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The Historic Preservation Commission may adjourn into executive session to consider any item on the agenda if a matter 
is raised that is appropriate for Executive Session discussion. An announcement will be made on the basis for the Executive 
Session discussion. The Historic Preservation Commission may also publicly discuss any item listed on this agenda for 
Executive Session. 

 
 

I. Call  To Order   
 

II. Roll Call   
 

III. 30 Minute Citizen Comment Period : Persons wishing to participate (speak) during the 
citizen comment period must submit their written comments to 
hpcommission@sanmarcostx.gov no later than 12:00 P.M. (noon)  on the day of the meeting. 
A call-in number to join by phone or link will be provided for participation on a mobile device, 
laptop or desktop computer. Timely submitted comments will be read aloud during the citizen 
comment portion of the meeting. Comments shall have a time limit of three minutes each. 
Any threatening, defamatory, or other similar comments prohibited by Chapter 2 of the San 
Marcos City Code will not be read. Please indicate if you would like to speak in person.   

 
MINUTES 
 
1. Consider approval, by motion, of the August 4, 2022 regular meeting minutes. 

 
PUBLIC HEARINGS  
 
Written comments or requests to join in a public hearing must be sent to 
hpcommission@sanmarcostx.gov the day prior to the meeting and no later than 12:00 p.m.  
(noon)  on the day of the hearing. A call-in number to join by phone or link will be provided 
for participation on a mobile device, laptop, or desktop computer. Comments shall have a 
time limit of three minutes each. Any threatening, defamatory, or other similar comments 
prohibited by Chapter 2 of the San Marcos City Code will not be read. Any additional 
information regarding this virtual meeting may be found at the following link: 



 

 

https://sanmarcostx.gov/2861/Historic-Preservation-Commission-VideosA. Please indicate if 
you would like to speak in person. 

 
2. HPC-22-24 (608 West Hopkins  Street ) Hold a public hearing and consider a request for 

a Certificate of Appropriateness by Rob Baxter to allow the replacement of thirty (30) feet 
of a six-foot wooden fence located along the southeast side property line with a three-foot 
wooden picket fence.  
 

UPDATES 
 
3. Updates on the following: 

a. HPC Committee Reports Concerning Recent Activities 
b. Grant Opportunities and Updates 
c. Dunbar School Home Economics Building Restoration Progress 
d. Upcoming Events and Training Opportunities 

 
DISCUSSION ITEMS 

 
4. Discussion regarding a potential Recommendation Resolution regarding amending the 

name of the Charles S. Cock House, a local historic landmark, and provide feedback to 
staff.  

 
IV. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS  

 
Board Members may provide requests for discussion items for a future agenda in accordance with 
�W�K�H�� �E�R�D�U�G�¶�V�� �D�S�S�U�R�Y�H�G�� �E�\�O�D�Z�V����(No further discussion will be held related to topics proposed until 
they are posted on a future agenda in accordance with the Texas Open Meetings Act.) 

 
V. QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION WITH PRESS AND PUBLIC  
      
This is an opportunity for the Press and Public to ask questions related to items on this agenda. Persons 
wishing to participate remotely in the Q&A session must email hpcommission@sanmarcostx.gov 
beginning the day prior to the meeting and before 12:00 PM the day of the meeting. A call-in number 
to join by phone or link will be provided for participation on a mobile device, laptop or desktop computer. 
If attending in person, no sign up is required.   
 
VI. ADJOURNMENT  
 
Notice of Assistance at the Public Meetings 
 
The City of San Marcos is committed to compliance with the American with Disabilities Act.  Reasonable 
modifications and equal access to communications will be provided upon request.  If requiring Sign 
Language Interpreters or alternative formats, please give notice at least 2 days (48 hours) before the 
meeting date.  Individuals who require auxiliary aids and services for this meeting should contact the 
City of San Marcos ADA Coordinator at 512-393-8000 (voice) or call Texas Relay Service (TRS) by 
dialing 7-1-1. Requests can also be faxed to 855-461-6674 or sent by e-mail to 



 

 

ADArequest@sanmarcostx.gov.  For more information on the Historic Preservation Commission, 
please contact Alison Brake, Historic Preservation Officer at 512.393.8232 or 
abrake@sanmarcostx.gov.   



 

  630 East Hopkins  
 San Marcos, TX 78666 

CITY OF SAN MARCOS  
 

Meeting Minutes  
 

Historic Preservation Commission  
  

 
Thursday , August 4 , 2022                     5:45 PM        Hybrid  Meeting  

  
 

Due to COVID -19, this was a hybrid in -person/virtual  meeting. For more information 
on how to observe the virtual meeting, please visit:  

https://sanmarcostx.gov/2861/Hist oric -Preservation -Commission -VideosA  
      
I. Call To Order  
 

With a quorum present the regular meeting of the San Marcos Historic Preservation 
Commission was called to order at 5:47 p.m. on Thursday, July 7, 2022. 
 

II. Roll Call  
  

Present   5 �± Commissioner Perkins, Commissioner Baker, Commissioner Little,  
                     �&�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�H�U���2�Q�J�¶�R�O�R�����D�Q�G���&�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�H�U Dake 
Absent    1 �± Commissioner Rogers  

 
 

III. 30 Minute Citizen Comment Period:  
 

Lila Knight, Kyle, Texas, stated that she was speaking tonight as herself and that she was 
in support of amending the name of the Charles S. Cock House to the Cock-Burleson 
House. She stated that she attended the July meeting of the ad hoc committee of the 
Heritage Association of San Marcos. She state�G���W�K�D�W���Z�K�H�Q���W�K�H���%�X�U�O�H�V�R�Q�¶�V���R�Z�Q�H�G���W�K�H���&�R�F�N��
House, San Marcos was still a segregated town, and that justice grows out of recognition. 
She stated that she had resigned her membership from the Heritage Association of San 
Marcos. 
 
Debbie Austin, 436 Stagecoach Trail, stated that she is the current President of the Heritage 
Association of San Marcos, and that, at this time, the Association is opposed to the renaming 
of the Charles S. Cock House Museum. She voiced her concern that there had been a lack 
of transparency with the item and requested more transparency moving forward. 
 
Sherry Baebler, 1796 Staples Road, stated she was the Chair of the Heritage Association 
of San Marcos Guild, and stated the Guild has served as stewards of the Charles S. Cock 
House Museum, maintaining it and promoting its history. She stated that the Heritage 
Association of San Marcos was never consulted nor communicated with regarding the name 
change. Ms. Baebler stated that there should be a straightforward process for addressing 
the renaming of a historic building and that the Guild welcomes any documents, photos, or 
memorabilia the Burleson family would like to have included as part of the history displayed 
inside the building. 
 
Rose Burleson Sewell, no address given, stated that she was born in San Marcos, in the 
Charles S. Cock House; Doc Burleson was her grandfather. She relayed a story of bringing 
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her own children to the building �D�Q�G���Q�R�W���V�H�H�L�Q�J���D�Q�\���R�I���K�H�U���I�D�P�L�O�\�¶�V���K�L�V�W�R�U�\���G�L�V�S�O�D�\�H�G�����H�Y�H�Q��
though they owned the home for a number of years before selling it to the City of San 
�0�D�U�F�R�V�¶�V���8�U�E�D�Q���5�H�Q�H�Z�D�O���$�J�H�Q�F�\�� She explained that, at a minimum, the family wanted to 
be acknowledged for the stewardship and caretaking their grandparents put into the 
building. 
 
Kate Johnson, 111 East San Antonio Street, Suite 103, stated that she was the Chair of the 
Hays County Historical Commission and was in favor of providing a more inclusive history 
of the building. She stated that the Hays County Historical Commission had approved a 
proclamation in February 2022 as part of Black History Month, which recognized the 
�%�X�U�O�H�V�R�Q���I�D�P�L�O�\�¶�V���R�Z�Q�H�U�V�K�L�S���R�I���W�K�H���E�X�L�O�G�L�Q�J���� 
 
Bronwyn Sergi, 904 Burleson Street, stated that she was opposed to the renaming of the 
building. She stated that she believed that the history of the bu�L�O�G�L�Q�J�¶�V���R�Z�Q�H�U�V�K�L�S���V�K�R�X�O�G���E�H��
displayed. She reiterated that full criteria for renaming landmarks needs to be established. 
 
Billy Ray Callihan, 740 Centre Street, stated that he was kin to Mr. Frank Burleson. He 
stated that to designate a landmark, one must �E�U�L�Q�J�� �W�R�� �R�Q�H�¶�V�� �D�W�W�H�Q�W�L�R�Q�� �W�K�H�� �F�R�Q�W�U�L�E�X�W�L�R�Q��
brought to building. He stated that it must be an informed decision when looking at naming 
something. He stated that both parties made contributions to San Marcos.  
 
Linda Coker, no address given, sent in written comments regarding Item 9 which were read 
into record. She stated that some members of the Heritage Association of San Marcos are 
supportive of the potential to amend the name of the local landmark, and some were not. 
She stated that she was sad that controversy surrounded an issue that has significant and 
long-term impact. 
 
Renee Graham, no address given, sent in written comments regarding Item 9 which were 
read into record. She stated that she was opposed to the renaming of the Charles S. Cock 
House Museum. She stated that the Heritage Association of San Marcos feels no action on 
renaming the building should be taken at this time due to the lack of due diligence in the 
process and requested an open partnership and total transparency in this initiative. 
 
Wayne Kraemer, 733 Belvin Street, sent in written comments regarding Item 9 which were 
read into record. He stated that the Commission first needs to hammer out clear, distinct, 
reflective, and thoughtful criteria for renaming before any proclamation, discussion, or other 
action.        
 

MINUTES 
 

1. Consider approval, by motion, of the June 2, 2022 and the July 7, 2022 regular meeting 
minutes . 
 
A motion was made by Commissioner  �2�Q�J�¶�R�O�R, seconded by Commissioner  Baker , 
to approve the minutes of  the June 2, 2022  meeting . The motion carried by the 
following vote:  
  

For:  4 �± Commissioner Perkins, Commissioner Baker, Commissioner Little,  
                  �&�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�H�U���2�Q�J�¶�R�O�R 

      Against:  0 
      Abstain : 1 �± Commissioner Dake 
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A motion was made by Commissioner �2�Q�J�¶�R�O�R, seconded by Commissioner Baker , 
to  approve the minutes of the July 7, 2022 meeting . The motion carried by the 
following vote:  
  

For:  4 �± Commissioner Perkins, Commissioner Baker, Commissioner Little,  
                  �&�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�H�U���2�Q�J�¶�R�O�R 

      Against:  0 
      Abstain : 1 �± Commissioner Dake 

 
ACTION ITEMS 
 

2. Consider a recommendation to the Planning and Zoning Commission and City Council 
regarding text amendments to Section 2.5.4.5 and Chapter 8, Article 1 of the San 
Marcos Development Code and  Article 6, Appendix C, of the San Marcos Design 
Manual.  

 
Alison Brake, Historic Preservation Officer, gave a brief presentation outlining the request 
regarding the proposed expanded designation criteria. There were no further comments 
from the Commission.  
 
A motion was made by Commissioner Perkins , seconded by Commissioner Dake, to 
recommend  approval of text amendments to Section 2.5.4.5 and Chapter 8, Article 1 
of the San Marcos Development Code and  Article 6, Appendix C, of the San Marcos 
Design Manual  to the Planning and Zoning Commission and City Council . The motion 
carried by the following vote:  
  

For:  5 �± Commissioner Perkins, Commissioner Baker, Commissioner Little,  
                  �&�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�H�U���2�Q�J�¶�R�O�R�� and Commissioner Dake  

      Against:  0 
 

3. Consider disbanding the My Historic SMTX  Committee and the Local Landmarks 
Committee and consider appointments to future Commission committees . 

 
Chair Perkins gave a brief presentation outlining the item. There were no further comments 
from the Commission.  
 
A motion was made by Commissioner Perkins , seconded by Commissioner Baker , to 
disband the Local Landmarks Committee . The motion carried by the following vote:  
  

For:  5 �± Commissioner Perkins, Commissioner Baker, Commissioner Little,  
                  �&�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�H�U���2�Q�J�¶�R�O�R����and Commissioner Dake 

      Against:  0 
 
A motion was made by Commissioner Perkins , seconded by Commissioner Baker,  to 
keep the My Historic SMTX  Committee  �D�Q�G�� �D�S�S�R�L�Q�W�� �&�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�H�U�� �2�Q�J�¶�R�O�R�� �D�Q�G��
Commissioner Baker to the committee . The motion carried by the following vote:  
  

For:  5 �± Commissioner Perkins, Commissioner Baker, Commissioner Little,  
                  �&�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�H�U���2�Q�J�¶�R�O�R�����D�Q�G��Commissioner Dake 

      Against:  0 
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A motion was made by Commissioner Little , seconded by Commissioner Dake, to 
create a Streetscape C ommittee  to discuss trees, streetscapes, and other s ite 
elements  and to appoint Commissioner Little, Commissioner Dake, and 
Commissioner Baker to the committee . The motion carried by the following vote:  
  

For:  5 �± Commissioner Perkins, Commissioner Baker, Commissioner Little,  
                  �&�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�H�U���2�Q�J�¶�R�O�R�����D�Q�G���&�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�H�U���'�D�N�H 

      Against:  0 
 

UPDATES 
 

4. Updates on the following:  
a. Grant Opportunities and Updates  
b. Dunbar School Home Economics Building Restoration Progress  
c. Upcoming Events and Training Opportunities  

 
a. No new updates were given. Grants were discussed under Item 8 later in the 

meeting.   
b. Staff updated the Commission on the recent meeting with the architectural firm RVK 

and their subcontractor, Post Oak Preservation Solutions on July 6, 2022. 
Commissioner Perkins requested there be public outreach associated with the 
project. Staff assured the Commission public outreach will be included in the 
contract. 

c. �6�W�D�I�I�� �V�W�D�W�H�G�� �W�K�D�W�� �W�K�H�� �1�D�W�L�R�Q�D�O�� �7�U�X�V�W�� �I�R�U�� �+�L�V�W�R�U�L�F�� �3�U�H�V�H�U�Y�D�W�L�R�Q�¶�V�� �D�Q�Q�X�D�O�� �F�R�Q�I�H�U�H�Q�F�H����
PastForward, would be held virtually this year, November 1-4 and that the Real 
Places conference, the annual conference hosted by The Friends of the Texas 
Historical Commission, was planned for February 1-3, 2023 and would also be held 
virtually and in-person in Austin. Commissioner Perkins requested these 
opportunities be forwarded to P&Z and ZBOA Commissioners, as well as City 
Council.  

 
DISCUSSION ITEMS 
 

5. Discussion regarding the recent National Alliance of Preservation Commissions 
FORUM 2022 Conference . 
�6�W�D�I�I�� �D�Q�G�� �&�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�H�U�� �2�Q�J�¶�R�O�R��presented some highlights from the recent national 
conference of the National Alliance of Preservation Commissions. These highlights included: 
incorporating public art in historic districts and preservation of sacred spaces. Discussion on 
oral history was held and Commissioner Perkins stated that the Hays County Historical 
Commission had a good oral history archive.  
 

6. Discussion regarding Texas Local Government Code Section 211.0165, Designation 
of Historic Landmark or District, and provide feedback to staf f. 
Mr. Aguirre updated the Commission and clarified the requirements of Section 211.0165 of 
the Texas Local Government Code. He stated that the Development Code would have to be 
amended for compliance with the State requirements and an amendment would be brought 
forward for the Commission to weigh in on soon. Commissioner Perkins stated that he would 
like the amendment in front of City Council as soon as possible. Mr. Aguirre stated that he 
understood and would be working with staff to get it on a future agenda. 
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7. Discussion regarding the amended Certificate of Appropriateness application and 

provide feedback to staff.  
Staff presented the amended Certificate of Appropriateness application to the Commission 
and stated that any changes could be handl�H�G�� �D�G�P�L�Q�L�V�W�U�D�W�L�Y�H�O�\���� �&�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�H�U�� �2�Q�J�¶�R�O�R��
recommended to add examples of what dimensions are required on the application, such 
as setbacks, property lines, distances, measurements, etc. Staff explained that those items 
could be incorporated into the application. 
 

8. Discussion regarding local preservation opportunities for upcoming grant cycles, 
including but not limited to, the National Trust Preservation Funds and the Certified 
Local Government Program of the Texas Historical Commission, and provide 
feedback  to staff.  
Staff presented the different type of grants available to public entities. The Commission gave 
feedback to pursue the upcoming grant cycle for the National Trust Preservation Funds to 
help fund a preservation plan. The application should be available 6-8 weeks prior to October 
1. 
 
The Commission also discussed how the CLG Grant could be utilized: outreach & education; 
continue to focus on underrepresented communities in the city such as the Hispanic 
community; conducting a new intensive survey of the local Downtown Historic District, to 
possibly expand it and/or the National Register Historic District. The Commission decided to 
move the CLG Grant discussion to the My Historic SMTX committee. 

 
9. Discussion regarding a potential Recommendation Resolution regarding amending 

the name of the Charles S. Cock House, a local historic landmark, and provide 
feedback to staff . 
�&�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�H�U���3�H�U�N�L�Q�V���U�H�D�G���W�K�H���&�/�*�¶�V���P�L�V�V�L�R�Q���V�W�D�W�H�P�H�Q�W���D�Q�G���V�W�D�W�H�G���W�K�H���&�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�¶�V���U�R�O�H��
was to continue to update the historic resources survey. He stated that he saw this as an 
opportunity to recognize the whole history and share knowledge. He stated he was for 
amending the name of the local landmark. 
 
Commissioner Baker stated that it was a shame that the Commission was here competing 
with another local preservation group. She stated that she understands that the Heritage 
Association of San Marcos feels blindsided and would like to see everyone on the same 
page. 
 
Commissioner Dake stated that she was not in favor of amending the name as she has not 
had time to digest all the comments. She expressed her concern with the timing of the item 
and that, while there is a process for naming city-owned buildings and parks, there is not a 
codified process for renaming local historic landmarks. 
 
Commissioner Little stated that she was not in favor of amending the name. She stated that 
the history of the Burleson family should be included in prominent displays within the house 
museum and on the property. 
 
�&�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�H�U���2�Q�J�¶�R�O�R���V�W�D�W�H�G���W�K�D�W���V�K�H���Z�D�V���L�Q���I�D�Y�R�U���R�I���D�P�H�Q�G�L�Q�J���W�K�H���Q�D�P�H�����6�K�H���H�[�S�U�H�V�V�H�G��
her concern that there is not a process for renaming local historic landmarks but that the 
Burleson family has essentially been erased, which, in her opinion, is wrong. 
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The Commission moved to postpone the discussion to the September meeting 3-2; 
�&�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�H�U�V���3�H�U�N�L�Q�V���D�Q�G���2�Q�J�¶�R�O�R���G�L�V�V�H�Q�W�H�G�� 

 
FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 
None were added.  
 
QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION WITH PRESS AND PUBLIC  
Debbie Austin asked Commissioner Perkins to remove his recent Facebook post. Mr. Aguirre 
interjected stating the question had to be about one of the items on the agenda. 
 
Sherry Baebler asked for the research material that had been provided to the Commission from Ms. 
Knight. Commissioner Perkins stated he would get that to her. 
 
Lila Knight asked if renaming the building was controversial, what does it mean if the Commission 
does nothing? She stated that she did not expect an answer 
 
Billy Ray Callihan asked for �W�K�H���&�K�D�L�U�¶�V���U�H�V�S�R�Q�V�H���W�R���K�L�V���V�W�D�W�H�P�H�Q�W�����³�+�H���Z�K�R���I�R�U�J�H�W�V���W�K�H���P�L�V�W�D�N�H�V���R�I��
�W�K�H�� �S�D�V�W�� �L�V�� �F�R�Q�G�H�P�Q�H�G�� �W�R�� �U�H�S�H�D�W�� �L�W�´. Commissioner Perkins stated that if both names are not 
recognized, then we continue to repeat the past. 
 
THERE BEING NO FURTHER BUSINESS CHAIR PERKINS DECLARED THE MEETING 
ADJOURNED AT 8:49 P.M. 
 
 
______________________________          
Ryan Patrick Perkins, Chair 
    
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_________________________       __          
Alison Brake, Historic Preservation Officer  
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Summary 
Request:  Replacement of thirty (30) feet of a six-foot wooden fence located along the 

southeast side property line with a three-foot wooden picket fence 
Applicant: Rob Baxter 

P.O. Box 225 
Driftwood, TX 78619 

Property Owner: Same 

Notification 
Personal Mailing: August 19, 2022  Posted Notice: August 19, 2022 
Response: None as of the date of this report 

Property Description 
Address: 608 West Hopkins Street (See: Aerial Map) 
Location: South of Blanco Street  
Historic District: Hopkins Street Contributing Structure Yes 
Date Constructed: Ca. 1930 My Historic SMTX 

Resources Survey: 
Medium 

National Register of 
Historic Places: 

Not Listed Recorded Texas Historic 
Landmark: 

No 

Building Description: One-story, 1,829 square foot single-family residential home 
 

My Historic SMTX Historic Resources Survey Summary 

 Low X Medium  High 
Medium priority properties are those that could be contributing to an eligible National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) or local historic district. These resources may also have significant associations but are generally more 
common examples of types or styles or have experienced some alterations. 
The database states the Minimal Traditional home appears to date to ca. 1930. It notes the cross-gabled roof with no  
eave overhang, brick cladding, 1/1-light wood windows, the inset porch, and classical door surround. The database  
states there were possible renovations around 1935-40, which appears to have included a renovation of the porch.  
Based on Sanborn maps, there is a house with same footprint is on site by 1930 with a larger porch. By 1944, the  
house has the existing footprint with a smaller porch. (See: Historic Resources Survey Inventory Table; Sanborn  
Maps 1930 & 1944) 
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Current Request 
 

The property owner would like to remove thirty (30) feet of an existing cedar fence located on the southeast 
side property line, adjacent to 604 West Hopkins Street. He states that this portion of the fence is starting to 
collapse. He plans to replace this portion of the fence with a shorter, three (3) foot tall wooden fence that 
will gradually slope and drop in height as it continues towards the street. Additionally, the pickets will be 
further spaced apart, lending a more open feel to the fence. The materials list shows the pickets are six (6) 
feet tall, but the property owner states that they will be sawn down to the shorter length.  
 
Please refer to attached documents for the submitted scope of work, the site plan and materials list, the 
existing fence photo, and the proposed fence rendering. 
My Historic SMTX Photograph 

 

Staff Evaluation Criteria for Approval (Sec.2.5.5.4) 
 

No Affect 
 

Consideration of the effect of the activity on historical, architectural, or cultural 
character of the Historic District or Historic Landmark 
Approval of the request would not affect the activity noted above. 

N/A For Historic Districts, compliance with the Historic District regulations 

No 
Whether the property owner would suffer extreme hardship, not including loss 
of profit, unless the certificate of appropriateness is issued 
The property owner will not suffer an extreme hardship 

See Analysis Below The construction and repair standard and guidelines cited in Section 4.5.2.1 
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Staff Evaluation 

Construction and Repair Standards (Sec.4.5.2.1(I)(1))  
New construction and existing buildings and structures and 
appurtenances thereof within local Historic Districts that are moved, 
reconstructed, materially altered or repaired shall be visually 
compatible with other buildings to which they are visually related 
generally in terms of the following factors; provided, however, these 
guidelines shall apply only to those exterior portions of buildings and 
sites visible from adjacent public streets: Consistent Inconsistent Neutral 

  N/A 
a. Height. The height of a proposed building shall be visually 
compatible with adjacent buildings.  

  N/A 
b. �W�Œ�}�‰�}�Œ�š�]�}�v���}�(�����µ�]�o���]�v�P�[�•���(�Œ�}�v�š���&����������. The relationship of the width 
of a building to the height of the front elevation shall be visually 
compatible to the other buildings to which it is visually related.  

  N/A 
c. Proportion of openings within the facility. The relationship of the 
width of the windows in a building shall be visually compatible with 
the other buildings to which it is visually related.  

  N/A 
d. Rhythm of solids to voids in front Facades. The relationship of solids 
to voids in the front facade of a building shall be visually compatible 
with the other buildings to which it is visually related. 

X   

e. Rhythm of spacing of Buildings on Streets. The relationship of a 
building to the open area between it and adjoining buildings shall be 
visually compatible to the other buildings to which it is visually 
related. 
The rhythm of spacing will remain the same as the new fence is 
replacing a taller fence that has been in the same location for several 
years.  

  N/A 

f. Rhythm of entrance and/or porch projection. The relationship of 
entrances and porch projections to sidewalks of a building shall be 
visually compatible to the other buildings to which it is visually 
related. 

X   

g. Relationship of materials, texture and color. The relationship of the 
materials, and texture of the exterior of a building including its 
windows and doors, shall be visually compatible with the predominant 
materials used in the other buildings to which it is visually related. 
The applicant has chosen a cedar material to replace the existing 
wooden fence with. The proposed pickets are shorter but a dog-
eared style, similar to what exists now. 

  N/A 

h. Roof shapes. The roof shape of a building shall be visually 
compatible with the other buildings to which it is visually related. 
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Staff Evaluation Construction and Repair Standards (Sec.4.5.2.1(I)(1)) 
Consistent Inconsistent Neutral 

  N/A 

i. Walls of continuity. Appurtenances of a building including walls, 
fences, and building facades shall, if necessary, form cohesive walls of 
enclosure along a street, to ensure visual compatibility of the building 
to the other buildings to which it is visually related. 

  N/A 

j. Scale of a Building. The size of a building, the mass of a building in 
relation to open areas, the windows, door openings, porches and 
balconies shall be visually compatible with the other buildings to 
which it is visually related. 

See Attached Historic District 
Guidelines (if necessary)  

See Secretary of the Interior 
Standards Analysis Below 

The Historic Preservation Commission may use as general guidelines, 
in addition to the specific guidelines contained in this section, the 
Historic District Guidelines located in Appendix C of the San Marcos 
Design Manual, and the current Standards for Historic Preservation 
Projects issued by the United States Secretary of the Interior. 
See attached Sections C.3.2.5 and C.3.4.5, Historic District Design 
Guidelines, Appendix C, San Marcos Design Manual 
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Staff Evaluation Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation 
Consistent Inconsistent Neutral 

X   

1. A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use 
that requires minimal change to its distinctive materials, features, 
spaces and spatial relationships. 
The property will remain a single-family home. 

X   

2. The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. 
The removal of distinctive materials or alteration of features, 
spaces and spatial relationships that characterize a property will 
be avoided. 
The fence will not change the spatial relationship of the property. 
It is replacing a taller fence that has been in the same location for 
several years.  

X   

3. Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, 
place and use. Changes that create a false sense of historical 
development, such as adding conjectural features or elements 
from other historic properties, will not be undertaken. 
Replacing the fence does not add conjectural features to the 
property.  

  N/A 
4. Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in 

their own right will be retained and preserved. 

  N/A 
5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction 

techniques or examples of craftsmanship that characterize a 
property will be preserved. 

X   

6. Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than 
replaced. Where the severity of deterioration requires 
replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match 
the old in design, color, texture and, where possible, materials. 
Replacement of missing features will be substantiated by 
documentary and physical evidence. 
The applicant has chosen a cedar material to replace the existing 
wooden fence with. The property owner would like a shorter 
height with the pickets being more openly spaced to foster more 
of a neighborly feel between his property and the adjacent one. 

  N/A 
7. Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be undertaken 

using the gentlest means possible. Treatments that cause damage 
to historic materials will not be used. 

  N/A 

8. Archeological resources will be protected and preserved in place. If 
such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures will be 
undertaken. 
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Staff Evaluation 
Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation Consistent Inconsistent Neutral 

X   

9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction 
will not destroy historic materials, features, and spatial 
relationships that characterize the property. The new work will be 
differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the historic 
materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to 
protect the integrity of the property and its environment. 
The new fence will be in the same location as the existing fence 
and will not destroy the spatial relationship of the property.  

X   

10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be 
undertaken in such a manner that, if removed in the future, the 
essential form and integrity of the historic property and its 
environment would be unimpaired. 
The fence could be removed from the site in the future in a 
manner that will not impair the essential form and integrity of 
the property. 



Current Function/ 
Historic Function

Current Name/ 
Historic Name

Stylistic Influence/ 
Historical Context

Existing 
Designation

PriorityEligiblilityConstruction
 Date

AddressLocal Id# / Image

1975

SAN MARCOS

Neoclassical NR Low

In District?: Yes 
Non-
contributing

RTHL

HTC

Local

Domestic

Domestic

OTHM

SAL

Individually: No

W HOPKINS ST

603R27375

Hopkins Street Local Historic District

In District

Contributing

ca. 1910

SAN MARCOS

National Folk NR Medium

In District?: Yes  
Contributing

RTHL

HTC

Local

Commerce/Trade

Domestic

OTHM

SAL

Individually: No

W HOPKINS ST

604R35209

Hopkins Street Local Historic District

In District

Contributing

ca. 1930

SAN MARCOS

Minimal Traditional NR Medium

In District?: Yes  
Contributing

RTHL

HTC

Local

Domestic

Domestic

OTHM

SAL

Individually: No

W HOPKINS ST

608R35211

Hopkins Street Local Historic District

In District

Contributing

1985

SAN MARCOS

Contemporary NR Low 
(not 
historic)

In District?: Yes 
Non-
contributing

RTHL

HTC

Local

Domestic

Domestic

OTHM

SAL

Individually: No

W HOPKINS ST

611R20340

Hopkins Street Local Historic District

In District

Contributing

ca. 1910

SAN MARCOS

National Folk NR Low

In District?: Yes 
Non-
contributing

RTHL

HTC

Local

Domestic

Domestic

OTHM

SAL

Individually: No

W HOPKINS ST

612R35212

Hopkins Street Local Historic District

In District

Contributing

Page 307 of 389







The 608 W. Hopkins Fence Project 
 
�,���D�P���V�H�H�N�L�Q�J���D�S�S�U�R�Y�D�O���W�R���U�H�P�R�Y�H���W�K�H���R�O�G���F�R�O�O�D�S�V�L�Q�J�������¶���O�R�Q�J���F�H�G�D�U���S�O�D�Q�N���I�H�Q�F�H���D�O�R�Q�J�V�L�G�H���P�\��
�G�U�L�Y�H�Z�D�\���D�Q�G���Z�D�Q�W���W�R���U�H�S�O�D�F�H���L�W���Z�L�W�K���D���S�U�R�S�H�U�������´���S�L�F�N�H�W���I�H�Q�F�H���R�I���W�K�H���V�D�P�H���F�H�G�D�U���S�O�D�Q�N���V�W�\�O�H���S�L�F�N�H�W�V����
more in keeping with what would have been done in 1939. I intend to stain it the same amber cedar 
tone that is on the driveway cedar gates and also compliments the amber bricks on the home. Being 
a shared property line, I asked my neighbor, Art Guzman how he liked the idea and he was fine with 
it. Told me to remove the dilapidated fence and replace or not as I (& you) saw fit. He also liked the 
traditional picket fence idea. 
 
Submitted 
8/2/22 
 
Rob Baxter 
POB 225 
Driftwood, TX 78619 
512-585-0365cell 
rbaxman@aol.com 
 





608 W. Hopkins St
Fence Materials List 

(30) 3 1/2"x5/8"x6' Cedar Pickets
(2) 4'x4'x12' Treated posts
(1) 4'x6'x8' Treated post
(12) 80 Lb bags of concrete
(1) Box of 2 5/8" Deck Screws







C:20

Historic District GuidelinesC

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX

C:20 San Marcos Design Manual

inherent properties and dimensions of construction materials 
like brick and wood boards help in understanding the home’s 
size, scale and proportion. Because stucco has no dimension, 
it is difficult to measure its relationship to the scale of a 
building. Tudor houses, for example are constructed mainly of 
brick and stone and because of the size and texture of these 
materials, the houses express mass with a rustic appearance.

F.	 Walls of Continuity. The front of each building, its walls, its 
porch alignment and even fences help define a “wall” that 
establishes a visual pattern along the streetscape. Each 
neighborhood has visual continuity, starting at the street which 
is basically a straight line of uniform width. A curb runs along 
the street defining the green space of the parkway followed by 
the sidewalk. Each of these elements work to organize a 
neighborhood. These organizational elements along with 
orientation and placement of houses on the lot establish the 
visual continuity of a neighborhood.

G.	 Due to the difference in lot size between the Belvin Street and 
San Antonio Street Districts, the visual continuity and rhythm 
are different. Each neighborhood has its own established 
organization which should be respected.

H.	 As changes are proposed to a site or house, review the lines of 
continuity and rhythm established in the neighborhood. Look at 
the scale, form and proportions of proposed changes. Will the 
proposed project retain and enhance the characteristics or will 
it create change?

Section C.3.2.5   Site Development and Orientation

A.	 The organization pattern established in each Historic District 
guides the development and proposed alteration of each site. 
Historic neighborhoods were designed to be pedestrian friendly 
since walking was a major mode of transportation. Houses 
face the street with a logical, visible entrance and a sidewalk 
that leads from the street to this entrance. Sidewalks from the 
street to the front door help establish rhythm. 

B.	 There is an established distance from the street to the 
house, which is called a setback. This setback reinforces the 
importance of the entrance and orientation of the building. 
Building beyond this setback would change the visual 
continuity established.

Concrete ribbons leading to garage behind the house (921 W 
San Antonio St)

Front yard fence does not obscure the house (730 Belvin St)

C.	 Driveway approaches in the front yard lead to garages and 
secondary outbuildings, which are located behind the main 
house. Contemporary style houses have incorporated their 
garage or carports into their house plan, but typically they do 
not project beyond the established front wall of the house. 
While the construction of new garages and carports is 
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