CITY OF SAN ANTONIO
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT

CITY OF SAN ANTONIO § COUNTY OF BEXAR
§
STATE OF TEXAS §
TO THE HONORABLE BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT:
Property description (Attach field notes if necessary):
Lot no. 1&2
Block No.
NCB 6938 Property Address: 209 Ostrom Drive

Per Section 35-481 of the Unified Development Code {(UDC), the Zoning Board of Adjustment is empowered
to consider appeals of a decision made by an administration official.

The Applicant, TOby Stapleton of Bexar County, alleges that

the following administrative official HDRC , in his/her capacity as
{Name of Official)
, made an incorrect decision, or interpretation regarding Section 35-___

(Title of Official)
of the UDC. This incorrect decision or interpretation was (List the section(s) of the UDC that was applied incorrectly. Provide
details why the decision was incorrect or misinterpreted.): 1he HDRC Board upon their own request to prove that demolition did not utilize

the facts of three structural engineers, The HDRC committee did not consider upon request by the applicant as there is no structural engineer on the committee sec. 35-803.C13

to utilize Sec. 35-805 of the UDC to utilize the planning and community development director who shall serve as technical advisor to the planning commission

per section 35-803.d the HDRC commission serve to assist the planning dept. Therefore their ruling was not informed factual decision

The HDRC in their own words have documented the following "If the HDRC finds that a loss of significance has occured" it will be grounds for demolition

The HDRC has documented Nov1st 2017 "Committee members noted at that time that there was a loss of architectural and structural significance”

The correct decision or interpretation should be as follows (List the section(s) of the UDC that should be applied in this
decision. Provide details how the decision should be made.): Approval for Demolition of 205 Ostrom Drive

Based on 3 state registered structural engineers recommendation of demolition, one of whom was selected by the HDRC and Volunteered his professional

Based on committee members site walks and comments based on findings of Fact that the building is not a candidate for renovation

The applicant may provide to the historic and design review commission additional information which

may snow a loss of significance in regards to the subject of the application in order to receive historic and design review commission recommendation of approval of the demolition




*Note: Local Government Code § 211.010 (b) and San Antonio City Code § 35-481 (b)(1)
require that the applicant give notice of the specific grounds for the appeal. Failure to state the
reasons for the alleged error and applicable code sections will result in the return of your
application. Please attach additional pages if necessary.

Respectfully submitted:

Tobias Stapleton

Applicant’s name:

Status: Owner () Agent( )

viaiing aderess: 810 East Guenther Street

Telephone: 425-305'8044

tobynyc@gmail.com
— 1/ yd

6%527// 2/18/19

App|ican"t,s/5i3ﬁure Date

SEADC LLC

Mailing address: 205 OStrom Drive

Telephone: 202-792-8733

emair. tODYNyCc@gmail.com

, Tobias Stapleton

Alternate:

Email:

Property Owner:

Alternate:

the owner of the subject property, authorize

to submit this application and represent me in this

appeal before the Board of Adjustment.
Please include the following items with this appeal
O Documentation from City of San Antonio representing the decision you are appealing and proof

that you are within the mandatory 30 day time limit to file the appeal.

a Sections of the UDC from which the decision was based, including all support sections which
potentially reinforce your assertion that an error was made.

a Property Ownership documentation, including a copy of the warranty deed and Bexar County
Appraisal District.

a Filing Fee of $600.



CITY OF SAN ANTONIO
OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

HISTORIC AND DESIGN REVIEW COMMISSION
COMMISSION ACTION
This is not a Certificate of Appropriateness and cannot be used to acquire permits

February 6,2019

HDRC CASE NO: 2018-569

ADDRESS: 205 OSTROM

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: NCB 6938 BLK LOT 1&2

HISTORIC DISTRICT: River Road

APPLICANT: Aidan Mulhern Tobias Stapleton - 1915 Broadway
OWNER: SEADC LLC - 205 Ostrom

TYPE OF WORK: New construction, New Construction of Accessory Building
REQUEST:

The applicant is requesting a Certificate of Appropriateness for approval to: 1. Demolish the historic structure
located at 205 Ostrom. 2. Construct a two story, primary residential structure on the east end of the lot (ot 1). 3.
Construct a two story, primary residential structure on the west end of the lot (lot 2). 4. Construct two, two story,
rear accessory structures at the rear of each two story structure. 5. Install one new curb cut and driveway on Ostrom
Drive in addition to the existing curb cut and driveway.

FINDINGS:

General findings: a. The applicant is requesting a Certificate of Appropriateness for approval to demolish the
historic structure located at 205 Ostrom and to construct two, two story, single family residential structures; two,
rear accessory structures and to create a new curb cut and driveway on the site. b. CASE HISTORY - A request to
demoalish the historic structure and construct two, two story single-family residential structures and two rear
accessory structures was heard and denied by the Historic and Design Review Commission on November 1,2017. A
subsequent appeal of the Historic and Design Review Commission’s decision was denied by the Board of
Adjustment. c. DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE - This request was reviewed by the Design Review Committee on
January 9,2019. At that meeting, committee members noted that the structure had lost structural integrity and
commented on the proposed new construction. d. 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. e. 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, Archaeclogical 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 architectural elements that are
indicative of the Minimal Traditional Style that can be found in the district. 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.
Despite these modifications, staff finds the house to be a contributing resource within the River Road Historic
District due to its construction date and architectural style. 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
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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
tandmarks district or demolition delay designation, as applicable, is removed or the proposed demolition or
relocation is allowed; [The applicant has not provided updated financial information regarding this request. At the
time of HDRC denial of the previous request, the applicant provided a detailed cost estimate for rehabilitation of
the structure which was approximately $589,242. 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. Staff finds that an alternative opinion by a third-party contractor may result in a lower estimate for
repairs. The applicant has not submitted additional bids at this time.] 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 structural reports and analyses from three licensed
engineers, These reports note that numerous damage has occurred due to dry rot, wet rot, termites and other
elements have significantly reduced the structural integrity of the structure’s wood members. Structural elements
that have been noted by the licensed engineers to be deteriorated to an extent that cannot be repaired include
roof trusses, floor joists, ridge beams, the roof structure and other structural wood elements. The engineer reports
also note the collapse of the floor structure, loss of wood framing elements, severe water damage, a damaged
concrete foundation, displaced floor beams and other deteriorated elements.] 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. [Per Bexar
County Appraisal District records, the last deed transaction for this property occurred on May 25, 2018, when the
property was sold to a new owner, separate from the owner whose request for demolition with new construction
was denied as described in finding b.] 1c. Staff finds that the applicant has not demonstrated an unreasonable
economic hardship in accordance with the UDC due to the lack of updated financial hardship documents as well as
the sale of the property within the last calendar year with no active marketing of the property. When an applicant
fails to prove unreasonable economic hardship, the applicant may provide to the Historic and Design Review
Commission additionat information which may show a loss of significance in regards to the subject of the
application in order to receive Historic and Design Review Commission recommendation of approval of the
demolition. If, based on the evidence presented, the Historic and Design Review Commission finds that the
structure or property is no longer historically, culturally, architecturally or archeologically significant, it may make a
recommendation for approval of the demolition. In making this determination, the historic and design review
commission must find that the owner has provided sufficient evidence to support a finding by the commission that
the structure or property has undergone significant and irreversible changes which have caused it to lose the
historic, cultural, architectural or archeological significance, qualities or features which qualified the structure or
property for such designation. Additionally, the Historic and Design Review Commission must find that such
changes were not caused either directly or indirectly by the owner, and were not due to intentional or negligent
destruction or a lack of maintenance rising to the level of a demolition by neglect. 1d. In general, staff encourages
the rehabilitation, and when necessary, reconstruction of historic structures. Such work is eligible for local tax
incentives. The financial benefit of the incentives should be taken into account when weighing the costs of
rehabilitation against the costs of demolition with new construction. 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 construct ion should be consistent with the historic example
found on the block. The applicant has oriented the structure on lot 2 to feature an orientation that matches that of
the historic structure currently on the site. The applicant has not provided exact numbers in regards to setbacks.
This should be provided to staff. Any final plans must represent accurate setback conditions and demonstrate
compliance with the Unified Development Code prior to any request for a Certificate of Appropriateness. 2b. TREE
SURVEY - The applicant has provided staff with a site plan that includes information regarding existing and
proposed trees. The applicant has noted that existing heritage trees on the property are in decay, but will be
preserved. 2c. 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. 2d.
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 31’ - 5”. 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
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additional height and steep pitched roofs. Staff finds the proposed height to be appropriate and consistent with
the Guidelines. 2e. FOOTPRINT - The applicant has proposed a footprint that in relationship to the proposed
structure to the west (lot 1) is slightly smaller in footprint to accommodate a smaller lot footprint. 2f. 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 approximately 2' - 0”. This is consistent with the Guidelines. 2g. ROOF FORM - The applicant has
proposed a roof form that includes front and rear facing gables. This is consistent with the Guidelines. 2h. 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. Staff finds that the applicant shouid
incorporate additional fenestration on the right and left elevations on the first floor. 2i. 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. 2j. MATERIALS
- The applicant has noted the use of Hardie siding, Hardie shingles, Hardie trim, asphalt shingles, brick foundation
skirting and wood windows. The applicant has also noted the use of salvaged wood elements from the existing
historic structure. 2k. WINDOW MATERIALS - The applicant should ensure that the proposed windows feature
meeting rails that are no taller than 1.25" and stiles no wider than 2.25". White manufacturer’s color is not allowed,
and color selection must be presented to staff. There should be a minimum of two inches in depth between the
front face of the window trim and the front face of the top window sash. This must be accomplished by recessing
the window sufficiently within the opening or with the installation of additional window trim to add thickness.
Window trim must feature traditional dimensions and an architecturally appropriate sill detail. Window track
components must be painted to match the window trim or concealed by a wood window screen set within the
opening. 2. ARCHITECTURAL DETAILS - New buildings should be designed to reflect their time while representing
the historic context of the district. Additionally, architectural details should be compiementary in natural and
should not detract from nearby historic structures. Generally, the proposed structure is consistent with the
Guidelines. 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 proposed to orient the
westernmost structure on lot 2 toward Magnolia Avenue, Staff finds this orientation to be appropriate. The
applicant has not provided exact numbers in regards to setbacks. This should be provided to staff. Any final plans
must represent accurate setback conditions and demonstrate compliance with the Unified Development Code
prior to any request for a Certificate of Appropriateness. 3b. TREE SURVEY - The applicant has provided staff with a
site plan that includes information regarding existing and proposed trees. The applicant has noted that existing
heritage trees on the property are in decay, but will be preserved. 3¢. 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 Magnolia Avenue. This is consistent with the Guidelines. 3d.
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 31" - 5”. 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. 3e. FOUNDATION &FLOOR HEIGHTS - According to the Guidelines for New Construction 2.Aiii.,
foundation and floor heights should be aligned within one (1) foot of neighboring structure’s foundations. The
applicant has proposed a foundation height of approximately 2’ — 0”. This is consistent with the Guidelines. 3f.
ROOF FORM - The applicant has proposed a roof form that includes front and rear facing gables. This is consistent
with the Guidelines. 3g. 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. Staff finds that the
applicant should incorporate additional fenestration on the right and left elevations on the first fioor. 3h. 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. 3i. MATERIALS - The applicant has noted the use of Hardie siding, Hardie shingles, Hardie trim, asphalt shingles,
brick foundation skirting and wood windows. The applicant has also noted the use of salvaged wood elements
from the existing historic structure. 3j. WINDOW MATERIALS - The applicant should ensure that the proposed
windows feature meeting rails that are no taller than 1.25" and stiles no wider than 2.25". White manufacturer’s colo
r is not allowed, and color selection must be presented to staff. There should be a minimum of two inches in depth
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between the front face of the window trim and the front face of the top window sash. This must be accomplished
by recessing the window sufficiently within the opening or with the installation of additional window trim to add
thickness. Window trim must feature traditional dimensions and an architecturally appropriate sill detail. Window
track components must be painted to match the window trim or concealed by a wood window screen set within
the opening. 3k. ARCHITECTURAL DETAILS - 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. Findings related to request item #4: 4a. ACCESSORY STRUCTURES - To the south of the structure
proposed on lot 1 and to the west of the structure proposed on lot 2, the applicant has proposed one story
accessory structures. The proposed accessory structures will feature an overall height of 17’ - 5. The proposed
accessory structures will feature garage doors and detailing that overall is consistent with the architectural of the
proposed primary structures as well as what is found historically throughout the River Road Historic District. Staff
finds this to be appropriate and consistent with the Guidelines. 4b. SETBACKS & ORIENTATION - The applicant has
provided a site plan that notes the proposed accessory structures and setback lines; howevet, a dimension is not
provided for the setbacks. Any final plans must represent accurate setback conditions and demonstrate compliance
with the Unified Development Code prior to any request for a Certificate of Appropriateness. 4c. TREE SURVEY - The
applicant has provided staff with a site plan that includes information regarding existing and proposed trees. The
applicant has noted that existing heritage trees on the property are in decay, but will be preserved. Findings related
to request item #5: 5a. DRIVEWAYS - The applicant has proposed to introduce one new curb cut on the property to
exist with an existing curb cut that is located on Ostrom Drive. 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 curb cut and driveway
widths that are wider than ten feet in width. Staff finds that the proposed driveway location are appropriate. 5b.
TREE SURVEY ~ The applicant has provided staff with a site plan that includes information regarding existing and
proposed trees. The applicant has noted that existing heritage trees on the property are in decay, but will be
preserved.

RECOMMENDATION:

1. Staff does not recommend approval of request item #1, the demolition of the historic structure based on findings
1a through 1d. If the HDRC finds that a loss of significance has occurred or finds that the criteria for establishing an
unreasonable economic hardship have been met and approves the requested demolition, then staff makes the
following recommendations regarding the requested new construction: 2 - 3. Staff recommends approval of
request items #2 and #3, the construction of two, two story single family residential structures on the property
based on findings 2a through 3k with the following stipulations. This is only applicable if item #1, demolition is
approved. i. That any horizontal Hardie siding feature an exposure of four (4) inches and a smooth finish. Any
shingle siding should be wood and not composite to provide a more accurate profile. ii. That the proposed wood
windows feature meeting rails that are no taller than 1.25" and stiles no wider than 2.25". White manufacturer’s
color is not allowed, and color selection must be presented to staff. There should be a minimum of two inches in
depth between the front face of the window trim and the front face of the top window sash. This must be
accomplished by recessing the window sufficiently within the opening or with the installation of additional window
trim to add thickness. Window trim must feature traditional dimensions and an architecturally appropriate sill
detail. Window track components must be painted to match the window trim or concealed by a wood window
screen set within the opening. iii. ARCHAEOLOGY- Archaeological investigations may be required. The
archaeological scope of work should be submitted to the Office of Historic Preservation 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. iv. That the site plan submitted by the
applicant feature dimensioned setbacks. 4. Staff recommends approval of request item #4, the construction of two,
accessory structures based on finding 4a and 4c with the following stipulations: i. That any horizontal Hardie siding
feature an exposure of four (4) inches and a smooth finish. Any shingle siding should be wood and not composite
to provide a more accurate profile. ii. That a detail and materials information be submitted for the proposed garage
door. A vinyl or composite garage door should not be installed. iii. ARCHAEOLOGY- Archaeological investigations
may be required. The archaeological scope of work should be submitted to the Office of Historic Preservation
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. iv. That the
site plan submitted by the applicant feature dimensioned setbacks. 5. Staff recommends approval of request item
#4, the installation of a new curb cut and driveway with the stipulation that the driveway not exceed ten (10) feet in
width.
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COMMISSION ACTION:
Denied.

Shanon Shea Miller
Historic Preservation Officer

A Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) serves as a record of design approval and is valid for 180 days. Work that is not completed in accordance with this
certificate may be subject to correction orders and other penalties.

A COA does not take the place of any required building permits nor does it authorize the use of a property beyond what is allowed by the Unified
Development Code. Prior to beginning your construction project, please contact the Development Services Department at (210) 207-1111 to ensure that
all requirements have been met.

This Certificata must remain posted on the job site for the duration of your project. Modifications to an approved design or an expired approval will
require a re-issue of your Certificate of Appropriateness by OHP staff. Please contact OHP Staff at (210} 207-0035 with any questions. i
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205 Ostrom Drive, Structural Engineer Reports  All three (3) in agreement that the house cannot be restored in

the following pages as requested by the HDRC Board | was asked to hire a structural engineer. WE HAVE ENGAGED

3 TWO AT COST TO THE OWNER AND ONE AS REQUESTED BY HDRC AT NO FEE.

| hired PK Brown Associates and they determined “the entire structure should be completely
demolished”.

A Second Structural Engineer Mr. Calvetti was asked by a neighbor to do an exterior only visual
inspection, his results from exterior were loose and vague and again the HDRC asked that | perform a 2™
structural inspection.

To alleviate the neighbors’ concerns | engaged at no fee Mr. Calvetti and allowed him access to the
interior, please see his report below and here are some highlights : “I did not feel comfortable
venturing very far into its interior” “not Salvageable” “a closer look revealed a severely damaged
structure” “ near collapse” “Severely compromised” “Piers, beams, exposed walls studs and roof
framing were severely jeopardized” “l do not believe this structure is a realistic candidate for such
repair and restoration”

We hired a third Structural Engineer Scott Mortensen his findings were conclusive and inline with
the other Engineers, Quote "does not have structural integrity.. and should be condemned and

demolished"
S—
L.VETTI
4. VNssociaTrEes
River Road HDRC Auguost 17, 2017
205 Ostrom Straot IPnge A

Tharefora, an much as | beliove in tho rostoration of historioal structuroa, ) do ot
bealiove this structure (& o realiglic candidato for auch rapalr andc rootoration.
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Lawrence Galvatu [z t:
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e \\W v . MAL concludes that this building does not have the structural integrity to be repaired to its original
= .—v-. k¥ I .
T geun “” Momeusen PE condition and should be condemned and demolished.
Principa. MAL PLLC
Based on the on-site ohservations and our structural experience, it is our opinion that
the existing house structure is unsafe for habitation, the structural members are oo

badly deteriorated to be repaired, and the entire structure should be completely
demolished. If you have any questions, please contact me.

Respectfully Submitted,

LA |

45598 G

David O. Brown, P.E. Iﬁ' e O &4
Principal s v:CFNG‘; 7
PAUL-KOEHLER-BROWN ‘\ ONN

Texas Firm Reg. No. £-11103
512-231-8910
dbrown@pkbrown.com



gPAUL’KOEHLER'BROWN

8217 Shoal Creek Bivd., Suite 106, Austin, Texas 78757
(512) 231-8910 Voice (512) 231-8915 Fax

May 31, 2017

Mr. Toby Stapleton
1800 Broadway Apt. #1228
San Antonio, Texas 78215

RE: Existing House at
205 Ostrom Drive
San Antonio, Texas 78212
Parcel ID:; 6938 Lot: 1&2

Dear Mr. Stapleton:

At your request, Paul-Koehler-Brown Consulting Structural Engineers provided
structural engineering site investigation services for the home at 205 Ostrom Drive in
San Antonio, Texas. This inspection was performed by Travis Lowe in our office.
The purpose of this investigation was to review the condition of the structure and
determine if it is feasible to repair or salvage the existing structure.

House Construction

It is our understanding that the house was built in 1935 with additional renovations
occurring in 1970. The original foundation is a wooden post (pier) and beam
foundation system, and the later addition used a concrete slab on-grade for a patio
and sitting room. The original floor system is composed of wood decking over wood
beams and joists that are supported on the wooden timber posts. The wooden posts
appear to be composed of cedar and many slill had some bark attached. The walls
are typical wood stud wall framing. The roof was conventional “stick framing” with
wood joists and rafters. [t could be seen that the shingle roofing system consisted of
multiple layers, due to adding additional shingle layers without removing the previous
roof before installing the new roof.

Findings

Due to age and apparent lack of maintenance for many years, the house is severely
deteriorated. Itis our understanding that the house has been abandoned for the past
23 years and the lack of any maintenance or climate control over a long period of
time has contributed to the deterioration of the house. Wood decomposition was
evident all over the interior and exterior house. Signs of dry rot, fungus, and wood
worm or termite infestation could be seen in the wood framing throughout the house.
This deterioration is widespread and has reduced the structural integrity of the
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wooden members. Section loss could be seen in the wood framing. Floors were
collapsed in some areas. Wall sheathing had cracks between sheathing panels and
large sections were deteriorated or missing. [n addition, parts of the ceiling and roof
were collapsed at various locations. Daylight could be seen coming through holes in
the roof. Some areas of the roof were sagging from what appeared to be buildup of
material on the roof, like tree branches, or from the deterioration of the wooden
framing below due to rot, fungus, etc. Most of the house has been subjected to water
intrusion due to the deterioration and collapse of portions of the roof. It also
appeared that both types of foundations present at the house were adversely
affected by shrink/swell movement of the underlying soil. The cracking in the
concrete portion of the foundation was caused by expansive clay soils, where the soil
becomes saturated and expands, then subsequently dries out and shrinks with
seasonal moisture changes. The movement caused by the expansive soil conditions
is also evident in the wood portion of the foundation, demonstrated by various
wooden piers that extend at an angle from the ground as well as cracking and
separation in the concrete foundation. Also, floor beams were found to be shifted
away from their wooden pier foundation supports. The movement in the foundation
also caused cracks in the wall framing and sheathing. There are many deficiencies
in the structural integrity of the foundations, walls, and roof elements.

Based on the on-site observations and our structural experience, it is our opinion that
the existing house structure is unsafe for habitation, the structural members are too
badly deteriorated to be repaired, and the entire structure should be completely
demolished. If you have any questions, please contact me.

Respectfully Submitted, ke OF ré‘\.
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River Road HDRC

Office of Historlc Preservation
1901 8. Alamo

San Antonlo, TX 78204

RE: Resldence Structure
205 Ostrom Street
San Antonio, Texas 78211

Director and Comimission Members:

INTRODUCTION

On July 13, 2017 | conducted a visual inspection of the exterior of the above
referenced structure. | made a report of the limited observations | made of the
structures exterior. In the report | stated that an inspection of the interlor would
be very bengficlal In providing a more informed opinion of the structures
integrity. That opportunity was granted by the owner Mr. Toby Staplcton and |
revisited the structure on August 18, 2017.

For orientation, front of the structure (bhased on entry door) faces nearly east. It
Is a single story, wood framed structure. The main structure is U-shaped with
one leg on the south, the cross lag oh the east and the other leg on the north,
The area on the west is covered between the north and south leg. Extending
west from the north leg Is a garage addition. The U-shaped structure has a
wood pier and bearn foundation. The entry porch and the infilled west area has
a slab-on-grade foundation.

I began rmy observation at the south exterlor wall and worked my way around the
perimeter of the atructure countcrclockwise. | then made observation of the
interior.

OBSERVATIONS
EXTERIOR:

South Leg:

The foundation plers ware saverally rotled and thase on the wost ond icaning to
the south. The west half of the exterior wall was bowed outwards between the
top and bottom of the wall. While most of the beams over the piers were in

342 Wilkins Avenue » San Antonio, Texus 78210 » 1-210-828-6419
(TOPL Tinm Registration No, F-180386)
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relatively good conditlon, they are undersized for the span between piers. There
Is much wood rot at the roof eave and some wall boards,

Cross Leg and Entry:

This portion of the structure is in relatively good condition with very little wood rot
except the exposed eaves.

North Leg:

While my earlier exterior observations of this portion of the structure didn't reveal
any slgnificant damage, a closer look revealed a severely damaged structure.
Piers, beams, exposed wall studs and roof framing were severely jeopardized.
Vegetation growing on and over the walls and roof has added in some of the
deterioration.

The extension to this leg is in near collapse.
INTERIOR:

The interlor of the south leg and cross leg was in relatively good condition.
Portions of the celling material had been water soaked due to holes In the roof
and collapsed. The bow in a portion of the south wall was noted. Most of the
roof framing and floor framing were In good condition. However water leaking
into a large portlon of the north leg's interior has seversly compromised the
Integrity of floor boards, floor and roof framing and wali studs.

DISCUSSION

South Leg:

it could be possible to restore this portion of the structure but with difficulty. The
bowed portion of the wall would need to be replaced which means the roof
would need to supported while this was done. The entire leg would need to be
supported while new plers and beams are installed however the leg Is wracked
horizontally due to the drift of the west end of the leg when the piers failed and
leaned south. To correct this without removing portions of the roof, floor and
walls would be very complicated and potentially dangerous.

North Leg:

This leg has so much rotted and damaged framing that the only safe repair
would be to demolish and rebuild it, The base of some interior walls are so
deteriorated they are more or less hanging from the ceiling. Some appear to be
near falling over. [ did not feel comfortable venturing very far into its interior.

Cross Leg:
This portion of the structure Is reasonably repairable.

The roof on the west side, framed between the north and south legs and the
slab beneath, are not salvageable.

342 Wilkins Avenue ¢ San Antonio, Texas 78210 ¢ 1-210-828-6419
(TBPE Firm Registration No. F-16036)
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Based upon my latest observations of the toundation, the interior and exterior

walls, and the roof and floor framing, | balieve the anly portion of this structure

that could be rcasonably repaired is the entry and what I've called the cross leg.

Therefore, as much as | believe in the restoralion of historical structurecs, | de not

believe this structure Is a realistic candidate for such repeir and restoration.
p‘\‘l\\
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Introduction

On October 19, 2018, Mr. Toby Stapleton called upon MAE PLLC to do a structural evaluation at 205
Ostrom Drive, San Antonio, TX 78212. The property’s legal information was obtained from the Bexar
County Tax Assessor’s website.

Scope of this Report

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Scott Mortensen, Professional Engineer (PE), met with Toby Stapleton and visited the property on
October 22, 2018. After interviewing the contractor, Toby Stapleton, for historical information on the
building, Scott Mortensen PE proceeded to inspect the existing building. The property is a single-family;
wood-framed, one-story building. The building is pier and beam construction. The front of the structure,
for the purposes of this report referenced herein, faces northeast toward East Magnolia Ave. This
property was built in 1935. Photographs were obtained during the process and offer a visual of the issues
reviewed in the report.

2 SEADC LLC 205 Ostrom Drive



Areas of Concern

Exterior

Siding:
Front porch
Front door

Structural Systems

Pier System:
o Sloped floors
Floor System:

o Joists
o Wood flooring

Wall Framing System:
o Walls

Truss System:

o Roof trusses

Roof System:

o Broken ridge beams
o Eroded and degraded composite roof

Electrical Systems:

Single phase power without grounding

Plumbing Systems:

Broken supply pipes
Discussion of Information Analysis

Exterior

Siding: The exterior siding on this project is not in a straight single plane it has curves in it. The
fascia is deteriorated and/or missing.

Front porch: The porch roof deck has a condition of wet rot and mold. The front fascia is
deteriorated and the rafter tails are damaged.

Front door: The front door has been broken down and is lying on the floor.

Structural Systems

Pier System: The piers are cedar posts and are not in line. Some posts are missing and some
posts do not have the weight of the house bearing upon them.

o Sloped floors: The elevations taken of the house have a difference of at least 12”.
o Large roots have grown into the foundation system.

Floor System:

SEADC LLC 205 Ostrom Drive



o Joists: The wood in the joists has the following conditions; termite damage, wet rot, dry rot,
covered in mold, and some are missing because they have deteriorated/decomposed.

o Wood flooring: The wood flooring has the following conditions; termite damage, wet rot, dry
rot, covered in mold and large sections are missing because they have deteriorated.

Wall Framing System:

o Walls: The wood in walls has the following conditions: termite damage, wet rot, dry rot,
covered in mold and deteriorated. The quarter inch drywall is falling off the walls.

Truss System:

o Roof trusses: The wood members of the roof trusses have the following conditions: wet rot,
dry rot, covered in mold and deteriorated.

o Rafter tails: Several of the tails are deteriorated/decomposed to the point where the wood
does not have the structural integrity to hold the nails for the fascia system.

Roof System:

o Broken ridge beams: The ridge beam in several areas has a marked difference in elevation.
This is an indication that the ridge beam is broken and nonfunctional.

o Deck: The roof deck has the following conditions: wet rot, dry rot, covered in mold and
deteriorated.

o Ceiling: The ceiling has the following conditions: the ceiling has delaminated plywood (from
being in constant wet conditions), wet rot, and dry rot, covered in mold and deteriorated. The
quarter inch sheetrock is falling down.

o Eroded and degraded composite roof: The composite roof systems are designed to degrade
over a period of time. This roof is beyond that time period. This roof has degraded to a
condition that the existing roof has lost its ability to shed water.

Electrical Systems:

Single phase power without grounding: Because of this outdated electrical system, the building
cannot have the arc flash and ground fault protection as is required by the city-accepted National
Electrical Code (NEC).

There are different size fuses on the A & B phases of the electrical distribution fuse box.

Plumbing Systems:

Broken supply pipes: Galvanized water pipes are sheared apart under floor.

Conclusions and Recommendations

MAE concludes that the dry rot (a decaying condition caused by fungi that digest the part of the wood
that gives wood its strength and stiffness), wet rot (a decaying condition caused by a different fungi that
that digest the part of the wood that gives wood its strength and stiffness), termite damage (a decaying
condition caused by an insect that digests the part of the wood that gives wood its strength and stiffness),
deteriorated wood, and mold damage. All these conditions affect the structural ability of the wood
members to provide the structural integrity required of the buildings structural systems. Any one of these
conditions (we are dealing with five different conditions) would affect the ability of the wood in these
systems to meet the mathematical values that are required to compute the following structural
requirements of: weight bearing capacity, shear stresses, moment stresses, axial stress forces, span
lengths of wood members, and nail and bolt pull-out calculations for all of the wood connections. This

building has structurally failed. It is only a matter of time that this building will be in catastrophic

failure.

MAE concludes that this building in its present condition would fail to meet the required structural
values of the city’s currently accepted International Residential Code (IRC) requirements specifically,

SEADC LLC 205 Ostrom Drive



IRC chapters: (4) Foundation, (5) Floors, (6) Wall Construction, (7) Wall Covering, (8) Roof-Ceiling
Construction, (9) Roof Assemblies, (11) Energy Efficiency, and Wind Bracing Requirements.

MAE concludes that the roof has lost its ability to shed water causing a constant wet condition on all the
structural members decreasing the structural values and structural integrity of those members.

MAE concludes that deteriorated roof trusses and rafter tails do not have the structural integrity to
support a new roof system.

MAE concludes that this building in its present condition would not be able to withstand the structural
stresses that would be required to raise the building 12 * to level the floors, the floor joists, the walls,
and the roof structure of this building. To prepare this building to withstand the structural stresses
required to be raised and level the building is cost prohibitive.

MAE concludes that several ridge beams are broken in several locations reducing the structural integrity
of this building. It is unknown if these ridge beams can be fixed.

MAE concludes that this building appears to not have any Architectural Historical Value, and since it is
greater than 50% damaged, the rebuilding of this building would be subjected to the current ICC
building codes. The rebuilding of this building to current codes is cost prohibitive.

MAE concludes that because of the extensive mold damage of this building it is not fit for human
(especially infant) habitation.

MAE concludes that the cost to properly dry, restore and clean the mold in all of this building as per
ANSUIIC RC 500 is cost prohibitive.

MAE concludes that this building does not have the structural integrity to be repaired to its original
condition and should be condemned and demolished.

Disclaimers

o This investigation addressed specific conditions relevant to the reported damage at the subject
property, and as such, its scope may not be adequate for other purposes. Use of this report or the
findings, conclusions, or recommendations presented herein for any other purpose is at the sole
risk of the user.

o MAE PLLC has no direct knowledge of concealed conditions. Comments regarding concealed
conditions are professional opinions, derived in accordance with current standards of professional
practice.

o Recommendations to repair or not to repair the damage of this building have been developed with
the objective of restoring the safety and serviceability of this building. There may be other
deficiencies present, and this report does not address those.

o Implementation of the repairs recommended herein may require additional architectural or
engineering considerations, or both, development of design drawings and specifications, and
compliance with local building codes.

o A detailed inventory of all cosmetic damage was beyond the scope of MAE PLLC’s investigation.
The cosmetic damage described in this report is not intended to be comprehensive, but rather
representative of observed conditions.

o The findings herein are made to a reasonable degree of engineering certainty based on information
available as of the date of this report. If additional information becomes available, MAE PLLC
reserves the right to supplement or modify this report.

o This report is copyrighted by MAE, 2018
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Site Photographs

Photo 2 Ceiling Plywood is delaminating and is infested with Wet Rot, Sheetrock is falling
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Photo 6 Roof Patch Trusses Infected by Wet Rot and Mold
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Photo 7 Root Intrusion in the Foundation System

[P ] o TE

Photo 8 Ridge Beam Broken, Fascia Deteriorated, Composite Roof Deteriorated
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Photo 10 Non Grounded Electrical Receptacle in Bedroom

10 SEADC LLC 205 Ostrom Drive
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Photo 11 Sheared Steel Water Pipes
i

Photo 12 Common Ground and Neutral in Fuse Box. Different Size Fuses on Each Circuit
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Photo 14 Example of Damaged Ceiling Framing

12 SEADC LLC 205 Ostrom Drive



gPAUL'KOEHLER'BROWN

8217 Shoal Creek Blvd., Suite 106, Austin, Texas 78757
(612) 231-8910 Voice (512) 231-8915 Fax

May 31, 2017

Mr. Toby Stapleton
1800 Broadway Apt. #1228
San Antonio, Texas 78215

RE: Existing House at
205 Ostrom Drive
San Antonio, Texas 78212
Parcel ID: 6938 Lot:1&2

Dear Mr. Stapleton:

At your request, Paul-Koehler-Brown Consulting Structural Engineers provided
structural engineering site investigation services for the home at 205 Ostrom Drive in
San Antonio, Texas. This inspection was performed by Travis Lowe in our office.
The purpose of this investigation was to review the condition of the structure and
determine if it is feasible to repair or salvage the existing structure.

House Construction

It is our understanding that the house was built in 1935 with additional renovations
occurring in 1970. The original foundation is a wooden post (pier) and beam
foundation system, and the later addition used a concrete slab on-grade for a patio
and sitting room. The original floor system is composed of wood decking over wood
beams and joists that are supported on the wooden timber posts. The wooden posts
appear to be composed of cedar and many still had some bark attached. The walls
are typical wood stud wall framing. The roof was conventional “stick framing” with
wood joists and rafters. It could be seen that the shingle roofing system consisted of
multiple layers, due to adding additional shingle layers without removing the previous
roof before installing the new roof.

Findings

Due to age and apparent lack of maintenance for many years, the house is severely
deteriorated. It is our understanding that the house has been abandoned for the past
23 years and the lack of any maintenance or climate control over a long period of
time has contributed to the deterioration of the house. Wood decomposition was
evident all over the interior and exterior house. Signs of dry rot, fungus, and wood
worm or termite infestation could be seen in the wood framing throughout the house.
This deterioration is widespread and has reduced the structural integrity of the
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wooden members. Section loss could be seen in the wood framing. Floors were
collapsed in some areas. Wall sheathing had cracks between sheathing panels and
large sections were deteriorated or missing. In addition, parts of the ceiling and roof
were collapsed at various locations. Daylight could be seen coming through holes in
the roof. Some areas of the roof were sagging from what appeared to be buildup of
material on the roof, like tree branches, or from the deterioration of the wooden
framing below due to rot, fungus, etc. Most of the house has been subjected to water
intrusion due to the deterioration and collapse of portions of the roof. It also
appeared that both types of foundations present at the house were adversely
affected by shrink/swell movement of the underlying soil. The cracking in the
concrete portion of the foundation was caused by expansive clay soils, where the soil
becomes saturated and expands, then subsequently dries out and shrinks with
seasonal moisture changes. The movement caused by the expansive soil conditions
is also evident in the wood portion of the foundation, demonstrated by various
wooden piers that extend at an angle from the ground as well as cracking and
separation in the concrete foundation. Also, floor beams were found to be shifted
away from their wooden pier foundation supports. The movement in the foundation
also caused cracks in the wall framing and sheathing. There are many deficiencies
in the structural integrity of the foundations, walls, and roof elements.

Based on the on-site observations and our structural experience, it is our opinion that
the existing house structure is unsafe for habitation, the structural members are too
badly deteriorated to be repaired, and the entire structure should be completely
demolished. If you have any questions, please contact me.

Respectfully Submitted, =5E OF .Tz“‘,.‘\
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Photos:
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Pile Foundation Loss of Section and Signs of Infestation
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Photo 2: Timber
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Photo 7: Cracking in Wall Sheathing

hoto 8: Cracking in Ceiling Sheathing
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Photo 9: Collapsed Section of Wooden Roof Joists and Beams

Photo 10: Signs of Fungus Infestation for Roof's Wooden Framing

End of Photos
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SG: 03-23-06 ' )
Item No. Z-1. CASE NO. 722005282 CD

ANORDINANCE 2(006-03-23-04006

AMENDING THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP OF THE CITY
OF SAN ANTONIO BY AMENDING CHAPTER 35, UNIFIED
DEVELOPMENT CODE, SECTION 35-304, OF THE CITY
CODE OF SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS BY CHANGING THE
ZONING DISTRICT BOUNDARY OF CERTAIN PROPERTY.

* * * * *

WHEREAS, a public hearing was held regarding this amendment to the Official Zoning Map at
which time parties in interest and citizens were given an opportunity to be heard; and

WHEREAS, the Zoning Commission has submitted a final report to the City Council regarding
this amendment to the Official Zoning Map of the City of San Antonio; NOW THEREFORE,

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN ANTONIO:

SECTION 1. Chapter 35, Unified Development Code, Section 35-304, Official Zoning Map, of
the City Code of San Antonio, Texas is amended by changing the zoning district boundaries as
follows:

Lot 1 and Lot 2, NCB 6938; Lot 1 NCB 6939; Lot 8 and the West 12.5 feet of Lot 9 NCB 6939;
the East 12.5 feet of Lot 12, all of Lot 13 and Lot 14, NCB 6939; Lot 20 and Lot 21, Block 2,
NCB 6530; Lot 4 and the West 25 feet of Lot 5, Block 3, NCB 6202; Lot 9 and the West 25 feet
of Lot 10, Block 4, NCB 6203, from “R-4” RIO-1 Residential Single-Family River Improvement
Overlay District to “R-4” C RIO-1 Residential Single-Family River Improvement Overlay
Conditional District with a Conditional Use for 2 Dwelling Units;

Lot 19 and Lot 20, Block 2, NCB 6201, from “R-4" RIO-1 Residential Single-Family River
Improvement Overlay District to “R-4” C RIO-1 Residential Single-Family River Improvement
Overlay Conditional District with a Conditional Use for 4 Dwelling Units, and;

A 17.3 foot by 40.84 foot tract out of the Southeast corner of Lot E, City Block A-2, Lot 1 save
and except the North 88.00 feet of the West 12.60 feet thereof, all of Lot 2, all of Lot 3, and Lot
4 save and except the North 74.40 feet of the East 33.00 feet thereof and also the South 74.39
feet of the Bast 23 feet thereof, NCB 7080 from “R-4" RIO-1 Residential Single-Family River
Improvement Overlay District to “R-4" C RIO-1 Residential Single-Family River Improvement
Overlay Conditional District with a Conditional Use for 6 Dwelling Units.

SECTION 2. The City Council finds as follows:
A. The conditional use will not be contrary to the public interest.
B. The conditional use will not substantially nor permanently injure the appropriate use of
adjacent conforming property in the same district.
C. The conditional use will be in harmony with the spirit and purpose for conditional uses as

1

S Rkt R sd S e i g TeRe B AR RESETEAVE AT B2 LT LAY BELGREL B RRARES SR RS ARG SRR SR



$G: 03-23-06 CASE NO. 72005282 CD
Item No. Z-1.

set forth in Section 35-422, Conditional Zoning, of the Unified Development Code.

D. The conditional use will not substantially weaken the general purposes of the regulations
as set forth in Section 35-422, Conditional Zoning, of the Unified Development Code.

E. The conditional use will not affect adversely the public health, safety and welfare.

SECTION 3. All other provisions of Chapter 35 except those expressly amended by this
ordinance shall remain in full force and effect including the penalties for violations as made and
provided for in Section 35-491.

SECTION 4, The Director of Development Services shall change the zoning records and maps
in accordance with this ordinance and the same shall be available and open to the public for

inspection.
SECTION 5. This ordinance shall become effective on April 2, 2006.
PASSED AND APPROVED this 23rd day of March, 2006.

S

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
City Attorney
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Muitiple selection

Description: ZONING CASE #22005282 CD

L] o D. i : i i i i
boundary from "R-4" RIO. 1 Residential Sing| (District 1): An Ordinance amending the zoning district

(CD-2, 4 0r6 : dentia e-Family, River Improvement Overlay District-1 to "R-4" RIO-1

with a Con dmg:’;?l&r;g ‘é’:‘;s)fe&denhal Single-Family Conditional River Improvement Overlay District-1

| and the West 12.5 feat of L & or 6 dwelling units on Lot 1 and Lot 2, NCB 6938; Lot 1 NCB 6939; Lot 8

: Lot 20 and Lot Zi . :2 ot 8 NCB 6939; the East 12.5 feet of Lot 12, all of Lot 13 and Lot 14, NCB 6939;

the West 25 fect 6f L°::10' NCB 6530; Lot 4 and the West 25 fest of Lot 5, Block 3, NCB 6202; Lot 9 and

and 134 Amour Pl ot 10, Block 4, NCB 6203, located at 803, 831, 850, 853, and 857 East Magnolia, 115

17.3 foot by 40.84 ?ce, and 205 Ostrom; Lot 19 and Lot 20, Block 2, NCB 6201, 668 East Woodlawn; A

N .rth g% y 40.84 foot tract out of the Southeast corner of Lot E, City Block A-2, Lot 1 save and except the
0 .00 feet of the West 12.60 feet thereof, all of Lot 2, all of Lot 3, and Lot 4 save and except the

North 74.40 feet of the East 33.00 feet thereof and also the South 74.39 feet of the East 23 feet thereof,

NCB 70§0. 120 Anastacia; as requested by the City of San Antonio, Applicant, for Multiple Owner(s). Staff

and Zoning Commission recommend Approval.

Voter Group Status Yes No Abstain
ROGER Q. FLORES DISTRICT 1 Not present

SHEILA D. MCNEIL DISTRICT 2 X
ROLAND GUTIERREZ | DISTRICT 3 X
RICHARD PEREZ DISTRICT 4 X
PATTI RADLE DISTRICT 5 X
DELICIA HERRERA DISTRICT 6 X
ELENA K. GUAJARDO | DISTRICT 7 X
ART A. HALL DISTRICT 8 X
KEVIN A. WOLFF DISTRICT @ X
CHIP HAASS DISTRICT_10 X
MAYOR PHIL MAYOR X
HARDBERGER
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From: Logan Sparrow (DSD] <Logan.Sparrow@san o gov>
Sent: Monday, July 3, 2017 1:01 PM

To: 'john farcade’

Subject: RE: clarification on 2035 Ostrom

i they want to build a single-family home on each lot, then so iong as each lot meets the minimum size standards and setbacks, they couid have an ADU on each lot, too.

From: john larcade [mailtojlarcade @hotmaid com]
Sent: Monday, July 03, 2017 12:10 PM

To: Logan Sparrow (DSD)

Subject: [EXTERNAL] darification on 205 Ostrom

Thank you for responding to my zoning questions re: 205 Ostrom on Friday.
However, your answer to my first question is a bit confusing. The second sentence
contradicts the first sentence. The question was®

1. Can we construct a granny flat on Lot 1 and on Lot 2 ? You answered: You could develop two units or a dupiex on the property, with one accessory dv
and 2, you could choose to build a SF dwelling on each lot, and an accessory dweliing unit on each lot - the Jots need to be 4,000 square feet in area, :

My clients would like to build a SF house on each lot and if permissible an accessory dwelling unit on each lot. They plan as a large family to occupy both Lot

So the question remains ..... can they build one or two accessory dwellings?

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

lohn Larcade

Larcadelarcade/ Architact and Interior Design

Y Y Y O Y T T ey O O O o O O O T T O O T o o T O K SO v O T W TE DGy T



ling unit. Because the lot is already platted as Lot 1
i meet all setbacks.

and Lot 2.




River Road Neighborhood Association

To: HDRC Baord Members, May 11, 2017

The Historic Resources Committee of the RRNA has reviewed the proposed plans for
new construction at 205 Ostrom in the River Road Neighborhood, and agreed that
the project was appropriate for the nighborhood and would be a great improvement
over the existing abandoned house at that address. We urge the HDRC Board to give
this project conceptual approval.

Sincerely,

Darla Piner

Chairman

Historic Resurces Committee

River Road Neighborhood Association



River Road Historic Committee

William Sibley, Darla Piner, Co-Chairs

535 E. Craig Pi, 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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Ed & Darla

iMessage
Mon, May 15, 9:20 PM

Delivered

Wed, May 17, 1:24 AM

I'm sorry to say that there has
been a change of position on
the Historic Committee. Due
to very real concerns that
supporting your demolition
plans could cause damage to
the long, difficult, and
expensive legal efforts with the
Lindell project which we can't
jeopardize .....we just can't risk
it.




Summary — with over 300 pages in the file to date the need to

summarize the major elements is required
S T T i G

Applicant - provided all relevant
documentation in compliance
with the guidelines

Community engagement —support
for new design

Zoning — Compliance

Committee Members visit
property

Design of dwellings

Provided detailed design
specifications

Demolition is requested as a
resuit of engineers advise on
structure and loss of architectural
significance by previous owner

Set back compliance

Landscaping

Additional elements were issued to
further support application

Support received

Letter received confirming zoned for
multiple dwellings by City

Members note loss of architectural and
structural significance

Met the direction and completed all
changes requested

Over 300 pages of documents provided
for the design

3 Structural Engineers confirmed
structure unsafe / unfit for renovation +
Not a landmark buiiding under
classification

Fully complies with the design
requirements

Landscape plan provided

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

‘Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
- Yes
| Yes

Yes

Yes.

- Yes

Yes

; _Yesj

Yes.

Yes

Yes

. Yes .

Yes

'.Zy'es “

Yes

Comments

At all times the applicant provided further
information upon request — evidence by
density of file — closed out

Evidence provided & recognized in the

< initial stages of application — closed out

Evidence provided - closed out

. Evidence provided ~ see HRDC notes —

' closed out

| Meeting design requirements -closed out

. No further information requests — closed

out

| NoEngineer on HDC Panel / client provided

the evidence by independent and suggested
engineers - Charter Compliance ?

| Evidence provided — closed out

! Evidence provided - closed out



HDRC Committee Charter notes:

Section 35-803. B-13

To create committees of no more than four (4) persons from among its membership to
meet at times other than regular commission meetings, to consider specified categories
of applications; and to make recommendations to the full commission

Please see the DRC notes from Jan 9t" 2019 Official recommendation per charter

APPLICANT; AIAEN MONEBN/ ToBKS STANVETON M1, (ONSTROCTION BOCOMENTS GENEPALLY  LCOL AMROPRIKTE, (ONEMER: ABAING
ORC Members present: MILHREL GOARNO EMNASN, LAFZA S(OTT (ADIENER PENEGTPATION TO MON - SEPAZATEN FACARES
Staff present: ESMARS. KAL), MO/ED! DS(usSIoN PESARAING PREVIOVS (BNCERNS,
Others present; B2 PRoRsED. MASSING 15 APPIDIOATE .
REQUEST: DEMOLITIEN WITH NEW (NSTROCHEN OF TWo, TWD STBi(, SINBLE- A WLl A MPPE ABTMLER SITE AAN B PEOVREL L“B]
FRMIL RESIDENTIAL STPULTURES + YWO MUBSOEY STRUCIUREL I, MAERMLE WiLL BE SALVAGEN.

COMMENTS/CONCERNS: Th! OVERVISA/ oF (oNAITION OF TRE WGRIC Me Baew BRUY WIETING  ARMOPRIATE. 500 VENTS NGAEN fsx OME.

P VES

1. MG: Concurs with Structural Engineer’s (3) Opinions Very
Significant Damage prior to Current ownership Lots of Termite
damage settling.

2. EG: Believes that the structure has lost architectural and
structural integrity

3. MG: Construction documents generally look appropriate,
(updated design submitted)

4. EG: proposed Massing is appropriate




HDRC Committee Charter notes:

Section 35-803. C-13 Composition and Qualifications NO STRUCTURAL ENGINEER REQUIREMENT

One (1) representative shall be selected from each of the following disciplines: architecture
(licensed in the State of Texas), history, architectural history, archaeology, and planning.

Memberships from these five (5) disciplines are required in order to achieve compliance with the
U.S. Historic Preservation Act, as well as applicable Texas law.

One (1) representative from each of the following disciplines: landscape architecture (licensed in
the State of Texas), and a professional in the field of public art or art history. Membership from
these two (2) disciplines are required to provide design expertise related to the Riverwalk and
public art.

C.

Four (4) individuals in business/professional categories which shall include disciplines and
backgrounds in real estate/commercial development, economic development, law, banking or
accounting, or civil engineering and in a general category which shall include experience or
background in urban design, visual arts, public art, neighborhood representation, or design
enhancements, or who shall be a citizen-at-large.



HDRC Committee Charter notes:

Section 35-803. H-5 Roberts Rules of Order

Any question of order or procedure not covered by these rules shall be decided according
to the latest edition of Robert's Rules of Order, insofar as they may be applicable.

Section 35-803. i

Meetings of Commission Committees. All decisions of committees shall be submitted to
the commission at its next regular meeting. Any applicant who is dissatisfied with a
recommendation by a committee shall have the right to appeal to the full commission at
its next regularly scheduled meeting. Minutes of committee proceedings showing the
vote shall be filed in the office of the city historic preservation officer and shall be a public
record.



Section 35-803. d

Duties and Functions. The commission shall serve to assist in an advisory capacity to the City of San Antonio
directors of parks and recreation, planning and community development, development services, code
enforcement services, public works, arts and cultural affairs,

Sec. 35-805. - Administration

The administrative official for the purﬁoses of this chapter shall be the city
manager, the deputy city managers, the assistant city managers, and
department heads insofar as they may be charged by the city manager and
the provisions of this chapter with duties and responsibilities with reference
thereto. Without limitation, the directors of planning and community
development, public works, development services and the historic
preservation officer shall ordinarily administer and enforce the provisions of
this chapter.

The development services director shall serve as staff to the planning
commission, zoning commission, and the city council except where
otherwise provided by this chapter.

The planning and community development director shall serve as a regular
technical advisor to the planning commission.
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HDRC Findings from Site Visit Supportive of Demolition

* Site visit by HDRC Board members

B ShAATY OF WE Weoh 16 QUBAUNABLE ~ TPOBABLE 1065 OF ALL STRULTURAL
INIBLEVMY; VERX LATLE OF THE STEVUIVRE 16 SALVAGEABLE.

AL SOME WALLS HAVE OBV STRUCTURAL 155VES,
AL WOWA LWE TD S5 BEPORTS OM STRUCRRAL INTELRY  oF RIUNDATICN,

Ha ME (NMTIONMS OF THE ROOF STRVWIVRE 16 CONCERNING,

Bzt e SOIPORTWE ©F BEMOLITION - SALVAGE PLAN 16 NEZEHARY, WINAOWS AN,
SBING, FuNebs 16 A MASOE PROBLEM WITW STRCTVRE.



* Site visit by HDRC Chair

 Approval for Conceptual
demolition/design

* The record does not
clearly reflect the
neighborhood members
that are in support of
demolition

COMMENTS/CONCERNS: Mb: GUESTIONS PECARAING ARPEARANCE OF
BAO STRUCIVRE - WILL THEY APPEAE AS SINGLE -FAMiLY? (YES) -#ER JL,
L WIAT 7 31 Weoh SIAING-, BOARA

16 APPREPEUNE  THIS SOLVTION ForR NEW (eNSTRWCTION ON THE STE

1o AN APEOPRIATE SOLUTION TME SCME |6 APPROPRUIE ANY
LONEENG WO, BE PEGAMNG TWE BXUNNG HisToRK STpucTobE
A MW (ONTRARUING _ OWPATERKTS,

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: APPROVE DISAPPROVE( ]
APPROVE WITH COMMENTS/STIPULATIONS:

Appre Al ggy/—m?
%&’Zé%\ 4/247/L
Committee Chair Signature (or representative) /' patd



* Site visit by HDRC Board members, Opinion is Loss of Significance

Dl NPPEARANCE. |5 (SAGETENT WITH YHE ENCINEER'S PEPCRT: CPINEN
. GNIFUAN A bF STRULIORAL IMTEGRIVY, Ma,

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: APPROVE[ ] DISAPPROVE] ]
APPROVE WITH COMMENTS/STIPULATIONS:
A~

Committee Chajr/Sign (or representative) Date



{ ; HDRC Identified a loss gEsignificance and should have approved demolition
8 !

. HD Staff Recommendation Nov 1%t Action Letter

If the HDRC finds that a loss of significance has occurred or finds that the
criteria for establishing an unreasonable economic hardship have been met, then
staff makes the following recommendations regarding the requested new
construction: Staff recommends conceptual approval of items #2, #3, #4, #5, the
construction with stipulations. (stipulations that we agree to)

Loss of significance has occurred and was documented by HDRC:

It is shown in the Action letter page 1 and documented twice through on site
notes.

* Findings General Findings item b. DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE * A second site visit was
conducted by the DRC on June, 28, 2017. At that site visit, committee members viewed the
structure and commented on its structural condition. Committee members noted at that
time that there was a loss of architectural and structural significance.




Supporting Demolition

‘‘‘‘‘

. Engagd Neighborhood at multiple board meetings. OCT 2018 LAST ENGAGEMENT

* Hired a local Architect that lives in the neighborhood, to generate a sympathetic
design to replace abandoned (23yrs) building.

* Engaged the local neighborhood historic committee
* Received two letters of support of demolition from neighborhood committee

* Identified that the house has undergone significant and irreversible changes , not
caused by the owner. Establishing a Loss of Significance

* Received 3 Structural Engineers Reports condemning the building
* Received 3 Builders Letters stating that they can not renovate the building

* Received 3 Real Estate letters, 1 clearly stating they could not list on MLS, 2 stating
that the listing would be nearly impossible to sell at a profit based on HDRC
Demolition Decline & Structural Letters on public record condemning the building.



Structural Enginéer’s (2) Findings Support Demolition

* Per a request by the HDRC a Structural Engineer (Paul Koehler Brown) was retained
and the report was issued, stating “the entire structure should be completely
demolished”

* A neighbor hired another Structural Engineer (Calvetti and Associates) to do an
exterior observation from the road that was inconclusive

* To alleviate the neighbors’ & HDRC concerns as requested by Edward Hall & HDRC
Committee, | engaged (no fee) Mr. Calvetti and allowed him access to the interior,
please see his report below and here are some highlights : “I did not feel comfortable
venturing very far into its interior” “not Salvageable” “a closer look revealed a
severely damaged structure” “ near collapse” “Severely compromised” “Piers, beams,
exposed walls studs and roof framing were severely jeopardized” “l do not believe this
structure is a realistic candidate for such repair and restoration”

e Mr. Calvetti attended the HDRC committee meeting and Spoke to encourage
demolition again for no fee.
A THIRD ENGINEER ENGAGED SEE REPORT ATTACHED (SAME RESULT)




N 5

* HDRC Opinion based on reviewing both Structural Engineers Reports
* “The HDRC finds that Neither Report Recommends Repair”

Based on the on-gite observations and our structural experience, it is our opinion that

the existing house structure is unsafe for habitation, the structural members are too

badly deteriorated to be repaired, and the entire structure should be completely e
demoiistied. If you have any questions, please contact me. ‘W"”S‘fi oy
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5690 Easterling #4, San Antonio, Texas 78251 REF: 205 Ostrom Drive, SA
TX 78212

Mr. Mulhern,

Upon our previous inspection of the building it is in our opinion that approximately 70-
80% the flooring, window frames and other wood materials appear to be rotted or
infested. The structural engineers’ reports clearly confirm my opinion that this building is
rotten inside and out. When houses experience this many years of neglect, the wooden
materials are subject to great scrutiny. When infested, they require tremendous chemical
treatment to ensure we are not potentially contaminating another site. More important
in this case is our inability to remove the materials as the rot destroys the materials
during removal process, prior to even going on the trucks. What we can suggest upon
review once the building is opened/demolished is the following, relating to somewhat
solid wood that will be separated by your demo contractor.

Lumber and Other Wood Scraps:

Ground into wood chips and mulich that can
be used for

* | andscape mulch

» Tree root zone protection
@ Erosion control

* Walk paths

¢ Soil amendment

Plumbing fixtures and copper (though there looks to have at quite a bit removed or
stolen) will be assessed for standard recycling procedures. Any fixtures found to be
unique and or antique will be made available to sources for restoration in areas of
historical value such as the Monta Visa area.

By our count we saw there are 20 wooden windows some hidden behind those “industrial
looking shutters”. Windows and associated hardware (weights, pulleys, etc) will be
assessed for historical value. Again, those items will be made available to sources
catering to historical preservation. Along with the metal shutters and other



miscellaneous metals, nails are automatically separated from scrap wood during grinding.
We will collect the separated nails and other discarded metals and deliver them to a
metal recycler(s) for fair market value.

The roof looks like multiple layers placed on top of each other. With the wood rot and
hence the sagging, we can suggest the following.

Roofing Tiles and Asphalt Rooting Shingles:

Ground and used as:

® Aggregate
® Fill

I am fully prepared to go over any questions about the above plan proposals. | hope the
committee reviews the proposed salvage/recycle plan and see's that we can be a service
to the community as well as the environment. As the previous owner paid the non-
refundable retainer | have as discussed agreed to transfer this over to SEADC, | will not be
charging you for any future committee meeting attendance. | can certainly appreciate
your dedication to this project and personally appreciate your commitment to recycle and
salvage of all parts materials.

I'm not familiar with any HDRC recycle plan(s) on structures. Therefore can not elaborate
on their concerns or what they wanted to see. Recycling, while a fantastic concept,
cannot be realized on all materials. However, we will help you through this process!

Thank you for the retaining our services and we hope this is enough information for the
amount of recycling we can do. We will obviously have a much better grasp of quantities
and quality as we begin the process.

Sincerely,

John Cammack, President/Owner



