1858 (Book A, pp. 44)
Wm. Simmons was appointed Agent to superintend the renting of the Old Jail and to
receive the rents and pay said rents over to the County Treasurer.
In light of the apparent oversight in the management of the Old Jail building, the County
Commissioners passed a resolution on February 14, 1861 (Book A, pp. 192):
That David Simmons be requested to report to William Thomas all monies
collected by him for rents on Old Jail when in his care and amounts now
remaining due, ant that Mr. Thomas be appointed agent for the County to rent the
building, collect all arrearages and rents hereafter bearing due and to have charge
of said building.
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September 10, 1861 (Book A, pp. 229) contains a report by David Simmons “in relation to the
rent of the Old Jail.” It gives insights into the use of the Old Jail building from its circa 1858
abandonment as a jail. It would appear that the County had taken a fairly low-key lax approach
to the management of the Old Jail during the years 1858 through late 1861.
Room Rent from 7th June 1858 for one Year Boyd
Room rent from 7th June 1859 for one year Boyd
Room rent from Peter Fulsom, after which Court agreed
to furnish Fulsom one room free
Amount rec’d of Dickey for rent of Jury Room

$60.00
$40.00
$25.00
$14.00
$139.00

There is therefore one year’s rent due for Col. Boyd up to June 7th, 1861
for which there was no agreement about price.
I also recovered of J. P. Hely cash $1.50 for room rent of small
room & due bill for $12.00 = less $1.50. Paid up to
March 20, 1861

$10.50
$151.00

Amount paid Wm. Thomas per receipt $54.00

-$54.00
$ 97.00

By J. P. Hely note rec’d by Thomas

$ 10.50
$ 86.50

The following day, September 11, 1861 (Book A, pp. 240), the Chairman of the Committee on
Public Buildings (Isaac Funk) made the following report to the Commission.
We have visited the Building known [as] the Old Jail and find the South room
occupied by Peter Fulsom4 and the Town Clerk of Bloomington, Mr. Larrimor—
neither of them paying rent—The room[s] upstairs are occupied by the County as
Jury Room[s]. The East Room is occupied by Mr. Boyd as a law office—he is
not paying rent. Your Committee recommend that the South Room be rented for
$50 per year. Peter Fulsom paying $25.00 and the Town of Bloomington paying
$25.00. We also recommend that the East Room be rented at $25.00 from and
after this date, September 11, 1861, and they further recommend that Wm.
Thomas Esq., agent to sent [sic; said] building proceed to collect the rents due
thereon—All of which is respectfully submitted.
June 7, 1865 (Book B, pp. 37): William Thomas was appointed the agent for the County to “rent
the rooms in the Old Jail building and receive the rents thereon.”
September 13, 1865 (Book B, pp. 66) contains a report on the rents of the Old Jail:
4

Peter Fulsom [Folsom?] was acting as an agent for the County with regard to the sale of the swamp lands.
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Mr. Evans moved that the Northwest corner room on the first floor of the Old Jail
building be rented to Norvel Dixon for one year commencing on the first day of
October next for the sum of two hundred and sixty six dollar….[and] that the
County Surveyors be allowed to use the Northwest corner second story room of
the Old Jail building free of charge for rent. [Carried]
December 9, 1865 (Book B, pp. 158) notes that “Mr. Cusey moved that the north room in the
Old Jail building be used for the purpose of storing the scale testing apparatus and that he [?]
present the Surveyor receipt to Mr. Spaulding for said apparatus…”
The March 10, 1866 (Book B, pp. 200-201) entry contains a long report on the rents from the
Old Jail. [More copy is available to enter here.]. The following is a partial list of rents received
by L. J. Bauer [or Bunn?]:
Collected rent from L. J. Bauer [or Bunn?]
For one room in Jail Building
Rents due:
J. C. Spaulding
D. P. Folsom
H. Burr of Dixon & Burr [Northeast Room?]
One quarter’s rent ending March 13, 1866
J. N. Larrimor for one year’s rent

$ 27.60

$ 20.00
$ 30.00
$ 19.00
$100.00

Dixon & Burr, rec’d $50 Sept 7 th, 1864 for “north tier of rooms in the same
building.” [Other renters mentioned in text include Reed & Jones, and Boyd
& McElhinery ($50.00).]
T. J. Bunn—six months rent—room over J. N. Larriomore’s office vacated
by D. P. Folsom last summer.
The March 10, 1866 (Book B, pp. 204) entry contains details regarding the construction of a new
wing onto the south end of the Old Jail—which is illustrated on the 1867 Bird’s Eye View of
Bloomington (Ruger 1867). This addition was located south of the offices occupied by
Larrimore and Davis, who agreed to pay for the improvements in return for use of the property
for five years, at which time they would deed the improvements over to the County. The March
10, 1866 (Book B, pp. 208) minutes note that A. J. Merriman was appointed agent for the Old
Jail. [More copy is available to enter here.].
The June 6, 1866 (Book B, pp. 229-230) entry contains a long Committee Report detailing use
of Old Jail and repairs to the Court House, only some of which is noted here:
Use of south lower room by J. N. Larrimore
April 65 to April 66
South and [small] Middle Upper Rooms are occupied by
the Surveyor—rent free

$100.00
$ 0.00
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Northwest lower room—Dixon
Northeast room, Reed & Toms ($75.00 quarterly)

$ ?

Account of John Coffey for digging vault and removing sink amounting to
$25 we think is too much, and would recommend that he be allowed $15
for his services.5 [It is unclear as to whether this was for the Old Jail
privy, or courthouse privy.] [More copy is available to enter here.].
September 20, 1866 (Book B, pp. 298) makes reference to “Mr. Dixon’s Case” and that the rents
should not be lower than $150/year.
December 3, 1866 (Book B, pp. 339) notes that the jail roof was repaired “with a good coat of
rubber cement, at a cost of $25,” and “in reference to the gas light at the Old Jail, I formed, after
consultation with the Superintendent, that it could not be divided without a new meter and pipes
from the main pipe in the street, and at a cost of about $50.00.”6 Rents received were noted as:
From N. Dixon—for the rent of South Room in Old Jail
One quarter to January 1, 1867
From J. N. Larrimore & Davis
Six months rent to October 1, 1866
From Reed and Toms
Six months rent to December 13, 1866

$ 37.50
$ 50.00
$ 37.50
$125.00

Committee on Finance, December 5, 1866 (Book B, pp. 348) were authorized to pay:
Murphy & Trotter

Glazing Court House & Jail

$ 21.00

Committee on Finance, March 7, 1867 (Book B, pp. 385) were authorized to pay:
C. G. Merkle [?]

keys for C. H. & Jail

$ 4.75

The County Commissioners apparently were trying to pass repair costs off to tenants of the Old
Jail. The September 14, 1867 (Book B, pp. 454) entry noted that the “Agent authorized to fix
roof of Old Jail and thereafter in renting the rooms of said building the lessor shall be organized
to keep the building in repair.”
Jail appears to last slightly longer than the Court House. The Court House Commission reports
(September 16, 1868; Book B, pp. 560):

5

Committee on Finance submitted bill of John Coffey “for cleaning privy at Jail $30.00” March 6, 1868, Book B,
pp. 518.
6

Appears to be some controversy as to who should be paying gas bills. December 5, 1866; Book B, pp. 388 also
notes problems with gas usage at the jail by the jail keeper, and the County’s interest to install a separate meter for
his personal use.
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Paid for rent to Davis & Larrimor on Office & repair office
Paid for lumber & spilling [?], labor on old well, &c.
We have collected from sale of old Court House and Sidewalk

$ 345.65
$ 121.53
$1,285.82

The first payment to Davis and Larrimor may have been for the improvements that they had
made to the Old Jail, as they were not able to use it for the agreed-upon 5-year period.
During the early to middle 1860s, there are many entries regarding the poor condition of the Old
Jail. The entry on June 7, 1865 (Book B, pp. 37), notes that the Commissioner’s established a
new committee to visit jails regarding the construction of a new jail, and to oversee the repair of
the existing jail. On June 10, 1865 (Book B, pp. 57), a resolution was made that the existing jail
was unsafe and recommended all persons “charged with important crimes” be transferred “to
some county jail which is secure.” On September 13, 1865 (Book B; pp. 68-69), a report was
made detailing plans for a new jail, and that the committee had visited Joliet and Pekin
inspecting jails. The Committee made reference to “Mays Patent Plan of Prisons” and an
architect—Mr. McGregor of Joliet, who they want to invite to Bloomington to give a
presentation. The Commissioners voted to fund the construction of a new jail. Later that same
session (September 21, 1865; Book B, pp. 88), the resolution to construct a new jail was quickly
followed by another resolution to postpone construction of the new jail for one year, and then to
postpone it indefinitely. A rather tongue-in-cheek resolution was then put on the table, and not
passed (“laid on the table”).
Resolved by the Board of Supervisors of McLean County that we abolish the Jail
and request all violations of law such as Thieves, Robbers, Murderers and House
Burners to appear before the Circuit Court of this County for trial without further
notice.
September 21, 1865 (Book B, pp. 94) entry contains a motion made by a Mr. Sears that the
County Jail be thoroughly repaired. Motion did not carry. Lots of counter motions were made
(see discussion also on pp. 129 and 132).
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APPENDIX II
Miscellaneous Newspaper Articles Pertaining
to the
McLean County Courthouse and Jail

258

The Pantagraph (Bloomington; July 1, 1857)

259

The Pantagraph (Bloomington; December 30, 1857)
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The Pantagraph (Bloomington; April 22, 1858)
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The Pantagraph (Bloomington; May 26, 1858)

The Pantagraph (Bloomington; July 16, 1858)
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The Pantagraph (Bloomington; August 17, 1858)
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The Pantagraph (Bloomington; November 3, 1858) [Detail of article entitled “ELECTION”]
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The Pantagraph (Bloomington; December 30, 1858)

The Pantagraph (Bloomington; August 6, 1859 [ran for a long time, also in January 1859
paper.]

265

The Pantagraph (Bloomington; December 19, 1859)

The Pantagraph (Bloomington; August 13, 1862)

The Pantagraph (Bloomington; August 22, 1862)
266

The Pantagraph (Bloomington; September 29, 1863)
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The Pantagraph (Bloomington; May 9, 1864)
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The Pantagraph (Bloomington; September 1, 1864)

The Pantagraph (Bloomington; April 25, 1865)

The Pantagraph (Bloomington; April 29, 1865)
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The Pantagraph (Bloomington; December 7, 1868). [This news item suggests that the Old
Jail was still standing as of December 7, 1868.]
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Illinois State Register (Springfield, March 31, 1868)
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The Pantagraph (Springfield, March 13, 1924)
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APPENDIX III
Feature Inventory
Feature
Number
1
2
3 (A-E)
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29 (A-D)
30 (A-B)
31
32
33
34 (A-D)
35
36
37
38
39
40

Description

Location

Robbed Wall Trench
Block I
Robbed Wall Trench
Block I
Postholes
Block I
Oval Pit/Post
Block I
Oval Pit
Block I
Builder’s Trench
Block I
Posthole
Block I
Circular Pit/Tree disturbance Block I
Circular Concrete Post/pier SE 10x10
Deep Posthole
SE 10x10
Narrow Trench
SE 10x10
Narrow Trench
SE 10x10
Brick Wall
SE Corner Square
Rectangular Pit
Block I
Wide trench with iron pipe
Block I, III
[redundant number; same as Feature 2]
Robbed Wall Trench
Block II
Posthole
Block II
Posthole
Block II
Posthole
Block II
Ash-rich Midden
Block I, III
Brick Foundation walls
NW 10x10
Shallow Linear Depression
Block II
Posthole/Rodent (?)
Block II
Wide Trench with iron pipe Block I
Pit
Block III
Pit
Block III
Posthole
Block III
Postholes
Block IV
Postholes
Block IV
Shallow Linear Depression
Block IV
Midden
Block IV
Circular Pit
Block IV
Postholes
Block IV
Posthole
Block III
Rectangular pit
NE 10x10
Deep posthole
NE 10x10
Circular Concrete Post/pier NE 10x10
Robbed Wall Trench
NW 10x10
Wide/shallow cinder-filled trenches

Interpretation
1836 Courthouse
1860 East Wing Addition
1830s Fence line
1836 Scaffold Post
20 th Century Curb
20 th Century Flagpole
Subsurface Drain
Subsurface Drain
Building Foundation
1836 Scaffold Post
Gas utility trench
1860 West Wing Addition

Surface discard
Cellar
Wheel ruts?
Gas utility
Refuse Discard Pit
Refuse Discard Pit
1836 Scaffold Post

Wheel ruts?
Surface discard
Landscape planting?
1836 Scaffold Post
1836 Scaffold Post
20 th Century Flagpole
Concrete sidewalks
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41
42
43
44 (A-B)
44 (C)
45

Circular Concrete Post/pier
Circular Concrete Post/pier
Posthole
Midden
Midden
Midden

NW 10x10
SW 10x10
Block IV
Block I, IV
SE 10x10
various

20 th Century Flagpole
20 th Century Flagpole
Unknown post
Surface discard
Surface discard
Surface discard
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APPENDIX IV
Lot Provenience

Lot No.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39

Location/Provenience
Block I, backhoe work removing fills
Block II, upper fills
Block II, east wall profile, ca. 1903 surface
Block I, early midden, south of Feature 1 (Feature 44A)
Block I, early midden, east of Feature 1 (Feature 44A)
Block II, backhoe work removing fills
Block II, early midden (Feature 44B)
Block II, early midden, Shovel Test No. 1 (Feature 44B)
Block II, early midden, Shovel Test No. 2 (Feature 44B)
Block II, early midden, Shovel Test No. 3 (Feature 44B)
Block II, early midden, Shovel Test No. 4 (Feature 44B)
Block II, early midden, southwest corner of Feature 17 (Feature 44B)
Block II, early midden, south of Feature 17 (Feature 44B)
Block II, early midden, west side of Feature 17 (Feature 44B)
Block II, upper midden, exposed profile wall (1868 ground surface)
Block II, upper cinder fills
Block II, circa 1903 surface (sidewalk)
Block III, backhoe work removing fills
Southeast 10mx10m, early midden (Feature 44C)
Southeast 10m x 10m, backhoe work removing fills
Southeast 10m x 10m, upper fills
Block I, Feature 1, south wall, exploratory trench at west end of block
Block I, Feature 1, east wall, exploratory window at north end of wall
Block I, Feature 1, east wall, mid-section to corner
Block I, Feature 1, south wall near southwest corner
Block I, Feature 1, south wall
Block I, Feature 1, east wall
Block I, Feature 1, north end of east wall
Block IV, Feature 1, west wall
Block IV, Feature 1, mid-section west wall
Block IV, Feature 1, south end to corner
Block I, Feature 2
Block I, Feature 3A
Block I, Feature 3B, north half, posthole
Block I, Feature 3B, north half, postmold
Block I, Feature 3B, south half
Block I, Feature 3C, south half
Block I, Feature 3C, north half
Block I, Feature 3D, south half
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40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85

Block I, Feature 3D, north half
Block I, Feature 4, east half
Block I, Feature 5, east half
SE 10m x 10m, Feature 11
SE 10m x 10m, Feature 11, upper fill
SE 10m x 10m, Feature 11, lower fill
SE 10m x 10m, Feature 12, Surface
SE 10m x 10m, Feature 12, 0-30cm bss
SE 10m x 10m, Feature 12, 30-60cm bss
SE 10m x 10m, Feature 12, 60-90cm bss
SE 10m x 10m, Feature 12, 90cm to base
Block I, Feature 14, west half
Block I, Feature 15
Block III, Feature 15
Block III, Feature 15
Block IV, old ground surface, above Features 1 and 17
Block II, Feature 17, south wall
Block IV, Feature 17, south wall
Block IV, Feature 17, east end of south wall
Block IV, Feature 17, outside of south wall builder’s trench
Block IV, Feature 17, inside of south wall builder’s trench
Block II, Feature 17, inside of west wall builder’s trench
Block II, Feature 17, west wall profile
Block II, Feature 17, west wall backdirt
Block II, Feature 18
Block II, Feature 18
NW 10m x 10m, backhoe stripping over Feature 22
NW 10m x 10m, Feature 22, surface
NW 10m x 10m, Feature 22, test trench, level 1
NW 10m x 10m, Feature 22, test trench, level 2
NW 10m x 10m, Feature 22, south half, first widening, upper fills
NW 10m x 10m, Feature 22, south half, second widening, upper fills
NW 10m x 10m, Feature 22, south half, first widening, floor
NW 10m x 10m, Feature 22, south half, second widening, floor
NW 10m x 10m, Feature 22, south half, lower fills
NW 10m x 10m, Feature 22, south half, floor, southeast corner
NW 10m x 10m, Feature 22, south half, robbed south wall, trench fill
NW 10m x 10m, Feature 22, south half, east wall, builder’s trench, beneath brick floor
NW 10m x 10m, Feature 22, south half, screened fill, mixed upper and lower fill zones
NW 10m x 10m, Feature 22, north half, level 1
NW 10m x 10m, Feature 22, north half, level 2
NW 10m x 10m, Feature 22, north half, level 3
NW 10m x 10m, Feature 22, floor, rodent disturbance
NW 10m x 10m, Feature 22, south wall profile, upper builder’s trench fill
NW 10m x 10m, Feature 22, south wall, cleaning profile
Block III, Feature 21
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86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114

Block III, Feature 23
Block II, Feature 23, east end
Block IV, Feature 23
Block III, Feature 26, west half, level 1
Block III, Feature 26, west half, upper fills
Block III, Feature 26, west half, lower fills
Block III, Feature 27, west half
Block IV, Feature 29A
Block IV, Feature 29B
Block IV, Feature 29 C
Block IV, Feature 31
Block IV, Feature 32, north half
Block IV, Feature 32, south half
Block IV, Feature 32, base
Block II, Feature 17, exploratory trench, robbed wall
Block II, Feature 17, exploratory trench, north builder’s trench
Block II, Feature 17, exploratory trench, south builder’s trench
Block II, Feature 17, south builder’s trench
Block II, Feature 17, north builder’s trench
Block IV, Feature 29D
Block IV, Feature 30A
Block IV, Feature 30B
Block IV, Feature 33, north half
Block I, Feature 21 (midden around Features 4 and 5)
Block IV, backdirt
Block II, Feature 17, west wall fill
Block III, Feature 1, robbed wall
Block IV, Feature 34B
Block IV, Feature 34C
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APPENDIX V
Artifact Inventory by Lot

Lot 1
5
2
1
2
5
1
5
2

aqua container glass
bottle (aqua, embossed body sherds)
bottle (aqua, round, embossed body sherd, “…V. DE… / …RICH”)
whiskey flask (aqua, scroll style, body sherds only)
aqua window glass
ink bottle (salt glazed stoneware)
roofing slate (purple)
dark green/black container glass

Lot 2
2
roofing slate (purple)
1
machine cut nail fragment
1
bone
Lot 3
1
brass cartridge case (0.334” diameter, rimmed base, 0.378” diameter rim, 0.593” long,
center fire, headstamp difficult to read but potentially stamped “S & W 32”) [Appears to
represent a Smith and Wesson 32-caliber cartridge.]
Lot 4
4
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
12
1
1

undecorated whiteware
sponge decorated (red and blue) decorated whiteware
printed (red) whiteware flatware
relief decorated (Gothic panels) whiteware flatware
relief decorated ironstone serving vessel (?); lug handle
kaolin pipe stem
paint chip
machine cut nail fragments
aqua window glass
indeterminate iron (tool?)
roofing slate (purple)

Lot 5
3
1
43
1
1
1
1

aqua container glass
clear chimney glass
aqua window glass (thin)
copper strap (1” wide, 2” long)
printed (green) whiteware
undecorated whiteware
undecorated soft-paste porcelain
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Lot 6
Brick
Lot 7
3
1
1
2
1
6
3
4
1
1
2

undecorated whiteware
painted (polychrome; small floral) whiteware
undecorated ironstone
printed (blue) whiteware
redware
saltglazed stoneware (ink bottle; shouldered; embossed “…DERBY / J. ARNOLD /
LONDON”)
dark green/black container glass
aqua container glass
brick
brick (painted)
plaster

Lot 8
1
3
2
1

dark green/black container glass
aqua window glass
brick (soft-mud)
brick (soft-mud; burned and/or soot covered, chimney brick)

Lot 9
2
2
1
1

aqua container glass
aqua window glass (thick)
painted (polychrome; small floral) whiteware saucer
flat iron (sheet metal container?)

Lot 10
1
printed (blue) whiteware
2
aqua window glass
1
brick (soft-mud)
Lot 11
8
brick (soft-mud)
1
brick (soft-mud; burned and/or soot covered, chimney brick)
1
mortar
1
redware
Lot 12
1
printed (blue) whiteware
2
aqua window glass
3
kaolin pipe stems
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Lot 13
1
dark green/black container glass
2
kaolin pipe stems
Lot 14
1
undecorated whiteware (serving vessel; strap handle)
2
salt glazed stoneware ink bottle
1
dark green/black container glass
1
kaolin pipe bowl
Lot 15
1
iron padlock with brass escutcheon and drop cover. The drop cover has an impressed
crown with the letters “V.R.” stamped below it, and the word “SECURE” beneath that.
Lot 16
1
large caliber rifle cartridge (unfired, brass shell casing, 0.5180” diameter at base, base
rimmed, 0.5895” diameter base rim, 2.135” long, center fire; lead round nose bullet,
bullet badly decomposed; headstamp impressed “F 11 37” or “F 11 87” [probably
represents a 50-caliber rifle cartridge commonly associated with the Springfield Model
1870].
Lot 17
1
concrete (sample of circa 1905 sidewalk)
Lot 18
2
undecorated whiteware
2
printed (blue) whiteware (flatware)
2
dark green/black container glass
1
aqua container glass
1
redware
1
saltglazed stoneware (ink bottle)
1
saltglazed stoneware
1
aqua window glass (thin)
1
unglazed earthenware drain tile (round; extruded)
1
unglazed earthenware drain tile (flat bottomed; extruded)
Lot 19
3
aqua window glass (thin)
Lot 20
1
large caliber brass cartridge case (fired, 2.485” long, shouldered, rimmed base, 0.465”
diameter rim and base, 0.3365” diameter top, top is crimped, headstamp impressed
“A.M.A. 91”) [crimped top indicates this was a blank round; headstamp indicates a
Danish manufactured, post-1950 product]
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Lot 21
1
aqua glass lighting rod insulator
1
brick (over-fired; vitrified and deformed; waster)
1
architectural marble (1 ¾” thick; interior marble trim)
Lot 22
7
aqua window glass
3
aqua container glass
1
clear container glass
2
bone
1
brick (high-fired; potential reddish paint or wash with small pieces of lime)
3
brick (high-fired; painted; tan color)
3
plaster (with thin whitecoat)
6
mortar (brown)
1
mortar (with whitecoat; painted blue?)
Lot 23
1
painted (polychrome; small floral) whiteware
3
brick (burned and/or soot covered; chimney brick)
1
brick (soft-mud; painted tan over red with tar line indicative of wing’s roof pitch)
31
aqua window glass (mostly thick)
2
aqua mirror glass (thin)
24
plaster (with thin whitecoat; no evidence of painting)
Lot 24
1
aqua mirror glass (thin)
18
aqua window glass
1
window glazing
1
bone
3
mortar (with exterior surface struck flush with brick; painted tan?; exhibits approximate
½” mortar joint)
12
plaster (with thin whitecoat; no painting)
1
brick (painted; tan over red)
Lot 25
17
aqua window glass
1
bottle (aqua; applied tool string lip finish; lip only; wine or olive oil bottle)
6
mortar (lime; brown; thick)
1
lime (plaster?)
Lot 26
3
brick (glazed; broken fragments with glaze adhering to broken surfaces; waste from
kiln?)
1
mortar (lime; brown)
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Lot 27
2
undecorated faience salve jar (interior white; exterior reddish brown; approximately 2”
outside diameter) [Faience Brune ?]
1
dark green/black container glass
1
clear container glass
2
clear/lead glass tableware (tumbler?)
1
aqua container glass (bottle; body embossed “… IL…”)
1
aqua container glass
1
bottle (aqua; lip fragment only; applied tool modified prescription lip finish)
1
brick (painted; red)
1
brick (high fired/vitrified)
3
brick (high-fired/vitrified; glazed after broken; kiln rubble?)
1
brick (soft-mud; burned and/or soot covered; chimney brick)
2
mortar of plaster (no whitecoat)
88
aqua window glass (both thick and thin)
20
thin sheet metal (folded; architectural?)
2
machine cut nail fragments
3
shoe leather (heel; metal nails)
1
bottle (clear/lead glass; 1” long neck; folded or flanged lip finish; lip only; possible a
perfume or scent bottle)
2
kaolin pipe stems
1
kaolin pipe stem (embossed “…BRIST… / …E & S…”) [Probably a Bristol firm]
1
kaolin pipe stem (embossed “DORNI // IN GO…” [or possibly “IN CO…:; Peter Dorni
pipe]
1
copper tube (1/4” diameter; embossed “COLUMBIAN”) (writing pen?)
Lot 28
1
clear/lead glass tableware (lamp font?)
1
kaolin pipe stem
1
machine cut nail fragment
1
iron “tie-down” (1/4” iron rod; 9” long, tapered; forged spike with threaded end; nut still
in place on end)
25
aqua window glass (mostly thick)
4
mortar
4
plaster
Lot 29
2
undecorated whiteware
1
printed (red) whiteware
1
edge decorated (blue) whiteware
1
blue enameled soft-paste porcelain
1
salt glazed stoneware ink bottle
1
machine cut nail (2 ¾” long)
1
leather shoe (heel; metal nails)
1
lime (plaster?)
1
kaolin pipe bowl (decorated with embossed “T. D.” encircled by stars)
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2
12
23

aqua mirror glass (thin)
bone
aqua window glass

Lot 30
17
undecorated whiteware
3
painted (monochrome blue; large floral pattern) whiteware
11
printed (blue) whiteware
1
salt glazed stoneware ink bottle
3
redware
2
aqua container glass (vial?)
1
bottle (aqua, round base fragment; pontiled)
8
bottle (clear, round, 1 ¼” diameter; three-piece plate bottom mold? ¾” long neck;
improved tool patent lip finish)
2
dark green/black container glass
6
clear/lead glass tableware (tumbler?)
1
clear/lead glass tumbler
21
machine cut nail fragments
206 aqua window glass (mostly thick)
3
kaolin pipe bowls
2
kaolin pipe stems (plain)
1
kaolin pipe stem (decorated)
4
sheet metal
1
4-hole shell button (0.39” diameter)
2
brick (glazed)
1
clear glass chimney (?)
1
clear/lead glass bottle stopper
Brick and mortar samples (including painted brick)
Natural concretion sample
Lot 31
2
printed (blue) whiteware
1
painted (monochrome blue) pearlware
1
kaolin pipe bowl (decorated)
1
small rectangular lead bar (0.146” x 0.11” x 0.92”; potentially lead printer’s type?) [end
has the number “21” on it?]
4
clear/lead glass tableware (lamp font?)
2
aqua container glass
1
clear container glass (melted)
1
aqua container glass (scroll whiskey flask?)
1
unidentified iron (1/2” x 6 ¼” x approximately 1”; tool or architectural iron?)
20
aqua window glass (mostly thin)
1
cast iron lamp base (approximately 4” square and 1” tall)
4
machine cut nails
3
bone
1
brick (high-fired; vitrified and deformed)
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1

limestone “flake” (with tooled edge; from 1868 courthouse construction)

Lot 32
1
plaster (whitecoat with no paint)
2
lime (plaster?)
1
vial (aqua; dip molded; round, 1 ¾” diameter; pontiled; base only)
Lot 33
2
machine cut nail fragments
7
aqua window glass (very small)
2
aqua container glass
Lot 34
5
machine cut nail fragments
1
brick (soft-mud)
3
kaolin pipe bowl (decorated)
1
kaolin pipe stem
9
aqua window glass
2
lead/clear glass tableware (lamp font?)
Lot 35
2
machine cut nail fragments
5
aqua window glass
2
clear/lead glass tableware
1
kaolin pipe stem (embossed “PE… // ….DA”) [Peter Dorni pipe]
Lot 36
6
machine cut nail fragments
1
unidentified cast iron
1
dark green/black container glass
3
aqua container glass
1
clear/lead glass tableware
2
kaolin pipe stems
2
kaolin pipe bowls (decorated)
4
brick (soft-mud)
12
aqua window glass
Lot 37
13
machine cut nail fragments
1
bone
1
printed (brown) whiteware
1
aqua window glass
Lot 38
8
machine cut nail fragments
2
aqua container glass
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Lot 39
3
aqua window glass
1
aqua container glass
Lot 40
1
glass bead (green; weathered; 0.34” diameter)
1
musket ball (lead; 0.3525”-0.359” in diameter; slightly deformed; no mold lines visible)
4
machine cut nails
1
sheet metal/iron (very small)
5
aqua window glass
3
aqua container glass
Lot 41
1
undecorated whiteware
1
printed (red) whiteware
1
dark green/black container glass
1
bottle (aqua; round; partial base with kick-up; wine or olive oil container)
1
brick (soft-mud)
30
aqua window glass
Lot 42
2
undecorated whiteware
1
kaolin pipe stem
1
4-hole iron button (3-piece; 0.64” diameter)
1
dark green/black container glass
1
clear/lead glass tableware
3
aqua container glass
17
aqua window glass
14
machine cut nail fragments
1
unidentified cast iron
7
mortar
Lot 43
3
brick (soft-mud)
1
machine cut nail fragment
Lot 44
1
aqua window glass
2
brick (soft-mud)
8
fire cracked rock (?)
Lot 45
3
aqua window glass
1
writing slate
1
straight pin (badly deteriorated)
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2
2
3
2

sheet copper (small, thin, circular shape; potentially a button?)
sheet metal/iron
brick (soft-mud)
brick (high-fired and/or glazed)

Lot 46
1
printed (dark blue) pearlware
1
edge decorated (green) whiteware/pearlware
1
dark green/black container glass
2
clear/lead glass container/tableware
1
clear/lead glass tumbler (round, blown, rim only)
2
aqua window glass
3
bone
2
machine cut nail fragments
5
brick (soft-mud)
10
marl (?) [gray “siltstone” with gravel inclusions; possibly represents unweathered till
from deep underlying parent material]
Lot 47
1
clear container glass
2
dark green/black container glass
1
small rectangular lead bar (0.146” x 0.11” x 0.92”; potentially lead printer’s type?) [end
has small linear depression, potentially representing double line?]
2
machine cut nail fragments
1
brick (high-fired and/or vitrified; glazed)
5
“marl” (?)[gray “siltstone” with gravel inclusions; possibly represents unweathered till
from deep underlying parent material]
1
“marl” (?)[tan “siltstone” with gravel inclusions; possibly represents unweathered till
from deep underlying parent material]
Lot 48
1
clear/lead glass tumbler (press molded; Gothic “double-flute” design)
1
brick (high fired)
1
machine cut nail fragment
1
brick (soft-mud)
Lot 49
1
undecorated pearlware/whiteware
1
redware
3
dark green/black container glass
1
clear container glass
3
aqua container glass
1
brick (high-fired)
2
unidentified sheet metal (“tin” container or architectural flashing)
1
wood/charcoal (burned)
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Lot 50
1
brick (soft-mud; painted; tan color)
2
brick (soft-mud; clean; construction debris?)
Lot 51
7
rick samples (clean; soft mud)
1
brick (half-brick, soft mud; cut on angle as if paving brick for herringbone pattern?;
extremely smooth and/or worn surface)
Lot 52
2
amber container glass
1
dark green/black container glass
5
aqua container glass
1
aqua container glass (melted)
5
clear/lead container/tableware glass (tumbler?)
2
kaolin pipe stems (decorated)
57
aqua window glass
1
brick (soft-mud; painted; tan)
1
brick (soft-mud; painted; red)
1
brick (high-fired; vitrified and deformed)
1
machine cut nail fragment
4
plaster
1
mortar (lime; brown colored)
1
wood (softwood)
Lot 53
1
printed (bluish gray) whiteware (hollowware)
1
painted (polychrome) porcelain (figurine?)
1
undecorated yellowware
1
Rockingham-glazed yellowware
1
salt-glazed stoneware ink bottle
3
bottle (dark green/black; round; probably wine bottle)
8
aqua container glass
2
clear/lead glass tableware
1
vial (aqua; dip molded; round; 1 1/8” diameter; pontiled; base only)
2
kaolin pipe bowls (decorated)
1
kaolin pipe stem
1
kaolin pipe stem (embossed “PE… // …NI”) [Peter Dorni pipe]
1
4-hole milk glass button (0.429” diameter)
8
bone
5
machine cut nail fragments
29
aqua window glass (various thicknesses)
6
roofing slate (dark purple)
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Lot 54
4
paving brick (clean; chisel and/or brick-hammer marks clearly visible)

Lot 55
4
undecorated whiteware
1
saltglazed stoneware ink bottle
1
dark green/black container glass
2
clear/lead glass tableware (?)
1
clear/lead glass tumbler base (press molded)
1
bottle (aqua; paneled body; Gothic embossing)
1
bottle (aqua; 1 ¼” long neck, 1 ½” diameter lip; improved tool patent lip finish; lip and
neck only)
1
marble (swirled, two-tone green glass)
1
lipstick applicator (Revlon)
1
graphite rod (arc lamp)
10
aqua window glass (thick)
Lot 56
3
brick (distinctive brown glaze; demolition debris)
1
conglomerate (concrete-like material; probably a natural material?)
1
coal
2
brick (dark gray color)
1
brick (brown)
7
aqua window glass
16
bone
12
plaster (with whitecoat; no evidence of paint; very thick)
1
bottle (dark green/black; square or rectangular; molded; base fragment only0 [potentially
a case bottle, such as a gin bottle]
2
aqua container glass
1
bottle (aqua; round; molded; graphite pontil; base fragment only)
1
salt-glazed stoneware ink bottle
1
wood (softwood plank; approximately 1” thick)
18
machine cut nail fragments
1
machine cut nail (1 ¾” long)
1
machine cut nail (3 ¼” long)
1
iron strap
1
threaded iron bolt with square head (approximately 5/8” diameter with 1” head)
Lot 57
9
undecorated whiteware
1
printed (purple) whiteware
8
printed (blue) whiteware
1
printed (red) whiteware
4
redware
2
clear container glass
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1
6
6
15
3
1
3
1
1
1
1
1

unidentified clear/lead glass (tube; approximately ½” outside diameter)
bone
plaster (with whitecoat; no paint)
aqua window glass
kaolin pipe stems
kaolin pipe stem (embossed “PETER // DORNI”)
kaolin pipe bowls (undecorated)
kaolin pipe bowl (decorated)
writing slate stylus
iron band (3/4” wide; 4 ½” long)
sheet metal (3 ¼” square; bent 3/8” from end; mortar encrusted on it)
wood

Lot 58
1
mortar
1
mortar (with gravel inclusions; poured into builder’s trench against brick foundation
wall)
2
plaster
1
brick (soft-mud
1
brick (soft-mud; painted white)
1
brick (hard-paste; brown glazed)
1
brick (soft-mud; painted)
Lot 59
6
undecorated whiteware
2
painted (polychrome; small floral) whiteware
4
printed (blue) whiteware
2
redware
1
aqua container glass
3
dark green/black container glass
3
clear/lead glass tumbler (fluted; light amethyst color)
2
bone
73
aqua window glass (mostly thick)
15
machine cut nail fragments
4
iron bands
8
kaolin pipe stems (plain)
2
kaolin pipe stems (decorated)
2
plaster (thin; with whitecoat; faint blue paint?)
1
brick (soft-mud; brown glaze)
1
brick (soft-mud; painted red)
1
mortar (with gravel inclusions; poured into builder’s trench against brick foundation
wall)
Lot 60
6
dark green/black container glass
1
aqua container glass
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7
3
135
28
2

clear/lead container/tableware glass
clear/lead tableware (tumbler?)
aqua window glass
machine cut nail fragments (several small sized nails potentially representing lath or
roofing nails)
coal

Lot 61
1
aqua window glass
Lot 62
1
bottle (aqua; body only; embossed panel “HA…”)
2
aqua window glass
2
kaolin pipe stems
1
clear container glass (bottle base?)
1
salt glazed stoneware jug (?) (base only; approximately 6” diameter)
Lot 63
1
plaster (thick; with whitecoat)
1
salt glazed stoneware ink bottle
1
aqua container glass
Lot 64
1
machine cut nail fragment
3
aqua window glass
1
salt-glazed stoneware ink bottle
Lot 65
1
brick (clean and whole; slightly deformed; probably 1863 brick)
Lot 66
1
undecorated whiteware
1
printed (dark blue) pearlware
1
painted (polychrome; stylized floral dots) whiteware cup base
2
saltglazed stoneware ink bottle
1
salt-glazed stoneware ink bottle (embossed “…STONE…”)
13
aqua window glass
5
aqua container glass
2
brick (soft mud)
2
brick (glazed)
6
machine cut nails
1
unidentified cast iron
1
kaolin pipe bowl (decorated)
1
kaolin pipe stem (plain)
3
coal
9
bone
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Lot 67
1
undecorated ironstone
1
relief decorated whiteware serving vessel (handle only)
1
painted (gilded line) porcelain cup (?)
1
undecorated whiteware (CC-ware) small plate
1
painted (monochrome blue; stylized floral dots) whiteware saucer
1
undecorated whiteware serving bowl (?)
2
painted (polychrome; large floral) and sponged decorated (blue) whiteware saucer (ribbed
Gothic shape)
12
bone
1
saltglazed stoneware ink bottle
1
clear/lead glass tumbler
1
redware small jar/bowl
1
kaolin pipe stem
Lot 68
3
undecorated whiteware
2
undecorated pearlware
2
painted (polychrome; stylized floral dots) whiteware saucer (?)
1
relief decorated whiteware saucer (?)
1
edge decorated and molded whiteware flatware (plate?)
1
undecorated ironstone saucer (?)
1
annular decorated (mocha) whiteware hollowware
1
sponge decorated (blue) whiteware
1
undecorated whiteware chamber pot (CC-ware)
1
aqua mirror glass (1.04mm thick)
4
writing slates
1
aqua window glass (chipped into a 1” diameter circle, potentially for use in a locket;
2.15mm thick)
13
machine cut nail fragments (mostly large framing nails)
1
machine cut nail (2 ½” long)
1
machine cut nail (3” long)
1
machine cut nail (5 ¼” long)
1
forged nail (2 ½” long; clinched)
1
forged nail (2 3/4” long)
1
forged nail (approximately 2 ½” long)
1
forged nail (approximately 2” long)
1
iron band
1
large iron “bolt” (1” diameter with large irregular head; opposite end broken off and notthreaded)
1
redware
1
saltglazed stoneware ink bottle
1
clear/lead glass tumbler (base)
1
aqua container glass (stylized elongated star motif; whiskey flask ?)
1
scent bottle (dark aqua; two-piece mold, pontiled, violin-shaped?)
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1
1
10
1
1
1
1
1
1
5
26
4
25

large bottle/decanter (clear/lead glass, free-blown, pontiled, fragment of base only)
dark green/black container glass
aqua container glass
amber container glass
kaolin pipe bowl
writing slate stylus (square)
4-hole milk glass button (0.424” diameter)
unidentified copper disk (1.1” diameter; cannot determine if it is a coin/token or button)
medicine bottle (clear, plain oval, 1” x 1 ¾” base, 3 ½” tall, 3-piece plate bottom mold,
rounded shoulders, ¾” long neck, folded/wide prescription lip finish)
plaster
aqua window glass
coal
bone

Lot 69
1
printed (blue) plate
1
painted (flow blue) whiteware pitcher (?) [body only]
1
undecorated whiteware (CC-ware) chamber pot (small child-sized, approximate 6” inside
rim diameter, 7 ½” outside rim diameter)
1
undecorated ironstone
1
printed (blue; Willow pattern) pearlware/whiteware small plate (cut foot ring, printed “4”
on base)
1
kaolin pipe bowl (with knobby stem, rouletted rim, and distinctive touchmark)
1
kaolin pipe bowl
1
writing slate stylus (square in section, sawn)
1
clear/lead glass tableware (tumbler?)
1
amber container glass
22
machine cut nail fragments (variety of sizes)
16
bone
10
aqua window glass (thick)
8
coal
4
plaster
1
stone “flake” (small; distinctive bulb of percussion from a sharp pointed chisel or pick)
1
sheet mica (1 7/8” wide by minimally 4” long)
2
mortar/plaster (very thick, approximately 1 ¾” thick, applied against wood and/or brick,
has some small brick fragments in it; similar to material poured into builder’s trench
against outside foundation wall of Courthouse wings.]
Lot 70
1
undecorated whiteware
1
relief decorated ironstone
1
printed (gray?) whiteware saucer
1
undecorated pearlware/whiteware large hollowware (bowl or pitcher)
1
Rockingham glazed yellowware figurine (potentially a dog’s leg?)
1
bottle (clear, molded, ½” long neck, flared/wide prescription lip finish; lip and neck only)
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7
1
1
15
1
16
32
1
2
1
10
1
2
25
2
1
2
3
1
1

aqua container glass
bottle (aqua, molded, octagonal body, body fragment only)
bottle (amber, molded, round, 3piece plate bottom mold, 2 ½”-3” diameter, base only;
probably a liquor bottle)
aqua window glass
kaolin pipe stem
plaster (with white coat, no paint, lath impressions)
bone
brick (high-fired, vitrified and glazed)
stone “flakes”
worked stone (marble?) slab (7/8” thick; octagonal shaped, pedestal base for lamp?)
coal
clinker (large)
writing slates
machine cut nail fragments
machine cut nails (2 ½” long)
machine cut nail (4” long)
machine cut nails (3” long; bent)
forged nails (2” long; 2 ¼” long; 2 ½” long)
unidentified iron rod (approximately 6” long, ¼” to 3/8” diameter)
unidentified iron (1” x 3” curved “ring”)

Lot 71
2
undecorated whiteware
1
printed (brown) whiteware (with partial backstamp “…UF…” with spread-winged eagle)
[Filley importer’s mark from St. Louis, Missouri merchants]
2
painted (monochrome blue) ironstone hollowware (jar?)
5
printed (flow blue) whiteware saucer
1
bottle (aqua, molded, applied tool packer lip finish, 2” long neck, lip and neck only)
1
liquor bottle (amber, molded, round, applied tool brandy lip finish) (whiskey?)
1
bottle (aqua, molded, 1” neck, rolled to interior lip finish, neck and lip only) (medicine?)
1
vial (aqua, ½” long neck, folded lip finish, lip and neck only)
1
kaolin pipe stem
1
kaolin pipe stem (embossed “GAMBIER / A PARIS”)
1
kaolin pipe bowl
1
writing slate stylus
1
4-hole milk glass button (0.452” diameter)
1
4-hole milk glass button (0.41” diameter)
22
aqua window glass (mostly thick)
2
writing slate
2
machine cut nail fragments
1
forged nail (2 ¼” long)
1
machine cut nail (3 ½” long)
7
sheet metal (oval container lid?)
9
plaster (thick; light blue paint present on a couple)
1
stone “flake”
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60
1
1
2
1
1
1
7
1
1

bone
iron padlock
clinker
coal
mica sheet
clear glass (chimney?)
whiskey flask (aqua, ribbed, body only)
aqua container glass
Kelly green window glass (?)
Rockingham glazed yellowware figurine (?)

Lot 72
1
printed (brown) hollowware (cup?)
1
relief decorated ironstone serving vessel lid (finial only)
Lot 73
2
copper clothing stays
1
iron band (3/4” wide)
2
“coke” (or clinker)
2
stone “flakes”
3
bottle/demi-john (aqua, free blown, approximately 4” long and 2” diameter neck, applied
tool bead lip finish, neck and lip only)
Lot 74
1
printed (green) whiteware flatware
5
relief decorated ironstone small pitcher (Gothic ribbed pattern; mnv=1)
1
sponge decorated (blue) and painted (polychrome, large floral) whiteware saucer
1
painted (polychrome, overglaze, large floral) porcelain flatware
1
printed (flow blue) whiteware saucer
1
printed (blue) whiteware teapot lid
1
undecorated whiteware handle (beaded; CC-ware) (small chamber pot or mug?)
1
undecorated whiteware salve jar (with printed label: “HOLL[OWAY’S] / OINTM[ENT]
/ FOR THE… / SCROF… / INVETERATE UL[CERS]… / ULCERATED SORE LEGS,
BURNS, SCALDS, P… / AND ALL CUTANEIOUS PI… / GOUT AND RHEUM…”)
3
mica
1
straight pin (lacks head)
17
bone
6
coal
1
brick (painted)
1
unidentified cast iron
2
iron bands (3/4” wide)
1
iron band
2
eggshell
1
bone lice comb
1
4-hole shell button (0.375” diameter)
1
4-hole shell button (0.985” diameter)
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1

8
22
1
1
1
1
1

lead weight (egg-shaped, approximately 1 ¾” wide x 2” long, iron “pin” set into it at
small end, many small striations—potentially representing metal file marks—all over
body as if it was “shaped” with a rasp or file)
copper clothing stays (one approximately 13” long)
machine cut nail fragments
machine cut nail (4 ½” long)
machine cut nail (3” long)
machine cut nail (2 ½” long)
iron band (3/4” wide)
unidentified iron (machine cut nail?)

Lot 75
4
cast iron brackets (2-pair; with oil bibb)
Lot 76
1
printed (black) whiteware mug (child’s or presentation mug; with word “…ER” at rim)
1
sponge decorated (blue) whiteware saucer [probably also with painting]
4
machine cut nail fragments
1
aqua container glass
1
bone
Lot 77
1
redware
2
worked bone (flame motif, saw cut inlay)
2
iron scissors
Lot 78
3
undecorated whiteware
1
undecorated ironstone
1
printed (brown) whiteware
1
blue-glazed softpaste porcelain
1
annular decorated (mocha) whiteware
1
redware
1
clear/lead glass container/tableware
6
scent bottle (?)(clear/lead, molded, oval, approximately 1 14/” x ¾”, paneled with ribbed
corners; base only)
1
vial (aqua, dip molded, ½” diameter base, pontiled, base only)
1
bottle (aqua, molded, paneled, body only)
2
bottle (Kelly green, molded, embossed “…S…”; body only)
1
blue container glass
2
clear chimney glass
1
dark green/black container glass
1
aqua container glass (melted)
12
aqua container glass
49
aqua window glass
2
roofing slate (purple)
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1
1
1
2
6
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
95
1
3
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1

writing slate
iron rivet (?)(3/8” diameter x 1 ½” long)
unidentified cast iron (shutter hinge?)
unidentified cast iron or clinker
sheet metal (small)
iron bands (5/8” and ¾” wide)
machine cut nail (1 1/8” long)
machine cut nail (1 3/8” long)
machine cut nail (2” long)
machine cut nail (2 ½” long)
machine cut nail (3” long)
machine cut nail (3 ½” long)
machine cut nail fragments
clinker
stone “flakes” (small)
unidentified iron (flat; handle?)
unidentified iron (folded; comb back?)
iron pen stylus
copper clothing stay
copper finger ring (?)
glass spiral-wound rod (0.08” diameter; ¾” long)
kaolin pipe bowl (decorated)
glass bead (wound, 0.29” diameter; heavily patinated)
4-hole milk glass buttons (0.45” and 0.46” diameter)
4-hole bone button (0.56” diameter)
4-hole shell button (0.38” diameter)
3-hole shell button (0.28” diameter, decorated)
4-hole copper-clad cardboard disk button (with stars embossed on face; 0.64” diameter)

Lot 79
4
undecorated whiteware
3
painted (polychrome; large floral) and sponge decorated (blue) pearlware saucer (Gothic
shaped)
1
printed (dark blue) pearlware
1
printed (brown) whiteware
1
lusterware (pink, handwritten cursive “L…”, lined rim, Cup)
3
Rockingham-glazed yellowware (dog figurine; leg fragments)
4
saltglazed stoneware ink bottle
1
bottle (amber, 3-piece plate bottom mold, base fragment only, liquor?)
1
clear/lead glass tumbler
1
bottle (dark green/black glass, improved tool brandy lip finish, lip only; liquor?)
1
bottle (aqua, molded, paneled, embossed “DR … / EX…”, body only)
1
bottle (clear, rectangular, Blake Variant 1, 2-piece mold?, no pontil, 1 ¼” x 1 7/8”, 6 ¼”
tall, applied tool patent lip finish, paneled, embossed “H. T. HELMBOLD // GENUINE /
FLUID EXTRACTS //PHILADELPHIA”)
55
aqua window glass
295

2
4
1
18
1
3
87
1
2
2
1
2
1
1
1
1
14
3
2
136
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
1
3
1
1
1
3
2
1
5
8

clear glass (lamp chimney?)
clear/lead glass tableware
dark green/black container glass
aqua container glass
light aqua (?) container glass
whiskey flask (aqua, molded, ribbed body only)
machine cut nail fragments [very encrusted, variable sizes
machine cut nail (5/8” long)
machine cut nail (1” long)
machine cut nail (1 ½” long)
machine cut nail (1 ¾” long)
machine cut nail (3 ½” long)
machine cut nail (4 ½” long)
machine cut nail (5” long)
machine cut nail (clinched)
iron buckle (?) (approximately 1” x 1¼”)
sheet metal (iron, container?)
iron band (1 1/8” wide)
iron bands (3/4” long)
bone
4-hole bone button (0.68” diameter)
4-hole bone button (0.70” diameter)
4-hole bone button (0.50” diameter)
4-hole milk glass button (0.352” diameter)
2-hole black glass button (0.755” diameter)
copper tube (0.24” diameter, minimally 3 ¼” long, gilded, writing pen?)
small rectangular lead bar (0.25” x 0.779” x 0.9”; potentially lead printer’s type?) [one
end of each potentially has a small “.”]
kaolin pipe stem (embossed “[GAM]BIER”)
kaolin pipe stems
kaolin pipe stem (with mouth piece)
small fragment copper (thin sheet)
writing slate (lined?)
roofing slate (purple)
coal
stone “flake” (exhibits tooling marks, from finished stone; from the 1868 construction
work)
hydrated lime (small)
plaster (with whitecoat, painted blue)

Lot 80
1
undecorated whiteware
1
4-hole milk glass button (0.455” diameter)
1
4-hole shell button (0.327” diameter)
1
brass key (broken)
1
mirror glass (1.07mm thick)
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1
20
1
1
1
1
38
50
3
1
1
1
2
1
5
5
1

aqua container glass
aqua window glass
machine cut nail (3 ½” long)
machine cut nail (3” long)
machine cut nail (2 ½” long)
machine cut nail 2” long)
machine cut nail fragments [all sizes of lathe/roofing, finish and framing nails)
bone
shale
clinker
coal
iron band (3/4” wide)
plaster (with lath “keys”)
mortar (struck edge bed joint, 0.45” thick at wall surface, tapered to 0.24” in bed)
plaster (1” thick with whitecoat)
plaster (thick with whitecoat and blue paint)
lithic/chert flake

Lot 81
1
printed (flow black) whiteware plate
1
undecorated porcelain saucer/plate
1
Small plate (relief decorated, TWIN LEAF pattern, ironstone, 16-side, 7 3/8” diameter)
1
vial (aqua, dip molded, round, approximately 2” diameter, 5/8” tall neck; fragile lip
finish; lip/neck only)
8
aqua container glass
1
vial (aqua, dip molded, round 7/8” diameter; pontiled, base only)
1
4-hole milk glass button (0.372” diameter)
1
4-hole shell button (0.327” diameter)
1
worked bone (saw cut; decorative inlay?)
1
straight pin (flat head)
1
writing slate
27
machine cut nail fragments
1
iron band (3/4” wide)
48
aqua window glass
1
aqua mirror (1.14mm thick)
1
clinker
2
stone “flakes”
11
bone (rodent, large mammal, and bird)
7
copper clothing stays (one 11” long)
3
iron rods (1/4” diameter, 7” long, hook or bent ends, potentially large lamp globe
support?)
Lot 82
4
machine cut nails
1
iron wire
1
forged nail (?)
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4
1
5

aqua window glass
printed (black) whiteware
bone

Lot 83
5
aqua window glass
1
clear container glass
7
bone
1
printed (blue) whiteware plate
1
painted (polychrome, stylized floral dot pattern) whiteware saucer
Lot 84
1
saltglazed stoneware ink bottle
1
4-hole bone button (1.0” diameter)
1
stone “flake”
Lot 85
1
printed (blue) whiteware
1
printed (dark blue) pealware
1
painted (polychrome, large floral/swag motif) saucer
4
printed (black) whiteware
5
annular decorated yellowware bowl (London Urn shape?)
1
dark green/black container glass
1
aqua container glass
3
aqua window glass
2
kaolin pipe bowls
1
kaolin pipe stem
2
machine cut nail fragments
Lot 86
1
printed (flow blue) whiteware saucer
1
printed (blue) whiteware cup (Gothic shape)
1
cast iron butt hinge (broken leaf)
1
forged nail (2 ¾” long, last ½” clinched over to create 2 ¼” thick door)
Lot 87
4
aqua container glass
7
aqua window glass
2
machine cut nail fragments
2
copper strips (similar to clothing stays, but tapered)
2
brick (softmud, painted)
Lot 88
1
undecorated whiteware
1
undecorated ironstone
1
clear glass tableware
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2
3
2
1

aqua window glass
machine cut nail fragments
copper wire (unsheathed)
saltglazed stoneware ink bottle

Lot 89
1
undecorated whiteware (cut base, plate?)
1
printed (purple) whiteware
1
printed (blue) whiteware
1
writing slate stylus
30
aqua window glass
4
aqua container glass
1
dark green/black container glass
1
plaster (with whitecoat)
1
mortar
2
clinkers
8
machine cut nail fragments
Lot 90
2
undecorated whiteware
1
printed (green) whiteware saucer
1
Egyptian Black, engine-turned stoneware hollowware (mug or teapot?)
1
bone
6
aqua container glass
99
aqua window glass
7
machine cut nail fragments
Lot 91
20
aqua window glass (thin)
Lot 92
1
printed (brown) whiteware saucer
1
undecorated yellowware
1
kaolin pipe stem
1
dark green/black container glass
3
aqua container glass
1
clear/lead tumbler (round, base fragment only)
3
conglomerate (natural?)
2
brick (whole brick; high-fired, vitrified and deformed)
1
brick (half-brick; high-fired, vitrified and deformed)
2
brick (fragments; soft mud, poorly fired; with extreme screed marks and/or impressions
on surface)
4
brick (fragments; high-fired, vitrified; with heavy glaze on broken surfaces)
16
aqua window glass (thin)
1
forged nail
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Lot 93
2
machine cut nail fragments
1
iron sheet metal
2
“brick” clinkers [brick-like material heavily burned and deformed into nodules]
Lot 94
4
unidentified iron (machine cut nails?)
1
bone
10
aqua window glass
1
aqua container glass
Lot 95
1
machine cut nail
2
brick (glazed)
1
bone
16
whiskey flask (molded, scroll-style; body only)
2
liquor bottle (dark green/black glass, applied tool brandy lip finish, lip only)
Lot 96
1
undecorated whiteware
1
relief decorated ironstone (potentially SCALLOPED DECAGON or CAMBRIDGE
SHAPE (registered in Oct 1852 and also January 1853; Deiringer and Deiringer 2001:61)
1
clear/lead glass tableware (tumbler?)
1
kaolin pipe bowl
1
saltglazed stoneware ink bottle
1
aqua window glass
1
bottle (aqua, molded, paneled, embossed “…LY…”, body only)
1
brick (glazed)
1
stoneware marble (0.69” diameter)
2
bone
12
corroded sheet metal container (with wire rim; pan or basin?)
2
machine cut nail fragments
1
iron gimlet
Lot 97
11
undecorated whiteware
3
undecorated pearlware/whiteware
1
undecorated whiteware pitcher or large mug (CC-ware; 4” diameter base, base only)
1
teapot lid (undecorated soft-paste porcelain)
6
painted (polychrome, small floral) whiteware saucer
2
edge decorated (blue) whiteware flatware
4
printed (blue) whiteware
2
undecorated yellowware
1
undecorated whiteware (burned; or potentially annular decorated?)
3
whiskey flask (aqua, molded, scroll-design, body only)
3
clear/lead glass tableware (tumbler?)
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7
4
36
157
1
6
10
1
1
6
1
10
1

aqua container glass
dark green/black container glass
machine cut nail fragments
aqua window glass
brick (glazed)
bone
redware
redware small bowl/jar
redware small jug
kaolin pipe stems
kaolin pipe stem (decorated)
kaolin pipe bowls (minimally 2-3 pipes)
clear glazed, white paste stoneware (?) pipe bowl

Lot 98
10
aqua window glass
2
brick (clean?)
1
clinker
1
unidentified cast iron
3
aqua container glass
2
aqua container glass (melted)
13
whiskey flask (aqua, molded, scroll design, one vessel)
1
clear/lead glass tableware (tumbler?)
Lot 99
1
aqua window glass
1
bone
1
undecorated whiteware
1
kaolin pipe bowl
2
brick (highly fired and/or burned; deformed and broken with glaze adhering to broken
surfaces)
5
“brick” clinkers (brick-like material heavily burned and deformed into nodules)
15
aqua window glass
1
kaolin pipe stem
1
kaolin pipe stem (embossed “DUMERIL / …LEURS // St. OMER / 608…”)
Lot 100
1
brick (heavily glazed)
6
plaster (whitecoat, no paint)
Lot 101
3
machine cut nail fragments
1
sheet metal (“tin” can lid”, approximately 2 ½” diameter)
Lot 102
2
aqua window glass
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Lot 103
1
worked bone (carved decorative element)
1
bone
4
machine cut nail fragments
28
aqua window glass
3
aqua container glass
1
bottle (aqua, molded, paneled, embossed “…St. LOUIS…”, body only)
1
bottle (aqua, molded, paneled, embossed “…ATI… / …S-…”, body only)
1
bottle (dark green/black glass, square or rectangular, pontiled, base fragment only) [case
gin or bitters bottle?)
1
kaolin pipe bowl (with touchmark on base of heal)
1
kaolin pipe bowl (with star touchmark)
3
kaolin pipe bowls
2
kaolin pipe stems (decorated)
1
kaolin pipe stem (embossed “…R // D…”) [Peter Dorni]
Lot 104
3
undecorated whiteware
2
printed (blue) whiteware
7
dark green/black container glass
7
aqua container glass
3
clear/lead glass tableware (?)
1
bottle (aqua, molded, paneled, embossed “…OTS…”, body only)
1
bottle (aqua, molded, paneled, embossed “…YORK…”, body only)
1
bottle (aqua, molded, paneled, embossed “…IR P…” or “…IR B…”, body only)
1
kaolin pipe stem
1
kaolin pipe bowl
1
kaolin pipe stem (with molded salamander?)
33
aqua window glass
1
brick (brown glaze)
7
machine cut nail fragments
1
brick (glazed green)
Lot 105
1
undecorated porcelain
1
clear/lead glass tableware (?)
3
aqua window glass
3
brick (softmud)
1
machine cut nail fragment
Lot 106
1
undecorated whiteware
1
machine cut nail fragment
1
brick (softmud)
1
“brick” clinker
24
aqua window glass
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Lot 107
22
aqua window glass
10
machine cut nail fragments
3
sheet metal container (“tin” can?, approximately 2 ¾” diameter)
1
metal (brass?) finger ring (?)(broken)
1
painted (polychrome, small floral pattern) whiteware
1
salt glazed stoneware ink bottle (lip)
Lot 108
1
brick (softmud)
11
whiskey flask (aqua, molded, scroll design, body only)
3
aqua container glass (melted)
4
aqua window glass
Lot 109
3
undecorated whiteware
1
printed (purple) whiteware
7
annular decorated (mocha) yellowware bowl
1
bottle (dark green/black glass, molded)
1
bottle (light aqua, round, dip molded, kickup with pontil, base only) [olive oil?]
1
clear/lead glass tumbler (?) (round, pontiled, approximate 2 5/8” diameter)
5
bottle (aqua, molded, oval, pontiled, base only) [probably a whiskey flask]
Lot 110
11
whiskey flask (aqua, molded, scroll design, sheared lip finish)
3
aqua glass container
2
aqua window glass
1
bottle (aqua, molded, improved tool ring or oil lip finish, lip/neck only)
1
bottle (aqua, molded, improved tool prescription lip finish, lip/neck only)
Lot 111
1
whole brick (from 1863 construction)
1
brick (glazed fragment)
1
conglomerate (natural?)
7
plaster (with whitecoat, unpainted)
1
machine cut nail
1
bone
Lot 112
1
brick (whole, high fired/vitrified, badly deformed)
2
soft-mud brick pavers (partial bricks)
Lot 113
1
brick (high fired/deformed)
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Lot 114
3
brick (high fired/deformed)
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APPENDIX VI
Biography of Leander Munsell (Le Baron 1879:584-585).

LEANDER MUNSELL (deceased), second child and oldest son of Levi and Lucretia Munsell;
was born at Cincinnati, Ohio, Feb. 5 1793; his father, a native of Connecticut and a
Revolutionary soldier, was one of the early settlers of Cincinnati; he afterward removed to
Marietta, Ohio, where he kept a tavern; his son Leander was a boy of all work, and attended
school only six months; his teacher was Lewis Cass, afterward the statesman. Mr. Munsell early
acquired a taste for strong drink, which habit he conquered; shortly after he became of age, he
was employed as a cooper at the Kenawha Salt Works; here he formed the acquaintance of
Joseph Curtis, who afterward removed to Edgar Co., Ill. and became the well-known
nurseryman. Mr. Munsell served for six months in the war of 1812. After its close, he married
Miss Hannah See [sic Lee] of Warren Co., Ohio, who survived him for several years; he then
purchased a farm in Kentucky, but had hardly taken possession when some Virginians settled
near him with gangs of slaves; this he could not endure, and immediately sold out, and removed
to Miami Co., Ohio, and opened a farm near what was afterward the village of Fletcher; here he
was elected Sheriff, and afterward Representative to the Legislature; in 1828 or 1829, he
removed to Neville, on the Ohio River, where, in company with his brother-in-law, D. C. Casset,
he purchased a steam-mill and store, subsequently buying out Mr. Casset’s interest in the
business; in 1832, he removed to Paris, Ill., and entered into a general mercantile business; in
course of time, he opened branch stores in Edgar, Coles, Cumberland and Sullivan Cos.; he also
built the Court Houses in Edgar, Coles, Macon and McLean Cos.; in consequence of his
extensive operations, and the amount of credit he was obliged to give and ask, it required more
than ordinary energy and ability to meet his obligations during the crisis of 1838 to 1842; he
made collections in horses, cattle, hogs, or in almost anything that could be turned into money,
driving the horses and cattle to Chicago and Milwaukee and shipping the pork to New Orleans;
he also acquired a considerable amount of land in the same way; in 1852 or 1853, he built the
first steam-flouring mill in Paris, which is yet in operation; the completion of the Terre Haute &
Alton R. R. occasioned, in 1854, a brisk demand for land at fair prices, and Mr. Munsell then
sold the greater portion of his land, and also his mill; having about $50,000 in well-secured
notes, besides his residence and other real estate, he retired from active business, resolving to
preserve that amount intact, and to apply any surplus of income to charitable and religious
objects; to this resolution he steadily adhered during the remainder of his life; after this, he
supervised the erection of several public buildings, and was constantly engaged in some
benevolent or public enterprise; much of his time and money, during the year 1861, and until his
death, in 1862, was devoted to the benefit of the families of soldiers from Edgar Co.; during his
whole residence in Illinois, he took a constant and active interest in all matters pertaining to
education and religion, and was a liberal subscriber to all enterprises for their advancement;
feeling the want of it in his own case, he determined to give his children a good education, and at
one time built a schoolhouse on a lot of his own in order that they might receive the advantages
of classical instruction. In politics, Mr. Munsell was a Whig, Native American and Republican
each, in their day—the second of these only for a single season; in 1840, he was elected to the
House of Representatives; in 1842, he was a candidate for the Senate, but was defeated by reason
of a division of his party in Edgar Co.; his decided political opinions, and the fiery energy with
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which he pursued every undertaking, procured for him, in early times, the nickname of “Old
Tecumseh;” many of his warmest friends and admirers were his opponents in politics, and, in
1840 and 1842, he was supported by many Democrats. His most marked business trait was his
high sense of commercial honor, and he never suffered a note in bank to be protested. He
heartily despised insincerity, and he directed in will that no discourse should be preached at his
funeral, unless the officiating minister should honestly call attention to his faults, as well as his
virtues; the sermon was preached by Rev. Samuel Newell, who had the courage to carry out his
instructions. He died at his home in Paris July 9, 1862, respected by all and loved by many to
whom he had been a friend in time of need.
https://books.google.com/books?id=LEk0AQAAMAAJ&pg=PA321&lpg=PA321&dq=%22lean
der+munsell%22&source=bl&ots=mQSyog4oCa&sig=jH3v64k6wdid6BihVNk2Zx_jH20&hl=e
n&sa=X&ei=81ZiVYSIEsjYtQXZpIGgBw&ved=0CC4Q6AEwBDgK#v=onepage&q=%22lean
der%20munsell%22&f=false
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Leander Munsell (left) and his wife Hannah Lee Munsell (right).
http://trees.ancestry.com/tree/7278418/person/-1120186862/media/2?pgnum=1&pg=0&pgpl=pid%7cpgNum
http://trees.ancestry.com/tree/7278418/person/-889369767/media/1?pgnum=1&pg=0&pgpl=pid%7cpgNum
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APPENDIX VII
Historic American Buildings Survey Documentation
Old State Capitol,
Corydon, Harrison County, Indiana
(http://www.loc.gov/pictures/search/?q=corydon&co=hh)
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APPENDIX VIII
Illustrations of “Coffee-Mill” Courthouses in Illinois

318

Charleston, Coles County (1835)
Top: Postcard image (http://courthousehistory.com/gallery/states/illinois/counties/coles)
Bottom: http://www.co.coles.il.us/history.html
Similar image, with addition cropped, in Krause 2000:18)
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Toledo, Cumberland County (1855)
Top: Weiser (2009:38)
Bottom: Postcard image
(http://courthousehistory.com/gallery/states/illinois/counties/cumberland)
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Paris, Edgar County (1832-33)
Top: [Source?; See Shutt (1973:n.p.)]
Middle: Postcard image
(http://courthousehistory.com/gallery/states/illinois/counties/edgar)
Bottom: http://www.lookingforlincoln.com/8thcircuit/court.html
Krause (2000:22) has image similar to postcard.
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Albion, Edwards County (1852; Weiser 2009:47).

Benton, Franklin County (1842-45)
http://genealogytrails.com/ill/franklin/benton.htm
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Carrollton, Greene County (1830)
http://courthousehistory.com/gallery/states/illinois/counties/greene (Weiser 2009:55)

McLeansboro, Hamilton County (1840) (Weiser 2009:57)
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Carthage, Hancock County (1839)
Top and Middle: Postcard images from
http://courthousehistory.com/gallery/states/illinois/counties/hancock
Bottom: Krause (2000:24)
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Elizabethtown, Hardin County (c.1889; Weiser 2009:63)
[The history of this courthouse is confusing, at best. Not sure if this qualifies as a
Foursquare courthouse, or not.]
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Decatur, Macon County (1838)
Top left: Weiser (2009:91)
Top right: Krause (2000:52)
Bottom: http://www.lookingforlincoln.com/8thcircuit/court.html
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Carlinville, Macoupin County (c.1836)
Left: Krause (2000:54) and Weiser (2009:93)
Right: http://courthousehistory.com/gallery/states/illinois/counties/macoupin
Weiser (2009:92) notes that it “had to be built in 1830 (some records say 1838).”

Salem, Marion County (1837) (Weiser 2009:97)
[The history of this courthouse is unclear; not sure this qualifies as a Foursquare
courthouse.]
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Bloomington, McLean County (1836) [See discussion, accompanying text]
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Macomb, McDonough County (1834) (Weiser 2009:102)

Jacksonville, Morgan County (1828-30) (Krause 2000:58)
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Sullivan, Moultrie County (1847-48; 1865-66)
Moultrie had two Foursquare Courthouses. Original destroyed by fire in 1864. Confusion
as to which of the courthouses these images depict. Weiser (2009:115) suggests that the
first courthouse did not have a cupola.
Top: Krause (2000:60)
Bottom: http://www.lookingforlincoln.com/8thcircuit/court.html
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Olney, Richland County (1843-47) (Weiser 2009:129)

Springfield, Sangamon County (1830-31) (Hart 2015)
Sketch of the early Sangamon County Courthouse, as depicted on an 1834 survey of a
Springfield to Decatur road (which began from the Springfield County Courthouse, and
represented by the straight line emulating from the corner of the courthouse). This
courthouse appears to have been a traditional five-bay, Foursquare (or “Coffee Mill”)
design constructed in 1830-31. The building was demolished in the spring of 1837 to make
room for a new Statehouse. This structure measured apparently 61’ long by 45’ wide, and
was constructed at a cost of $6,841 (Hart 2008, 2015). The original specifications are
available (Hart 2008).
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Rushville, Schuyler County (1829-31) (Weiser 2009:135)
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Shelbyville, Shelby County (1832; cupola added in 1837)
Top: http://www.lookingforlincoln.com/8thcircuit/court.html
Bottom left: Krause (2000:70)
Bottom right: Weiser (2009:137)
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Mount Carmel, Wabash County (1831) (Weiser 2009:147)

Monmouth, Warren County (1836) (Weiser 2009:148)
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Fairfield, Wayne County (1836)
http://courthousehistory.com/gallery/states/illinois/counties/wayne

335

Carmi, White County (1828-31)
Top: Weiser (2009:151)
Bottom left: http://whitecoil.genealogyvillage.com/
Bottom right: Postcard image from
http://courthousehistory.com/gallery/states/illinois/counties/white
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Danville, Vermilion County (1833)
Top: Krause (2000:76)
Bottom: http://www.lookingforlincoln.com/8thcircuit/court.html
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Transitional Examples

Taylorville, Christian County (1856)
Constructed by Dennis and Ream
Left: http://courthousehistory.com/gallery/states/illinois/counties/christian
Right: http://www.lookingforlincoln.com/8thcircuit/court.html

Wheaton, DuPage County (1867) (Weiser 2009:43)
Large raised example, slightly rectangular, sporting hip roof with shortened cupola,
Italianate detailing.
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Morrison, Whiteside County (1842).
Weiser (2009:152) claims this was a 40-foot square, Foursquare courthouse built of brick
and stone, constructed by Luther Bush. Based on this view, not sure if this qualifies as a
Foursquare courthouse or not.

Kankakee County Courthouse (Wilson 1860)
Constructed by Robert Cunningham for slightly over $19,280. It was constructed of local
stone in the summer of 1855; destroyed by fire in October 1872. A raised and slightly
rectangular form that measured 55’ by 75’ in size. The ground floor level housed the jail.
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APPENDIX IX
Lloyd Ostendorf Illustrations of Illinois Courthouses Associated with Abraham Lincoln

Lloyd Ostendorf was an Ohio-born commercial artist and Lincoln scholar who authored
several books on Abraham Lincoln. A collector of all-things Lincoln, Ostendorf owned one
of the largest collections of Lincoln photographs in the early 1960s, and with Charles
Hamilton published Lincoln in Photographs (1963). Ostendorf was well-known for his
numerous illustrations depicting Lincoln during his lifetime, many of which were published
in his children’s book entitled The Picture Story of Abraham Lincoln (1962). Ostendorf died
in late 2000 (http://articles.chicagotribune.com/2000-11-04/news/0011040231_1_abrahamlincoln-association-lloyd-ostendorf-mr-ostendorf). The following illustrations are those
prepared by Ostendorf that contain images of Illinois courthouses visited by Lincoln.
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Left: Interpretation of the Shelby County Courthouse (constructed 1832; cupola added in 1837). Right: Interpretation of the
Edgar County Courthouse (1832-33). Both courthouses were designed and built by Leander Munsell.
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Interpretation of the McLean County Courthouse (1846), also designed and built by Leander Munsell. Both Lincoln and
Davis are depicted as relatively young men in this illustration. The courthouse only would have been ten years old at this time.
This interpretation of the courthouse contains at least three major errors, all of which were discussed in the accompanying
text. Based on a careful reading of our research, can you identify the three errors in interpretation incorporated into this
illustration?
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