
HISTORIC AND DESIGN REVIEW COMMISSION 
May 17, 2017 

 
HDRC CASE NO: 2017-135 
ADDRESS: 205 OSTROM 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: NCB 6938 BLK LOT 1&2 
ZONING: R-4 CD H 
CITY COUNCIL DIST.: 1 
DISTRICT: River Road Historic District 
APPLICANT: Tobias Stapleton 
OWNER: Tobias Stapleton 
TYPE OF WORK: Demolition with new construction of two residential structures and an 

accessory structure  
REQUEST: 

The applicant is requesting conceptual approval to: 
 

1. Demolish the historic structure located at 205 Ostrom. 
2. Construct a two story structure on the east end of the lot. 
3. Construct a two story structure on the west end of the lot.  
4. Construct an accessory structure.  
5. Install three driveways/parking location on the site.  

APPLICABLE CITATIONS: 

UDC Section 35-614. – Demolition 
 
Demolition of a historic landmark constitutes an irreplaceable loss to the quality and character of the City of San Antonio. 
Accordingly, these procedures provide criteria to prevent unnecessary damage to the quality and character of the city's 
historic districts and character while, at the same time, balancing these interests against the property rights of landowners. 
 
(a)Applicability. The provisions of this section apply to any application for demolition of a historic landmark (including 
those previously designated as historic exceptional or historic significant) or a historic district.  
       (3)Property Located in Historic District and Contributing to District Although Not Designated a Landmark. No    
       certificate shall be issued for property located in a historic district and contributing to the district although not   
       designated a landmark unless the applicant demonstrates clear and convincing evidence supporting an unreasonable  
       economic hardship on the applicant if the application for a certificate is disapproved. When an applicant fails to prove  
       unreasonable economic hardship in such cases, the applicant may provide additional information regarding loss of  
       significance as provided is subsection (c)(3) in order to receive a certificate for demolition of the property. 
(b)Unreasonable Economic Hardship. 
       (1)Generally. The historic and design review commission shall be guided in its decision by balancing the historic,  
       architectural, cultural and/or archaeological value of the particular landmark or eligible landmark against the special  
       merit of the proposed replacement project. The historic and design review commission shall not consider or be  
       persuaded to find unreasonable economic hardship based on the presentation of circumstances or items that are not  
       unique to the property in question (i.e. the current economic climate).  
       (2)Burden of Proof. The historic and design review commission shall not consider or be persuaded to find   
       unreasonable economic hardship based on the presentation of circumstances or items that are not unique to the  
       property in question (i.e. the current economic climate). When a claim of unreasonable economic hardship is made,  
       the owner must prove by a preponderance of the evidence that: 
                A. The owner cannot make reasonable beneficial use of or realize a reasonable rate of return on a structure or  
                site, regardless of whether that return represents the most profitable return possible, unless the highly significant    
                endangered, historic and cultural landmark, historic and cultural landmarks district or demolition delay   
                designation, as applicable, is removed or the proposed demolition or relocation is allowed;  
                B. The structure and property cannot be reasonably adapted for any other feasible use, whether by the current   
                owner or by a purchaser, which would result in a reasonable rate of return; and  



                C. The owner has failed to find a purchaser or tenant for the property during the previous two (2) years, despite   
                having made substantial ongoing efforts during that period to do so. The evidence of unreasonable economic   
                hardship introduced by the owner may, where applicable, include proof that the owner's affirmative obligations  
                to maintain the structure or property make it impossible for the owner to realize a reasonable rate of return on 
                the structure or property. 
(3)Criteria. The public benefits obtained from retaining the cultural resource must be analyzed and duly considered by the 
historic and design review commission.  
As evidence that an unreasonable economic hardship exists, the owner may submit the following information to the 
historic and design review commission by affidavit:  
                A. For all structures and property:  
                        i. The past and current use of the structures and property;  
                        ii. The name and legal status (e.g., partnership, corporation) of the owners;  
                        iii. The original purchase price of the structures and property;  
                        iv. The assessed value of the structures and property according to the two (2) most recent tax assessments;  
                        v. The amount of real estate taxes on the structures and property for the previous two (2) years;  
                        vi. The date of purchase or other acquisition of the structures and property;  
                        vii. Principal balance and interest rate on current mortgage and the annual debt service on the structures   
                        and property, if any, for the previous two (2) years;  
                        viii. All appraisals obtained by the owner or applicant within the previous two (2) years in connection with  
                        the owner's purchase, financing or ownership of the structures and property;  
                        ix. Any listing of the structures and property for sale or rent, price asked and offers received;  
                        x. Any consideration given by the owner to profitable adaptive uses for the structures and property;  
                        xi. Any replacement construction plans for proposed improvements on the site;  
                        xii. Financial proof of the owner's ability to complete any replacement project on the site, which may  
                        include but not be limited to a performance bond, a letter of credit, a trust for completion of improvements,   
                        or a letter of commitment from a financial institution; and  
                        xiii. The current fair market value of the structure and property as determined by a qualified appraiser.  
                        xiv. Any property tax exemptions claimed in the past five (5) years. 
                B. For income producing structures and property:  
                        i. Annual gross income from the structure and property for the previous two (2) years;  
                        ii. Itemized operating and maintenance expenses for the previous two (2) years; and  
                        iii. Annual cash flow, if any, for the previous two (2) years. 
                C. In the event that the historic and design review commission determines that any additional information   
                described above is necessary in order to evaluate whether an unreasonable economic hardship exists, the historic  
                and design review commission shall notify the owner. Failure by the owner to submit such information to the  
                historic and design review commission within fifteen (15) days after receipt of such notice, which time may be  
                extended by the historic and design review commission, may be grounds for denial of the owner's claim of  
                unreasonable economic hardship.  
                When a low-income resident homeowner is unable to meet the requirements set forth in this section, then the   
                historic and design review commission, at its own discretion, may waive some or all of the requested  
                information and/or request substitute information that an indigent resident homeowner may obtain without  
                incurring any costs. If the historic and design review commission cannot make a determination based on  
                information submitted and an appraisal has not been provided, then the historic and design review commission  
                may request that an appraisal be made by the city. 
(d)Documentation and Strategy.  
       (1)Applicants that have received a recommendation for a certificate shall document buildings, objects, sites or  
       structures which are intended to be demolished with 35mm slides or prints, preferably in black and white, and supply  
       a set of slides or prints to the historic preservation officer.  
       (2)Applicants shall also prepare for the historic preservation officer a salvage strategy for reuse of building materials   
       deemed valuable by the historic preservation officer for other preservation and restoration activities.  
       (3)Applicants that have received an approval of a certificate regarding demolition shall be permitted to receive a   
       demolition permit without additional commission action on demolition, following the commission's recommendation  
       of a certificate for new construction. Permits for demolition and construction shall be issued simultaneously if  
       requirements of section 35-609, new construction, are met, and the property owner provides financial proof of his  
       ability to complete the project.  
       (4)When the commission recommends approval of a certificate for buildings, objects, sites, structures designated as   



       landmarks, or structures in historic districts, permits shall not be issued until all plans for the site have received  
       approval from all appropriate city boards, commissions, departments and agencies. Permits for parking lots shall not  
       be issued, nor shall an applicant be allowed to operate a parking lot on such property, unless such parking lot plan   
       was approved as a replacement element for the demolished object or structure.  
(e)Issuance of Permit. When the commission recommends approval of a certificate regarding demolition of buildings, 
objects, sites, or structures in historic districts or historic landmarks, permits shall not be issued until all plans for the site 
have received approval from all appropriate city boards, commissions, departments and agencies. Once the replacement 
plans are approved a fee shall be assessed for the demolition based on the approved replacement plan square footage. The 
fee must be paid in full prior to issuance of any permits and shall be deposited into an account as directed by the historic 
preservation officer for the benefit, rehabilitation or acquisition of local historic resources. Fees shall be as follows and are 
in addition to any fees charged by planning and development services:  
                                                                    0—2,500 square feet = $2,000.00 
                                                                    2,501—10,000 square feet = $5,000.00 
                                                                    10,001—25,000 square feet = $10,000.00 
                                                                    25,001—50,000 square feet = $20,000.00 
                                                                    Over 50,000 square feet = $30,000.00 
 
 
Historic Design Guidelines, Chapter 4, Guidelines for New Construction 
 
1. Building and Entrance Orientation 
 
A. FAÇADE ORIENTATION 
i. Setbacks—Align front facades of new buildings with front facades of adjacent buildings where a consistent setback has 
been established along the street frontage. Use the median setback of buildings along the street frontage where a variety of 
setbacks exist. Refer to UDC Article 3, Division 2. Base Zoning Districts for applicable setback requirements. 
ii. Orientation—Orient the front façade of new buildings to be consistent with the predominant orientation of historic 
buildings along the street frontage. 
B. ENTRANCES 
i. Orientation—Orient primary building entrances, porches, and landings to be consistent with those historically found 
along the street frontage. Typically, historic building entrances are oriented towards the primary street. 
 
2. Building Massing and Form 
A. SCALE AND MASS 
i. Similar height and scale—Design new construction so that its height and overall scale are consistent with nearby 
historic buildings. In residential districts, the height and scale of new construction should not exceed that of the majority 
of historic buildings by more than one-story. In commercial districts, building height shall conform to the established 
pattern. If there is no more than a 50% variation in the scale of buildings on the adjacent block faces, then the height of 
the new building shall not exceed the tallest building on the adjacent block face by more than 10%. 
ii. Transitions—Utilize step-downs in building height , wall-plane offsets, and other variations in building massing to 
provide a visual transition when the height of new construction exceeds that of adjacent historic buildings by more than 
one-half story. 
iii. Foundation and floor heights—Align foundation and floor-to-floor heights (including porches and balconies) within 
one foot of floor-to-floor heights on adjacent historic structures. 
 
B. ROOF FORM 
i. Similar roof forms—Incorporate roof forms—pitch, overhangs, and orientation—that are consistent with those 
predominantly found on the block. Roof forms on residential building types are typically sloped, while roof forms on 
nonresidential 
building types are more typically flat and screened by an ornamental parapet wall. 
ii. Façade configuration—The primary façade of new commercial buildings should be in keeping with established 
patterns. Maintaining horizontal elements within adjacent cap, middle, and base precedents will establish a consistent 
street wall through the alignment of horizontal parts. Avoid blank walls, particularly on elevations visible from the street. 
No new façade should exceed 40 linear feet without being penetrated by windows, entryways, or other defined bays. 
 
D. LOT COVERAGE 



i. Building to lot ratio—New construction should be consistent with adjacent historic buildings in terms of the building to 
lot ratio. Limit the building footprint for new construction to no more than 50 percent of the total lot area, unless adjacent 
historic buildings establish a precedent with a greater building to lot ratio. 
 
3. Materials and Textures 
 
A. NEW MATERIALS 
i. Complementary materials—Use materials that complement the type, color, and texture of materials traditionally found 
in the district. Materials should not be so dissimilar as to distract from the historic interpretation of the district. For 
example, corrugated metal siding would not be appropriate for a new structure in a district comprised of homes with wood 
siding. 
ii. Alternative use of traditional materials—Consider using traditional materials, such as wood siding, in a new way to 
provide visual interest in new construction while still ensuring compatibility. 
iii. Roof materials—Select roof materials that are similar in terms of form, color, and texture to traditionally used in the 
district. 
iv. Metal roofs—Construct new metal roofs in a similar fashion as historic metal roofs. Refer to the Guidelines for 
Alterations and Maintenance section for additional specifications regarding metal roofs. 
v. Imitation or synthetic materials—Do not use vinyl siding, plastic, or corrugated metal sheeting. Contemporary 
materials not traditionally used in the district, such as brick or simulated stone veneer and Hardie Board or other 
fiberboard siding, may be appropriate for new construction in some locations as long as new materials are visually similar 
to the traditional material in dimension, finish, and texture. EIFS is not recommended as a substitute for actual stucco. 
 
4. Architectural Details 
 
A. GENERAL 
i. Historic context—Design new buildings to reflect their time while respecting the historic context. While new 
construction should not attempt to mirror or replicate historic features, new structures should not be so dissimilar as to 
distract from or diminish the historic interpretation of the district. 
ii. Architectural details—Incorporate architectural details that are in keeping with the predominant architectural style 
along the block face or within the district when one exists. Details should be simple in design and should complement, but 
not visually compete with, the character of the adjacent historic structures or other historic structures within the district. 
Architectural details that are more ornate or elaborate than those found within the district are inappropriate. 
iii. Contemporary interpretations—Consider integrating contemporary interpretations of traditional designs and details for 
new construction. Use of contemporary window moldings and door surroundings, for example, can provide visual interest 
while helping to convey the fact that the structure is new. Modern materials should be implemented in a way that does not 
distract from the historic structure. 
 
5. Garages and Outbuildings 
 
A. DESIGN AND CHARACTER 
v. Garage doors—Incorporate garage doors with similar proportions and materials as those traditionally found in the 
district. 
 
6. Mechanical Equipment and Roof Appurtenances 
 
A. LOCATION AND SITING 
i. Visibility—Do not locate utility boxes, air conditioners, rooftop mechanical equipment, skylights, satellite dishes, and 
other roof appurtenances on primary facades, front-facing roof slopes, in front yards, or in other locations that are clearly 
visible from the public right-of-way. 
ii. Service Areas—Locate service areas towards the rear of the site to minimize visibility from the public right-of-way. 
B. SCREENING 
i. Building-mounted equipment—Paint devices mounted on secondary facades and other exposed hardware, frames, and 
piping to match the color scheme of the primary structure or screen them with landscaping. 
ii. Freestanding equipment—Screen service areas, air conditioning units, and other mechanical equipment from public 
view using a fence, hedge, or other enclosure. 
iii. Roof-mounted equipment—Screen and set back devices mounted on the roof to avoid view from public right-of-way. 



Historic Design Guidelines, Chapter 5, Guidelines for Site Elements 
 

FINDINGS: 

General Findings: 
a. This request was originally reviewed by the Design Review Committee on February 21, 2017. At that meeting, 

committee members commented on the proposed architecture and noted concerns regarding the proposed massing 
and turrets. A site visit was conducted with HDRC Commissioners, members of the River Road Neighborhood 
Association, neighbors and Office of Historic Preservation Staff on March 22, 2017. At that site visit, access was 
provided to both the exterior of the structure as well as the interior. This request was reviewed again by the 
Design Review Committee on April 25, 2017. At that time, a new design was presented to the committee and 
received positive feedback. 

b. Conceptual approval is the review of general design ideas and principles (such as scale and setback). Specific 
design details reviewed at this stage are not binding and may only be approved through a Certificate of 
Appropriateness for final approval. 

c. The River Road Historic District has been intensely opposed to the demolition of structures located within the 
district. The criteria outlined for the demolition of a contributing structure noted in UDC Section 35-618 is 
important to the public process.  

d. ARCHAEOLOGY – The project area is within the River Improvement Overlay District and the River Road Local 
Historic District. A review of historic archival maps shows the Upper Labor Acequia crossing the property. 
Therefore, Archaeological investigations may be required. 

Findings related to request item #1: 
 

1a. The structure located at 205 Ostrom was constructed circa 1935 and is located within the River Road Historic 
District. The structure features traditional architectural elements including gabled roofs. The house features many 
of its original materials including wood siding and wood windows; however, modifications to the form of the 
historic structure have resulted in the removal and enclosing of the front porch, which now presents itself as a 
screened porch.   

1b. The loss of a contributing structure is an irreplaceable loss to the quality and character of San Antonio. 
Demolition of any contributing buildings should only occur after every attempt has been made, within reason, to  
successfully reuse the structure. Clear and convincing evidence supporting an unreasonable economic hardship on   
the applicant if the application for a certificate is disapproved must be presented by the applicant in order for  
demolition to be considered. The criteria for establishing unreasonable economic hardship are listed in UDC 
Section 35-614 (b)(3). The applicant must prove by a preponderance of the evidence that: 

 
              A. The owner cannot make reasonable beneficial use of or realize a reasonable rate of return on a structure or    
              site, regardless of whether that return represents the most profitable return possible, unless the highly significant   
              endangered, historic and cultural landmark, historic and cultural landmarks district or demolition delay   
              designation, as applicable, is removed or the proposed demolition or relocation is allowed; 

 
[The applicant has provided detailed cost estimate for rehabilitation of the structure which is approximately 
$535,000. This bid was provided by a contractor who was approved by the applicant’s financing provider. The 
applicant has noted that the rehabilitation or new construction at this site is limited to a contractor that is 
recommended and approved by their financial provider. The applicant has noted that financing for the proposed 
rehabilitation and new construction has been limited due to the current condition of the structure.] 
 

              B. The structure and property cannot be reasonably adapted for any other feasible use, whether by the current   
              owner or by a purchaser, which would result in a reasonable rate of return; 
 
             [The applicant has provided information in the form of a structural report from the selected contractor which notes  
             that the structure is suffering from intense dry rot that has impacted the structure to the extent that certain beam  
             joists and studs have been structurally compromised. Additionally, the structural analysis provided by the  
             contractor notes the collapse of the floor in certain areas, the collapse of ceiling and the roof structure, infestation  
             of wood worm and the presence of fungus throughout the structure.] 
 



              C. The owner has failed to find a purchaser or tenant for the property during the previous two (2) years, despite   
              having made substantial ongoing efforts during that period to do so. The evidence of unreasonable economic  
              hardship introduced by the owner may, where applicable, include proof that the owner's affirmative obligations  
              to maintain the structure or property make it impossible for the owner to realize a reasonable rate of return on  
              the structure or property. 
 
 
              [The applicant has not provided staff with information noting the active marketing of this property to potential  
              purchasers.  The applicant has noted that the structure has been vacant for approximately twenty-three years. The  
              applicant has noted that through the demolition of the existing structure, two new residential structures could be  
              constructed which would be financially feasible.] 
 

1c. Staff finds that the applicant has begun to provide information to build a case for an economic hardship; however, 
at this time, staff finds that the applicant should provide additional information regarding the cost of the proposed 
new construction in relationship to the cost to rehabilitate the existing structure. Staff has requested this 
information from the applicant.  

1d. As previously noted, the structure contains many historic building materials including wood siding and wood 
windows; however, exterior modifications including those to the front porch and disrepair including the failure of 
the roof and floor structure have lessened the structure’s architectural significance.  

 
Findings related to request item #2: 

2a. SETBACKS & ORIENTATION – According to the Guidelines for New Construction, the front facades of new 
buildings are to align with front facades of adjacent buildings where a consistent setback has been established 
along the street frontage. Additionally, the orientation of new construction should be consistent with the historic 
example found on the block. The applicant has proposed an orientation that is consistent with the historic 
examples found throughout the district. Regarding setbacks, this lot features an irregular shape, presenting itself 
as an island. The applicant has proposed a setback that is similar to setbacks found along a typical street in the 
front, while side setbacks and close to side streets.  

2b. ENTRANCES – According to the Guidelines for New Construction 1.B.i., primary building entrances should be 
oriented towards the primary street. The applicant has proposed to orient the primary entrance towards the 
intersection of Ostom and Magnolia Avenue. Staff finds this appropriate and consistent with the Guidelines.   

2c. SCALE & MASS – Per the Guidelines for New Construction 2.A.i., a height and massing similar to historic 
structures in the vicinity of the proposed new construction should be used. The applicant has proposed a two story 
structure with an overall height of 24’ – 3”. Many structures in the immediate vicinity feature either one or one 
and a half stories of height. While the applicant has proposed two stories, many of the neighboring structures 
feature additional height and steep pitched roofs. Staff finds the proposed height to be appropriate and consistent 
with the Guidelines.  

2d. FOUNDATION &FLOOR HEIGHTS – According to the Guidelines for New Construction 2.A.iii., foundation 
and floor heights should be aligned within one (1) foot of neighboring structure’s foundations. The applicant has 
proposed a foundation height of 1’ – 6”. This is appropriate for the district and is consistent with the Guidelines.  

2e. ROOF FORM – The applicant has proposed roof forms that include both front and side gabled roofs. Each street, 
Ostom, Magnolia Avenue and the intersection of the two will have a gable oriented towards them. Staff finds the 
proposed roof forms appropriate.  

2f. WINDOW & DOOR OPENINGS – Per the Guidelines for New Construction 2.C.i., window and door openings 
with similar proportions of wall to window space as typical with nearby historic facades should be incorporated 
into new construction. The applicant has featured window openings that feature historic heights and widths as 
well as window groupings that are found historically on Craftsman structures. This is consistent with the 
Guidelines.  

2g. LOT COVERAGE – The building footprint for new construction should be no more than fifty (50) percent of the 
size of total lot area. The applicant’s proposed building footprint is consistent with the Guidelines for New 
Construction 2.D.i. 

2h. MATERIALS – The applicant has noted the use of a standing seam metal roof and board and batten siding. Staff 
finds that the board and batten siding feature boards that are twelve (12) inches wide with battens that are 1 – ½” 
wide, that the standing seam metal roof  feature panels that are 18 to 21 inches wide, seams are 1 to 2 inches in 
height, a crimped ridge seam or low profile ridge cap and a standard galvalume finish. A large profiled ridge cap 
shall not be used. 



2i. WINDOW MATERIALS – At this time, the applicant has not provided information regarding window materials. 
Staff recommends the installation of wood windows that are consistent with the Historic Design Guidelines, 
Window Policy Document as noted in finding n that are to include traditional dimensions and profiles, be 
recessed within the window frame, feature traditional materials or appearance and feature traditional trim and sill 
details. 

2j. ARCHITECTURAL DETAILES – New buildings should be designed to reflect their time while representing the 
historic context of the district. Additionally, architectural details should be complementary in natural and should 
not detract from nearby historic structures. Generally, the proposed structure is consistent with the Guidelines; 
however. 

 
Findings related to request item #3: 

3a. SETBACKS & ORIENTATION – According to the Guidelines for New Construction, the front facades of new 
buildings are to align with front facades of adjacent buildings where a consistent setback has been established 
along the street frontage. Additionally, the orientation of new construction should be consistent with the historic 
example found on the block. The applicant has sited this structure in the middle of the lot. Generally, given the 
dimensions and shape of the existing lot, staff finds this arrangement appropriate.  

3b. ENTRANCES – According to the Guidelines for New Construction 1.B.i., primary building entrances should be 
oriented towards the primary street. The applicant has proposed to orient the primary entrances towards both 
Ostrom and Magnolia Avenue. Staff finds this appropriate and consistent with the Guidelines.   

3c. SCALE & MASS – Per the Guidelines for New Construction 2.A.i., a height and massing similar to historic 
structures in the vicinity of the proposed new construction should be used. The applicant has proposed a two story 
structure with an overall height of 24’ – 0” for the primary mass and 28’ – 9” for the two stair towers. Many 
structures in the immediate vicinity feature either one or one and a half stories of height. While the applicant has 
proposed two stories, many of the neighboring structures feature additional height and steep pitched roofs. Staff 
finds the proposed height to be appropriate and consistent with the Guidelines.  

3d. FOUNDATION &FLOOR HEIGHTS – According to the Guidelines for New Construction 2.A.iii., foundation 
and floor heights should be aligned within one (1) foot of neighboring structure’s foundations. The applicant has 
not specified the foundation height for this structure; however, staff finds that it should be comparable to that of 
the first structure and be consistent with the Guidelines.  

3e. ROOF FORM – The applicant has proposed a flat roof for the second structure. Historic roof forms throughout 
the River Road Historic District typically feature gabled or hipped roofs. There are historic structures located 
throughout the district that feature flat roofs, typically coupled with decorative roof parapets and Spanish Eclectic 
detailing. The applicant has proposed both horizontal and vertical siding; however, staff finds that if a flat roof is 
to be proposed, additional detailing at the roof parapet is to be used.  

3f. WINDOW & DOOR OPENINGS – Per the Guidelines for New Construction 2.C.i., window and door openings 
with similar proportions of wall to window space as typical with nearby historic facades should be incorporated 
into new construction. The applicant has featured window openings that feature historic heights and widths as 
well as window groupings that are typical for historic structures in the district.  

3g. LOT COVERAGE – The building footprint for new construction should be no more than fifty (50) percent of the 
size of total lot area. The applicant’s proposed building footprint is consistent with the Guidelines for New 
Construction 2.D.i. 

3h. MATERIALS – The applicant has noted the use of both vertical and horizontal siding; however, has not noted the 
material. Staff finds the use of wood or Hardi board siding to be appropriate; however, staff finds that the 
horizontally oriented Hardi siding should feature an exposure of four inches, that the board and batten siding 
feature boards that are twelve (12) inches wide with battens that are 1 – ½” wide.  

3i. WINDOW MATERIALS – At this time, the applicant has not provided information regarding window materials. 
Staff recommends the installation of wood windows that are consistent with the Historic Design Guidelines, 
Window Policy Document as noted in finding n that are to include traditional dimensions and profiles, be 
recessed within the window frame, feature traditional materials or appearance and feature traditional trim and sill 
details. 

3j. ARCHITECTURAL DETAILS – As previously noted, the applicant has proposed a flat roof in combination with 
horizontal and vertical siding. Typically, flat roofs that are found throughout the River Road Historic District 
feature Spanish Eclectic architectural detailing including decorative roof parapets. Staff finds that the applicant 
should fully utilize architectural elements that are consistently found on structures with flat roofs throughout the 
district in a contemporary manner.  



 
Findings related to request item #4: 

4a. ACCESSORY STRUCTURE – Between the two residential structures, the applicant has proposed to construct an 
accessory structure to facilitate parking for two automobiles. At this time, the applicant has not provided detailed 
elevations; however, the applicant has provided a site plan noting the general location and footprint of the 
accessory structure. Staff finds the location of this structure as well as its footprint to be appropriate and 
consistent with the Guidelines. Staff finds that the applicant should adhere to the Guidelines for New Construction 
when developing the massing, elevations and architectural details of this structure.  

 
Findings related to request item #5: 

5a. DRIVEWAYS – The applicant has proposed to introduce two new curb cuts on the property to exist with an 
existing curb cut that is located on Ostrom Drive. The two proposed curbcuts and driveways will be located on 
both Ostrom Drive and Magnolia Avenue. The Guidelines for Site Elements note that historic profiles are to be 
used for the creation of curb cuts and that typical driveway widths are to be used, typically no wider than ten feet 
in historic districts; however, there are examples in the immediate area of curbcut and driveway widths that are 
wider than ten feet in width. Staff finds that the proposed driveway locations are appropriate.   

RECOMMENDATION: 

1. Staff does not recommend approval of request item #1 based on findings 1a through 1c. Staff recommends that 
the applicant provide additional financial information, specifically information regarding the cost of the proposed 
new construction in comparison to the quoted price of rehabilitation.  

2. If the demolition request in item #2 is conceptually approved by the HDRC, staff recommends conceptual 
approval of items #2 through #5 with the following stipulations: 

i. That the applicant install board and batten siding feature boards that are twelve (12) inches wide with 
battens that are 1 – ½” wide, that the standing seam metal roof  feature panels that are 18 to 21 inches 
wide, seams are 1 to 2 inches in height, a crimped ridge seam or low profile ridge cap and a standard 
galvalume finish on the proposed structure in request item #2. 

ii. That the applicant install wood windows that are consistent with the Historic Design Guidelines, Window 
Policy Document as noted in finding n that are to include traditional dimensions and profiles, be recessed 
within the window frame, feature traditional materials or appearance and feature traditional trim and sill 
details for structures #2 through #4. 

iii. That the applicant should fully utilize architectural elements that are consistently found on structures with 
flat roofs throughout the district in a contemporary manner and incorporate materials that are appropriate 
for the proposed form for request item #3 as noted in findings 3e and 3j. 

iv. That the applicant propose a design for the accessory structure that is consistent with the Guidelines for 
New Construction as noted in finding 4a. 

v. Archaeological investigations may be required. The archaeological scope of work should be submitted to 
the OHP archaeologists for review and approval prior to beginning the archaeological investigation. The 
development project shall comply with all federal, state, and local laws, rules, and regulations regarding 
archaeology.   

 

CASE MANAGER: 

Edward Hall 
 





 

Toby & Mai 
Stapleton 

 

205 Ostrom Drive  

San Antonio  

TX 78212 

425-305-8044 

425-305-8044 

Date 4/26/17  

Dear Sir/Madam 

In relation to the proposed dwellings at 205 Ostrom Drive please find below our written 

narrative.   

Proposed works, upon receipt of permission of the various departments in the City of 

San Antonio.  

1. Demolish the existing abandoned building and other structures on the Lot 1 & 2  

a. We have included in this submission a letter from the River Road 

Historic Committee giving their full support for the demolition of the 

existing structure.  

b. We have included in this submission a Letter from our builder detailing 

the current condition of the structure  

c. We have included in this submission a letter confirming Receipt of 

abandoned building registration from Mr. John Stephens  

d. We have also addressed the river road community association board 

and had no objections relating to demolition and were instructed to 

work with the River Road Historic Committee. We have complied and 

adjusted the design around certain parameters requested by the 

committee and received support by way of the attached letter.  

2.   Existing Lots 1 & 2 are zoned for conditional use for 2 Dwelling Units each 

a. We have attached documentation from the zoning department 

verifying this.  
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3. Proposed Construction  

a. Lot #1 we have included in this submission Elevations Plans and Section 

of the proposed dwelling design 

i. We propose to build one Duplex on Lot #1  

 

b. Lot #2 we have included in this submission Elevations Plans and Section 

of the proposed dwelling design 

i. We propose to build one dwelling on Lot #2 

 

4. Design Review with HDRC Staff members  

a. We have had three design reviews  

i. Initial design review which staff encouraged significant design 

modifications. We in turn reached out to a local Architect that 

lives in the community John Larcade who has been on the local 

historic preservation board. 

ii. We opened the building for inspection by the neighbors and 

HDRC members on a demolition notification visit. Significant 

structural damage was noted by and pointed out by staff.  

iii. 2nd design review based on the attached (this update) attended 

down in HDRC offices, we presented the revised drawings and 

had very positive feedback from HDRC, hence this updated 

narrative and submission   

We would like to thank Edward Hall and the associated staff at the HDRC for their 

extensive and positive approach to the process thus far.  

 

Warm regards, 

Toby & Mai Stapleton 























 

River Road Historic Committee  

William Sibley, Darla Piner, Co-Chairs 

535 E. Craig Pl, San Antonio, TX   78212 

Sibley:  210-323-2968, Piner: 210-738-9256        

wjsibley@aol.com 

epinertex@gmail.com 

 01/17/2017 

 
To the San Antonio HDRC Board, 
 
Re: 205 Ostrom Drive 
 
Having reviewed the plans presented to us by Tobias and Mai Stapleton, for their property 
located at 205 Ostrom Drive, we find them fitting and acceptable. 
  
We agreed with their plans for demolition of the existing structures.    
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
W. Sibley, D. Piner; Co-Chairs  
 
RIVER ROAD HISTORIC COMMITTEE 
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Toby & Mai 
Stapleton 

 

205 Ostrom Drive  

San Antonio  

TX 78212 

425-305-8044 

425-305-8044 

Date 1/28/17  

Dear Sir/Madam 

In relation to the proposed dwellings at 205 Ostrom Drive please find below our written 

narrative of Unreasonable Economic Hardship   

Our building is Not Designated a Landmark   it has been abandoned for 23 years and the 

community upon review of our plans agree and want something done with the eyesore 

that the property is.  

Our intention upon purchasing this property two lots in Oct 2016 was to build a family 

home on one lot and two additional structures on the other, we verified with zoning and 

an ordinance 2006-03-23-0406 issued in 2006 confirmed that these lots had the 

appropriate zoning for expansion, this in mind we made the decision to use our Life 

savings in purchasing the Lots.  

The day after we completed the transaction of the property I was informed that my 

current employer was not moving forward with their 5 year program and fired 500+ 

people in one day, I was luckily one person to remain for a projected additional 9 

months to close out the project.  
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My wife who is currently pregnant and I find ourselves in a position that we have moved 

to a city purchased a house invested our life savings and are at the mercy of the city as 

to the outcome of our future.  

We are now forced due to the delay of demolition and regular permitting by going 

through HDRC with a construction mortgage payment due monthly and letters from the 

City requiring payment of abandoned building fees see attached from John Stephens of 

COSA, we have therefore downsized from renting a two bedroom apt to a studio 

apartment to budget appropriately.      

This year’s tax assessment has also shown a significant decrease of the land and building 

value making it impossible to sell the property without losing money. 

We have included a letter from our approved builder showing that it will cost us 

excessively to redo the house as it stands and unfortunately does not make financial 

sense.  

We are limited to a builder that is recommended/approved by our bank. We were also 

limited to this bank that would give us a construction mortgage we struggled to get 

financing and had to postpone closing twice, Typical banks will give a construction loan 

for an empty lot but not one with a building that can clearly not be occupied even on 

the radar of COSA as abandoned. We were very lucky to find our bank and a manager 

that could see the vision we laid before him.  

We want to do the right thing by the neighborhood we have grown to love and follow 

the process set forth by the HDRC and COSA.  We have reached out to the neighbors the 

board the River Road Historic Council and have nothing but support from the 

community. As a members of the River Road Safety Committee we note the police are 

constantly being called due to the abandoned nature and Chief McManus of the SAPD is 

fully aware and supportive of something happening to this location.  

We are imploring you to consider the ramifications of economic hardship on our lives if 

we are unable to move forward with demolition of the said structure. A negative result 

and the record of such a decision will further diminish the value of this property further.   

Warm regards, 

Toby & Mai Stapleton 
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SAN ANTONIO TX 78260 

 

 
TOBY & MAI 

205 OSTROM DRIVE  

SAN ANTONIO TX 78212 

Dear Toby & Mai, 

As your construction loan approved builder, it is with great distress to 

inform you that the existing structure is beyond repair we have 

documented the following.  

Extremely serious infestation of Serpula Lacrymans (Dry Rot) within the 

building, typically we would remove this beyond the visible extent of the 

infestation but it would be so far as it would compromise the structural 

benefit of certain beams joists and studs. 

We do understand that the house has been abandoned for 23 years and 

the humidity and lack of climate control has taken it’s toll on the interior 

and exterior of the dwelling, we would strongly advise not going past the 

front door due to the following:  

 Floors are collapsed in certain areas  

 Ceilings are fully collapsed and partial collapsed in certain areas 

 Infestation of wood worm and fungus present  

 Roof structure is sagging and in certain areas day light can be 

seen, in these area you can see both under the house and to 

the sky  

Conclusion: We are unable to save this structure without significant 

cost increase and would suggest you look at replacing the structure 

with a new dwelling. If you would like to attempt to repair this 

structure which we 100% advise against due to the increase of 

liability & unable to guarantee that current infestation may spread, 

we will ask you to sign a disclaimer releasing Hill Country Lifestyle 

Homes of this liability.  

Our previously quoted price $235k upon our inspection 1/25/17 has 

now increased by 128% to $535k and we urge you to contact your loan 

advisor if you proceed forward. Your alternative plan to replace the 

structure is within the budget that we originally agreed upon at loan 

issuance.   

Sincerely, Paul Plante   

Hill Country lifestyle custom homes 

 




