
HISTORIC AND DESIGN REVIEW COMMISSION 
June 16, 2021 

 
HDRC CASE NO: 2021-225 
ADDRESS: 714, 716, 718 LABOR ST 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: NCB 3003 BLK 1 LOT N 70.89 FT OF 1 
ZONING: C-2NA, H 
CITY COUNCIL DIST.: 1 
DISTRICT: Lavaca Historic District 
APPLICANT: Anthony Guajardo/Clearsite Construction 
OWNER: GUAJARDO J ANTHONY CHILD TR 
TYPE OF WORK: Roof replacement and pitch changes 
APPLICATION RECEIVED: June 04, 2021 
60-DAY REVIEW: Not applicable due to City Council Emergency Orders 
CASE MANAGER: Edward Hall 

REQUEST: 

The applicant is requesting a Certificate of Appropriateness for approval to modify the existing roof slope to feature a shed 
profile as well as to replace the existing, asphalt shingle roof with a standing seam metal roof.   

APPLICABLE CITATIONS: 

Historic Design Guidelines, Chapter 2, Guidelines for Exterior Maintenance and Alterations 
 
3. Materials: Roofs  
A. MAINTENANCE (PRESERVATION)  
i. Regular maintenance and cleaning—Avoid the build-up of accumulated dirt and retained moisture. This can lead to 
the growth of moss and other vegetation, which can lead to roof damage. Check roof surface for breaks or holes and 
flashing for open seams and repair as needed.  
 
B. ALTERATIONS (REHABILITATION, RESTORATION, AND RECONSTRUCTION)  
i. Roof replacement—Consider roof replacement when more than 25-30 percent of the roof area is damaged or 25-30 
percent of the roof tiles (slate, clay tile, or cement) or shingles are missing or damaged.  
ii. Roof form—Preserve the original shape, line, pitch, and overhang of historic roofs when replacement is necessary.  
iii. Roof features—Preserve and repair distinctive roof features such as cornices, parapets, dormers, open eaves with 
exposed rafters and decorative or plain rafter tails, flared eaves or decorative purlins, and brackets with shaped ends.  
iv. Materials: sloped roofs—Replace roofing materials in-kind whenever possible when the roof must be replaced. 
Retain and re-use historic materials when large-scale replacement of roof materials other than asphalt shingles is 
required (e.g., slate or clay tiles). Salvaged materials should be re-used on roof forms that are most visible from the 
public right-of-way. Match new roofing materials to the original materials in terms of their scale, color, texture, profile, 
and style, or select materials consistent with the building style, when in-kind replacement is not possible.  
v. Materials: flat roofs—Allow use of contemporary roofing materials on flat or gently sloping roofs not visible from 
the public right-of-way.  
vi. Materials: metal roofs—Use metal roofs on structures that historically had a metal roof or where a metal roof is 
appropriate for the style or construction period. Refer to Checklist for Metal Roofs on page 10 for desired metal roof 
specifications when considering a new metal roof. New metal roofs that adhere to these guidelines can be approved 
administratively as long as documentation can be provided that shows that the home has historically had a metal roof.  
vii. Roof vents—Maintain existing historic roof vents. When deteriorated beyond repair, replace roof vents in-kind or 
with one similar in design and material to those historically used when in-kind replacement is not possible.   

FINDINGS: 

a. The one-story, multi-tenant commercial structure at 714, 716, 718 Labor was constructed circa 1960, first 
appears on a 1963 aerial image, and is located in the Lavaca Historic District. The structure features a low 
sloping (nearly flat) asphalt roof, a flagstone masonry façade and plastered CMU side elevation walls.  



b. COMPLIANCE – Staff received a report that roof modification had begun on April 28, 2021, prior to the 
issuance of a Certificate of Appropriateness or permits. In coordination with Development Services Department, 
the applicant submitted a Certificate of Appropriateness Application on May 5, 2021. 

c. PREVIOUS REVIEW – This request was heard by the Historic and Design Review Commission at the June 2, 
2021, HDRC hearing, where it was referred to the Design Review Committee.  

d. DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE – This request was reviewed by the Design Review Committee on June 8, 
2021. At that meeting the DRC commented on appropriate roof profiles and offered suggestions for roof repair 
that would not impact the structure’s roof form and profile.  

e. ROOFING – The applicant has proposed to modify the existing roof slope to feature a shed profile as well as to 
replace the existing, asphalt shingle roof with a standing seam metal roof.  Per the Guidelines for Exterior 
Maintenance and Alterations 3.B. ii., applicants should preserve the original shape, line, pitch, and overhang of 
historic roofs when replacement is necessary. Staff finds that the low slope, flat roof is characteristic of the 
commercial buildings of the era and should be repaired in-kind.   

RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff does not recommend approval based on finding e. Staff recommends in-kind repairs of the existing roof structure.  
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DATE: 6/8/3021 

Address: 718 Labor 

HDRC Case #: 2021‐225 

Meeting Location: Webex 

APPLICANT: GUAJARDO J ANTHONY  

DRC Members present: HDRC Commissioners Jeffrey Fetzer, Gabe Velasquez, DRC member Monica Savino 

Staff Present: Huy Pham, Edward Hall 

Others present:  

REQUEST:  
The applicant is request a Certificate of Appropriateness to perform roof replacement and pitch changes

COMMENTS/CONCERNS:  
GV: questioned if the slope was minimal amount required for drainage, noted that the proposed form is 
characteristically different from the previous condition and similar commercial structures of the age/style in 
the district. 

JF: Noted that low slope/flat roofs with bitumen cover are commonly repaired on commercial structures 
and that change in roof for is atypical. Suggested removing the failing roof plate on the canopy plane and 
dropping the trusses so that there would be no double eave/canopy condition. Also suggested exploration 
restoring the low pitch gable as evident in the side elevation profile, to which the applicant noted would not 
be feasible due to the rear addition. Also questioned the consistency of the request regarding metal or 
shingle finish which may alter the required slope for drainage.  

MS: generally agreed with GV and JF that seeking, purchasing, and initiating roof modifications from a truss 
manufacture company immediately after storm damage was not prudent stewardship of the structure.  

OVERALL COMMENTS:  
The DRC was sympathetic to the applicant already having spent a large sum in an emergency situation. The 
DRC may support one of the two options JF suggested if the applicant is cooperative and thorough with 
their follow up documentation showing how the corrections will be appropriately completed.   

Historic and Design Review Commission 
Design Review Committee Report 



Office of Historic Preservation 

1901 South Alamo 

 San Antonio, TX  78204 

Attention Design Review 

Re:  718 Labor - Certificate of Appropriateness Required 

To whom it concerns: 

I understand the purpose of the OHP is to preserve and protect what was and I support 

that need where applicable and where possible.  The issue at 718 Labor Street is that what was 

no longer exists as it did and therefore does not adequately serve the property without some 

changes.  This property has a history of roof drainage problems which have continually caused 

significant leaking and damage to the property off and on for many years.   

The current slope, pitch and fall of the roof does not work. I sought the expert advise of 

engineers and an architect to help me find a solution with the most minimal change available that 

would be required to eliminate the drainage problem and thus eliminate the perpetual roof 

degradation, while also keeping as close to the current building profile as possible.   I was given 

a set of engineered plans for trusses that had the absolute minimal pitch/slope (1.5-12) required 

for the roof to positively and adequately drain.  I was instructed by the engineer that the slope of 

those trusses could not be any less.  I tried to keep the same shed style roof that the building 

currently has but with a slope that would work.  I also chose standing seam metal for longevity (I 

have seen countless properties with in this historic district with standing seam metal roofs).  As a 

business owner in the construction industry, I feel that the importance of choosing the best 

structurally sound options for the best longevity have to be equally as important as historical 



integrity.  This is not an historic designated building; however, I understand that it’s existence in 

an historic district necessitates certain measures in keeping the property as close to the original 

format and profile as possible.  At the last DRC meeting on June  9, 2021 committee member 

Mr. Fetzer suggested the option of going back to the original gable style roof design that 

evidently existed on this building many many years and many many versions ago.  The problem 

is that gable style roof with the minimal slope it had was established before the addition to the 

building and would no longer provide adequate drainage without also making even more changes 

to the profile of the building (something that my new trusses have been chastised by the OHP for 

also doing).  After some research, I have been able to ascertain that a new gable style roof would 

need a new center ridge beam of at least 6 to 7 feet tall in order to clear the addition roof, as well 

as, the construction of a pony wall along the front of the building to keep a 2-12 slope.  

Alternately, instead of the pony wall, the slope in the front of building would need to be changed 

to a 6-12 slope and with a 2-12 slope in the back of building.  Once again, this gable style roof 

option would also change the profile of the building from what it was historically (which is 

something that the OHP has been thus far opposed to doing). For this project, change is 

necessary.  What was no longer preserves the integrity of the building structurally.  

Moving forward, I have already incurred a major financial investment in the new trusses 

and feel my option of the shed style roof is an efficient and structurally sound option with the 

least amount of change to the building profile as it exists today.  I do not feel reinventing the 

wheel and starting from scratch with a totally new design option is necessary or financially 

feasible at this point.  Despite the way the photographs appear, the new trusses are NOT sitting 

on top of the existing roof.  The roof has been removed and the trusses are sitting on the CMU 

building walls.  The trusses are 7.5” higher than the roof line to clear the existing electrical and 



HVAC.  I had an engineer do a site visit specifically to evaluate and insure the CMU walls could 

adequately support the new trusses and proposed roofing.  I submitted his findings to the OHP.  I 

would happily welcome a site visit from any DRC member at any time to examine the building 

and discuss any questions or concerns regarding my position. 

 As I have mentioned many times, resolution of this reroofing project is urgent.  The 

recent and continual rains are devastating on many levels.  The building takes in massive water 

with every shower and sustains more damage internally.  My one and only tenant, a small 

business owner has been displaced for over a month now.  As a beauty salon, she was greatly 

affected by the pandemic issues and now this interruption as well. 

Respectfully, 

Anthony Guajardo   
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List of Materials for 718 Labor Roof Replacement: 

1. Wood for framing 

2. Plywood for decking 
3. Metal Roofing 
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