City of San Marcos
Regular Meeting
Historic Preservation Commission
August 4, 2022, 5:45 PM
City Hall, Council Chambers
630 East Hopkins Street
Due to COVID-19, this will be a hybrid (in-person/virtual) meeting. For more
information on how to observe the virtual meeting, please visit:
https://sanmarcostx.gov/2861/Historic-Preservation-Commission-VideosA
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 June 2, 2022, and the July 7, 2022 regular meeting
minutes.
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.
3. Consider disbanding the My Historic SMTX Committee and the Local Landmarks
Committee and consider appointments to future Commission committees.

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
DISCUSSION ITEMS
5. Discussion regarding the recent National Alliance of Preservation Commissions FORUM
2022 Conference.
6. Discussion regarding Texas Local Government Code Section 211.0165, Designation of
Historic Landmark or District, and provide feedback to staff.
7. Discussion regarding the amended Certificate of Appropriateness application and provide
feedback to staff.
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.
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.
IV. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS
Board Members may provide requests for discussion items for a future agenda in accordance with
the board’s approved bylaws. (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 12:00PM 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, June 2, 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/Historic-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 5:45 p.m. on Thursday, June 2, 2022.

II.

Roll Call
Present 6 – Commissioner Perkins, Commissioner Baker, Commissioner Rogers
Commissioner Little, Commissioner Ong’olo, and Commissioner Dake
Absent 0

III.

30 Minute Citizen Comment Period:
Lila Knight, Kyle, TX, stated her opposition to HPC-22-14 and stated the Commission did
not have enough information in the packet to take action on the item.
Judy Allen, 724 Burleson Street, stated her opposition to HPC-22-14 and stated that she did
not feel the stone wall was appropriate for the style of home and the Burleson Street Historic
District.
Benjamin George, 312 Mill Street, stated he was the owner of Heartwood Carpentry Co., a
local carpentry business that specializes in historic mill work for the interior and exterior. He
explained that they have done volunteer work for the Calaboose in the past and encouraged
people to take a look at their website: https://www.heartwoodcarpenter.com/. He thanked
the Commission for their service.

MINUTES
1. Consider approval, by motion, of the May 5, 2022 regular meeting minutes.
A motion was made by Commissioner Baker, seconded by Commissioner Rogers to
approve the minutes as submitted. The motion carried by the following vote:
6 – Commissioner Perkins, Commissioner Baker, Commissioner Rogers,
Commissioner Little, Commissioner Ong’olo, and Commissioner Dake
Against: 0
For:
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2. Consider approval, by motion, of the May 19, 2022 special meeting minutes.
A motion was made by Commissioner Baker, seconded by Commissioner Rogers to
approve the minutes as submitted. The motion carried by the following vote:
6 – Commissioner Perkins, Commissioner Baker, Commissioner Rogers,
Commissioner Little, Commissioner Ong’olo, and Commissioner Dake
Against: 0
For:

Commissioner Perkins requested to take the agenda out of order and the Commission heard the
public hearings before moving to the Action Items.
ACTION ITEMS
3. Consider approval of recently amended bylaws utilizing the City Council approved
Standard Board and Commission Bylaws template.
Commissioner Dake moved to approve the amended bylaws for discussion, seconded by
Rogers.
Discussion was held regarding the Commission’s concerns with the new Article 11.
Commissioner Dake had mixed feelings over the amended bylaws. She stated that it was
not particularly clear to her why the Commission would have to vote for them as they had
been approved by the Council. She stated that she felt the amendments interfere with the
freedom of speech and expressed her concern that she would not be allowed to voice any
concerns to the City Manager. She felt the changes were unnecessary.
Commissioner Little stated that if the Commission can point out deficiencies as the
Commission sees them as they come along, they are doing so in the name of progress. She
stated that they all want the Commission to be as efficient as possible to make progress,
and from time to time, Commissioners might have suggestions that might be worthwhile or
at least for consideration by others. She stated that she sees it as a potential for
improvement and did not understand the necessity for the amendments.
Commissioner Ong’olo asked a clarification question: whether the Commission was allowed
to discuss the Historic Preservation Officer position or positions they feel may be necessary
to assist or if the amendment was regarding a specific person being hired or fired?
Ms. Mattingly answered that she did not believe that the intent of the amendment was not
that the Commission could not have discussion. She stated that it was more about having
those types of one-on-one discussions with the City Manager and City Manager’s Office first
if there are concerns with an employee’s performance and not necessarily doing it during
commission meetings.
Commissioner Dake stated that Ms. Mattingly used a lot of insurance words: “not
necessarily” and “the intent” which she believes leaves a lot of open doors. She stated that
she did not think, in the three times that she has been on the Commission, it has ever been
that the Commission assumed that they can get somebody fired and which the Commission
would bring that up in a public forum. She continued stated that she agrees that it is a way
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to give feedback. She stated that, in her opinion, the way the amendment reads takes away
her right as a private citizen to make an appointment with or email the City Manager. She
explained that the Commission has worked hard to get past the point of being, in her opinion,
a rubber stamp committee and that she was concerned the amendments take away the
Commission’s ability to do its job.
Ms. Mattingly explained that Planning staff was not part of the drafting of the amendment
language, and it was approved by City Council. She stated that she did not think that the
City Manager would ever turn away a phone call or having a conversation.
Commissioner Ong’olo stated that she believed Article 11 has some language in it that is
not clear which is leading to misunderstandings.
Commissioner Perkins said that there was other business to get onto and the Commission
had multiple instances to weigh in and comment on this. He stated that if the amendments
do not pass, what the Commission needs to do is work with the city staff or city council to
try to figure out what they do moving forward.
Commissioner Baker stated some of the language needs to be clarified as it is very broad
and seems to violate First Amendment rights. She stated that she was going to vote against
the item.
Commissioner Rogers stated that the amendments, in her opinion, are telling her that it is
not for her to instruct the city on how to manage an employee. However, it is in her right as
a commissioner to ask for information and to ask for questions and for clarification from staff.
She said that she feels like when she walks out of the meetings and wants to make a phone
call to someone at the city, it does not necessarily mean that she is calling as a
Commissioner. She stated that she feels that she has every right to call anyone at the city
as a private citizen and that just because she sits up on the dais does not mean that her
right as a private citizen is taken away.
Commissioner Perkins called for a vote.
A motion was made by Commissioner Perkins, seconded by Commissioner Rogers
to approve the recently amended bylaws utilizing the City Council approved Standard
Board and Commission Bylaws template. The motion failed by the following vote:
For:

1 – Commissioner Rogers

Against: 5 – Commissioner Perkins, Commissioner Baker, Commissioner Little,
Commissioner Ong’olo, and Commissioner Dake
Prior to Item 4 being read into record, the Commission took a ten-minute recess.
4. HPC-22-14 (714 Burleson Street) Consider a request for a Certificate of
Appropriateness by John Mark Slack to allow the construction of a six-foot-tall stone
fence located approximately ten-feet, more or less, from the front plane of the home,
to run parallel to Burleson Street.
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Commissioner Baker and Commissioner Little recused themselves from the dais prior to the
public hearing to avoid the appearance of impropriety.
A motion was made by Commissioner Perkins, seconded by Commissioner Rogers
to postpone the request to the next meeting date in July due to the late submission
of information to the Commission from the applicant. The motion carried by the
following vote:
4 – Commissioner Perkins, Commissioner Rogers, Commissioner Ong’olo,
and Commissioner Dake
Against: 0
For:

PUBLIC HEARINGS
5. HPC-22-18 (127 East Hopkins Street) Hold a public hearing and consider a request for
a Certificate of Appropriateness by Brian Scofield to replace the existing wooden
canopy with a flat metal canopy that will be attached to the building using metal
support rods.
Alison Brake, Historic Preservation Officer, gave a presentation outlining the request. She
concluded the request to allow replacement of the existing wooden canopy with a flat metal
canopy that will be attached to the building using metal support rods was consistent with the
San Marcos Development Code [Sections 4.5.2.1(I)(1)(a), 4.5.2.1(I)(1)(B), 4.5.2.1(I)(1)(e),
4.5.2.1(I)(1)(f), 4.5.2.1(I)(1)(g), and 4.5.2.1(I)(1)(i)] and the Secretary of the Interior
Standards for Rehabilitation [Standard Numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, and 10].
Brian Scofield, 301 West Avenue, stated that he was available for questions.
Lila Knight, Kyle, TX, stated that she very much was in favor of the request to replace the
canopy with a more historically accurate canopy.
There were no further questions and Chair Perkins closed the public hearing.
A motion was proposed by Commissioner Perkins, seconded by Commissioner Baker,
to approve the replacement of the existing wooden canopy with a flat metal canopy
that will be attached to the building using metal support rods as submitted as the
request met the criteria of the San Marcos Development Code and is consistent with
the Historic District Design Guidelines and Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. The
motion carried by the following vote:
For:

Against:

6 – Commissioner Perkins, Commissioner Baker, Commissioner Little,
Commissioner Rogers, Commissioner Ong’olo, and Commissioner
Dake
0

6. HPC-22-19 (524 Centre Street) Hold a public hearing and consider a request for a
Certificate of Appropriateness by Michael Wills, on behalf of Jackson Chapel United
Methodist Church, to allow the demolition of the church building.
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Alison Brake, Historic Preservation Officer, gave a presentation outlining the request. She
concluded the request to allow the demolition of the church building was inconsistent against
the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation [Standard Numbers, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,
6, 7, and 9].
Mike Wills, 801 Columbia Avenue, stated he was available for questions. He explained that
the church building was in a state of serious deterioration that to try to repair the building
would cost more than it would to demolish and rebuild. He stated that the church building
was not safe for occupancy.
Reverend Troy Bell, 100 Beargrass, Kyle, TX, explained he was the pastor of the church
and the building was not safe. He explained that the congregation has every intent on
staying in the Dunbar neighborhood, but in order to do so the church would have to be
demolished and rebuilt.
Marilyn Johnson, 2620 Cameltrail, New Braunfels, TX, stated that she was born and raised
in the church, married in the church, and her father and uncles helped restore the church
many years ago. She stated that she was in favor of the demolition request even though
she had sentimental ties to the church. She said that people will not attend a worship service
held in an unsafe environment and the church will not grow in its present condition.
John Leonard, 2705 Leslie Lane, stated that he was a trustee of Jackson Chapel and was
in favor the demolition request. He expressed that he wanted a safe place for people to
worship.
Ralph Merriweather, no address given, stated he was in favor of the request. He stated that
his family has long standing with the church and preservation should not override public
safety.
Luther Webster, 125 Redwood Drive, Kyle, TX, stated that he was a retired medical provider,
and he was concerned for the public health of individuals who attended the church as the
conditions inside the church are so bad. He relayed a story about rodents being found inside
the chapel building.
Billy Ray Callihan, 740 Centre Street, stated that he was in opposition of the request but
explained that he was speaking from somewhat of a vacuum. He stated he did not realize
the seriousness of his church. He expressed concerns of the church not being rebuilt within
the neighborhood.
Mary Ellen Frasier, Kyle, TX, stated that she was in favor of the request and echoed the
sentiment that the church would be rebuilt in the same location.
Deborah Giles Webster, 125 Redwood Drive, Kyle, TX, stated that she was in favor of the
request. She stated that in its current state, the church is another eye-sore in the
neighborhood and she would love for it to become an even brighter beacon for those seeking
solace and protection.
Lila Knight, Kyle, TX, stated that she was disheartened at the condition of the building and
that despite the condition, the building was a very good example of Mid-Century architecture
in, not only the Dunbar Neighborhood, but also the City of San Marcos. She said that she
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believed if the building was torn down that there would still be enough historic fabric in the
area to move forward with a National Register of Historic Places designation of the area.
She stated that the Commission had a difficult task.
There were no further questions and Commissioner Perkins closed the public hearing.
Discussion between the Commission and the applicant followed. There was much
discussion regarding the reuse of material from the old church in the rebuilding of the new
church. Additionally, Commissioner Perkins implored the applicant to document the existing
church by taking photographs of the exterior and the interior as well as look into having
measured drawings of the building done.
A motion was proposed by Commissioner Perkins, seconded by Commissioner
Rogers, to approve the demolition of the church building as the Commission
concurred that while the request to demolish the building did not meet the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards, the building was severely deteriorated and unsafe for the
congregants to worship in.. The motion carried by the following vote:
For:

Against:

6 – Commissioner Perkins, Commissioner Baker, Commissioner Little,
Commissioner Rogers, Commissioner Ong’olo, and Commissioner
Dake
0

Commissioner Perkins requested that staff investigate whether Jackson Chapel had been
awarded any Community Development Block Grant monies in 2021 and if so, to see if that
money could be rerouted to help fund measured drawings of the building. Staff stated they
would look into it and work with the applicant.
7. HPC-22-21 (1115 Belvin Street) Hold a public hearing and consider a request for a
Certificate of Appropriateness by Suzanne Marsaglia, on behalf of Glenn and Laura
Tanner, to replace windows along the north side elevation of the home. (WITHDRAWN
BY APPLICANT)
This item was withdrawn by the applicant after the personal notices were mailed.
UPDATES
8. Updates on the following:
a. HPC Committee Reports Concerning Recent Activities
b. Grant Opportunities and Updates
i. National Parks Service’s Underrepresented Communities Grant
ii. Texas Historical Commission’s Certified Local Government Grant
c. Dunbar School Home Economics Building Restoration Progress
d. Upcoming Events and Training Opportunities
a. Commissioner Perkins stated that there were no HPC Committee Reports.
b. Staff stated that the first internal evaluation meeting was coming up. This would be
to review any responses to the RFQ received. Commissioner Perkins encouraged
the Commission to start thinking of preservation projects that might benefit from any
upcoming grant opportunities in the fall.
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c. Staff explained that a Historic Building Assessment/Engineering Assessment would
be included with the stabilization projects. Staff also stated that the City Council had
recently approved of a few firms that would act as on-call architecture firms for
projects such as this.
d. Staff stated that the preservation plan was in the CIP for next fiscal year and that the
CIP would be voted on by City Council in September.
e. Staff stated that there were no new updates other than research had to be done to
corroborate the information shared by Lila Knight from the Hays County Historical
Commission in November 2021.
f. Staff explained that a discussion item would be added to the July agenda to allow
the Commission to review the redlines that were initially presented to City Council in
Recommendation Resolution 2022-01RR. The Commission could then take action
in August. The proposed amendments could be added to other Development Code
amendments and taken through the amendment process at P&Z and City Council.
g. Staff reminded the Commission to please fill out the SWOT exercise sent by the
National Alliance of Preservation Commissions following last week’s training and
that the input from the exercise would be used to create a report from the NAPC that
staff would then present to the Commission.
DISCUSSION ITEMS
9. Discussion regarding tree and habitat protection requirements in the City’s historic
districts and provide feedback to staff.
Staff explained that tree & habitat protection requirements are found in Chapter 6, Article 4
of the San Marcos Development Code and that they applied to new development within city
limits, including new development in historic districts. Kelly Eby, City Arborist, was on-hand
to answer any questions the Commission had.
FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS
Commissioner Little requested the following to be added as a discussion item:
− Landmark and District Designation Process
Commissioner Dake requested the following to be added as a discussion item:
− Explanation on when Commissioners should recuse themselves and how to recuse, why
there is a policy of having to recuse themselves when they are within the 400’ notification
buffer & when that policy changed
QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION WITH PRESS AND PUBLIC
Lila Knight asked if the trees located in the historic districts were covered by the historic preservation
ordinance. Commissioner Perkins stated they were not.
THERE BEING NO FURTHER BUSINESS CHAIR PERKINS DECLARED THE MEETING
ADJOURNED AT 8:04 P.M.

______________________________
Ryan Patrick Perkins, Chair
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__

Alison Brake, Historic Preservation Officer
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630 East Hopkins
San Marcos, TX 78666

CITY OF SAN MARCOS
Meeting Minutes
Historic Preservation Commission
Thursday, July 7, 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/Historic-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 6 – Commissioner Perkins, Commissioner Baker, Commissioner Rogers
Commissioner Little, Commissioner Ong’olo, and Commissioner Dake
Absent 0

III.

30 Minute Citizen Comment Period:
Douglas Beckett, 714 Barbara Drive, asked the Commission if there was any recourse to
save a native pecan tree located on his property.

MINUTES
1. Consider approval, by motion, of the June 2, 2022 regular meeting minutes.
A motion was made by Commissioner Perkins, seconded by Commissioner Baker to
postpone approval of the minutes to the August meeting in order for the language in
Item 3 to be reviewed and reworded. The motion carried by the following vote:
6 – Commissioner Perkins, Commissioner Baker, Commissioner Rogers,
Commissioner Little, Commissioner Ong’olo, and Commissioner Dake
Against: 0
For:

PUBLIC HEARINGS
2. HPC-22-20 (621 West San Antonio Street) Hold a public hearing and consider a request
for a Certificate of Appropriateness by Andrew Dasso, on behalf of Stephen Dasso, to
allow various exterior alterations, which include but are not limited to, replacement of
the door on the detached garage, replacement of the roofing material on the detached
garage, replacement of the second-floor balcony railing, installation of a gas fireplace
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wall vent on the northeast elevation of the home, and installation of new wall sconces
to both the lower- and upper-level porches.
Alison Brake, Historic Preservation Officer, gave a presentation outlining the request. She
concluded the request to allow various exterior alterations, which include but are not limited
to, replacement of the door on the detached garage and replacement of the roofing material
on the detached garage was consistent with the San Marcos Development Code [Sections
4.5.2.1(I)(1)(b), 4.5.2.1(I)(1)(d), 4.5.2.1(I)(1)(e), 4.5.2.1(I)(1)(g), 4.5.2.1(I)(1)(h), and
4.5.2.1(I)(1)(i)] and the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation [Standard
Numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, and 10], replacement of the second-floor balcony railing was
consistent with the San Marcos Development Code [Sections 4.5.2.1(I)(1)(f) and
4.5.2.1(I)(1)(g)] and the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation [Standard
Numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 9], installation of a gas fireplace wall vent on the northeast
elevation of the home was consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for
Rehabilitation [Standard Numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, and 10] and neutral with the San Marcos
Development Code [Section 4.5.2.1(I)(1)(g)], and installation of new wall sconces to both
the lower- and upper-level porches was consistent with the San Marcos Development Code
[Section 4.5.2.1(I)(1)(g)] and the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation
[Standard Numbers 1, 2, 3, 9, and 10].
Andrew Dasso, no address given, stated that he was available for questions.
There were no further comments and Chair Perkins closed the public hearing.
A motion was proposed by Commissioner Perkins, seconded by Commissioner Dake,
to approve the replacement of the door on the detached garage and the replacement
of the roofing material on the detached garage as the request met the criteria of the
San Marcos Development Code and is consistent with the Historic District Design
Guidelines and Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. The motion carried by the
following vote:
For:

Against:

6 – Commissioner Perkins, Commissioner Baker, Commissioner Little,
Commissioner Rogers, Commissioner Ong’olo, and Commissioner
Dake
0

The Commission asked Mr. Dasso questions regarding the height of the new railing on the
upper-level balcony. Discussion ensued.
A motion was proposed by Commissioner Perkins, seconded by Commissioner Baker,
to approve the replacement of the second-floor balcony railing as the request met the
criteria of the San Marcos Development Code and is consistent with the Historic
District Design Guidelines and Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. The motion
carried by the following vote:
For:

Against:

6 – Commissioner Perkins, Commissioner Baker, Commissioner Little,
Commissioner Rogers, Commissioner Ong’olo, and Commissioner
Dake
0
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A motion was proposed by Commissioner Baker, seconded by Commissioner Dake,
to approve the installation of a gas fireplace wall vent on the northeast elevation of the
home as the request met the criteria of the San Marcos Development Code and is
consistent with the Historic District Design Guidelines and Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards. The motion carried by the following vote:
For:

Against:

6 – Commissioner Perkins, Commissioner Baker, Commissioner Little,
Commissioner Rogers, Commissioner Ong’olo, and Commissioner
Dake
0

A motion was proposed by Commissioner Perkins, seconded by Commissioner
Rogers, to approve the installation of new wall sconces to both the lower- and upperlevel porches as the request met the criteria of the San Marcos Development Code and
is consistent with the Historic District Design Guidelines and Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards. The motion carried by the following vote:
For:

Against:

6 – Commissioner Perkins, Commissioner Baker, Commissioner Little,
Commissioner Rogers, Commissioner Ong’olo, and Commissioner
Dake
0

UPDATES
3. Updates on the following:
a. HPC Committee Reports Concerning Recent Activities
b. Grant Opportunities and Updates
i. National Parks Service’s Underrepresented Communities Grant
ii. Texas Historical Commission’s Certified Local Government Grant
c. Dunbar School Home Economics Building Restoration Progress
d. Upcoming Events and Training Opportunities
a. Commissioner Perkins stated that there were no new updates. He requested that an
item be on the August agenda to disband the existing committees as there were
members on each committee that are no longer on the Commission.
b. Staff stated that there was no new update regarding the awarded grants. Staff
explained that the next round of grant applications for the National Trust Preservation
Funds would be opening this fall, about 6-8 weeks prior to October 1 and the CLG
Grant cycle would probably begin around September.
c. Staff explained that staff would be meeting in the coming week with the architectural
firm chosen by City Council to discuss a structural assessment of the building and
discuss immediate needs, such as best methods of securing the structure.
d. Staff stated that the National Trust for Historic Preservation’s annual conference,
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 in Austin.
DISCUSSION ITEMS
4. Discussion regarding the local historic landmark and local historic district
designation process and provide feedback to staff.
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Staff briefed the Commission on the designation process regulated by the Development
Code. The Commission had questions regarding the State law that took effect in 2019 that
requires owner consent for designation. They also had questions regarding how this law
changed last year and requested clarification from Mr. Aguirre, Assistant City Attorney. He
stated that staff would place an item on the August agenda to discuss and clarify this
requirement.
5. Discussion regarding amending Section 2.5.4.5 of the San Marcos Development
Code, the criteria for approval of local historic landmarks and local historic districts
and provide feedback to staff.
Staff presented the proposed expanded designation criteria, along with the proposed
expanded eligibility requirements and proposed new definitions.
Commissioner Perkins requested an action item be added to the August agenda for the
Commission to make their recommendation on the new criteria. Staff explained that following
the Commission recommendation, the Development Code text amendment will move forward
to the Planning and Zoning Commission for their recommendation. After that, it will move to
City Council for final action.
6. Discussion regarding the Certificate of Appropriateness process and provide
feedback to staff.
Commissioners Perkins and Rogers stated that they felt the COA process could be more
customer friendly. They suggested some language to be added to the application that would
better prepare applicants when requesting a COA and would allow for a clearer request be
presented to the Commission. Commissioner Perkins requested the new application
language be added to the next agenda for the Commission to discuss.
The appeal process for COAs was discussed between the Commission and Mr. Aguirre,
Assistant City Attorney.
7. Discussion regarding the conflict-of-interest policies for Commissioners and provide
feedback to staff.
Commissioner Dake asked if it was a written policy that members of the Commission recuse
themselves if they have property located within the 400’ notification buffer. The City’s ethics
ordinance was discussed between Mr. Aguirre, Assistant City Attorney, and the Commission.
FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS
Commissioner Perkins requested the following to be added as a discussion item:
− Opportunities for upcoming grant cycles
QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION WITH PRESS AND PUBLIC
No one spoke.
THERE BEING NO FURTHER BUSINESS CHAIR PERKINS DECLARED THE MEETING
ADJOURNED AT 7:57 P.M.

______________________________
Ryan Patrick Perkins, Chair
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Alison Brake, Historic Preservation Officer
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Development Code Amendments – Justification Table
(July 11, 2022, Historic Preservation Commission)
Item
#

Topic & Section

Justification

Designation Criteria for Historic Landmarks and Historic Districts
Historic Preservation Commission provided feedback to Staff through their Local Landmarks Committee to revise the criteria for approval in deciding
or recommending the establishment or expansion of a Historic District or Historic Landmark.
This change updates the criteria utilized in the designation of historic districts or historic landmarks.
#1 Designation Criteria
Section 2.5.4.5 Criteria for Approval
Definitions
Historic Preservation Commission provided feedback to Staff through their Local Landmarks Committee to update existing definitions as well as
include new definitions to the Development Code and the Design Manual.
This change updates existing preservation related definitions in the Development Code.
#2 Definitions
Chapter 8, Article 1 Defined Terms
This change adds preservation related definitions to the Historic District Design Guidelines in the
#3 Definitions
Article 6, Appendix C Definitions
Design Manual.

1

Redline
Page #

1-2

3
3-4

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
SERVICES

DRAFT REDLINED CODE
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
RE:

Historic Preservation Commission
Alison Brake CNU-A, Historic Preservation Officer - Planning and Development Services
July 11, 2022
Proposed Amendments to the Development Code include items within the following topics. Please
reference the “Justification Table” for background information associated with each proposed
amendment.
1. Designation Criteria for Local Historic Districts and Local Historic Landmarks
2. Definitions in San Marcos Development Code
3. Definitions in San Marcos Design Manual

DESIGNATION CRITERIA FOR LOCAL HISTORIC DISTRICTS AND LOCAL
HISTORIC LANDMARKS

CHAPTER 2. DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES
#1

ARTICLE 5: ZONING PROCEDURES
DIVISION 4: APPLICATION FOR HISTORIC DISTRICT OR HISTORIC LANDMARK
Section 2.5.4.5 Criteria for Approval Designation Criteria for Historic Districts and Landmarks
In making a determination or recommendation regarding the establishment or expansion of a Historic District or
Landmark the following factors should be considered:
A.
B.
C.
D.

Historical, architectural and cultural significance of the site(s)
Suitability for preservation or restoration;
Educational value; and
Satisfaction of criteria established for inclusion of the site(s) and/or district in the National Register of Historic Places.
A. Historic districts and landmarks shall be evaluated for designation using the criteria listed in subsection (B)
and the criteria applied to evaluate properties for inclusion in the National Register. In order to be eligible for
historic landmark designation, properties shall meet at least three (3) of the criteria listed. Historic districts
shall consist of at least two (2) or more structures within a legally defined boundary that meet at least three
(3) of the criteria. Additionally, all designated landmarks and districts shall demonstrate clear delineation of
the legal boundaries of such designated resources.
B. Criteria For Evaluation.
1. Its value as a visible or archeological reminder of the cultural heritage of the community, or national
event;
2. Its location as a site of a significant local, county, state, or national event;
3. Its identification with a person or persons who significantly contributed to the development of the
community, county, state, or nation;
4. Its identification as the work of a master builder, designer, architect, or landscape architect whose
individual work has influenced the development of the community, county, state, or nation;
5. Its embodiment of distinguishing characteristics of an architectural style valuable for the study of a
period, type, method of construction, or use of indigenous materials;
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6. Its historical, architectural or cultural character as a particularly fine or unique example of a utilitarian
structure, including, but not limited to, bridges, acequias, gas stations, transportation shelters, or other
commercial structures;
7. Its unique location or singular physical characteristics that make it an established or familiar visual
feature;
8. Its historical, architectural, or cultural integrity of location, design, materials, and workmanship;
9. Its character as a geographically definable area possessing a significant concentration, linkage, or
continuity of historically, architecturally or culturally significant sites, buildings, objects or structures
united by past events or aesthetically by plan or physical development;
10. Its character as an established and geographically definable neighborhood, united by culture,
architectural style or physical plan and development;
11. It is distinctive in character, interest or value; strongly exemplifies the cultural, economic, social, ethnic
or historical heritage of San Marcos, Texas or the United States;
12. It is an important example of a particular architectural type or specimen;
13. It bears an important and significant relationship to other distinctive structures, sites, or areas, either as
an important collection of properties or architectural style or craftsmanship with few intrusions, or by
contributing to the overall character of the area according to the plan based on architectural, historic or
cultural motif;
14. It possesses significant archeological value that has produced or is likely to produce data affecting
theories of historic or prehistoric interest;
15. It represents a resource, whether natural or man-made, which greatly contributes to the character or
image of a defined neighborhood or community area; or
16. It is designated as a Recorded Texas Historic Landmark or State Archeological Landmark or is included on
the National Register of Historic Places.
C. Properties eligible for designation include, but are not limited to, those listed below:
1. Buildings or places which have come to represent a part of San Marcos's cultural heritage for at least
twenty-five (25) years;
2. Architectural curiosities, one-of-a-kind buildings and notable examples of architectural styles and
periods or methods of construction, particularly local or regional types and buildings by internationally
known architects or master builders and important works by minor ones;
3. Properties that are part of a cluster which provide a specific representation of an architectural or
historic era or event;
4. Parks, plazas, bridges, streets, walkways, acequias, vistas and objects that have special cultural, historic
or architectural significance, including studios of artists, writers or musicians during years of significant
activity;
5. Institutions that provide evidence of the cultural history of San Marcos (churches, universities, art
centers, theaters and entertainment halls) as well as stores, businesses and other properties that
provide a physical record of the experience of particular ethnic groups;
6. Markets and commercial structures or blocks which are important to the cultural life of San Marcos and
groups of buildings, structures and/or sites representative of, or associated with particular social, ethnic
or economic groups during a particular period;
7. Archaeological sites of cultural importance to local people or social or ethnic groups, such as locations of
important events in their history, historic or prehistoric cemeteries, battlefields or shrines;
8. Buildings that physically and spatially comprise a specific historical or architectural environment or
clusters of historically, architecturally, or culturally related buildings that represent the standards and
tastes of a specific segment of a community or neighborhood;
9. Unrelated structures that represent a historical or cultural progression or various styles and functions,
or cohesive townscapes or streetscapes that possess an identity of place;
10. Objects such as fountains, clocks, markers, sculpture, bridges, and acequias which are important to the
historical and cultural life of the city and related to a specific location; or
11. Walkways, setbacks, open grass or landscaped areas along the San Marco River, including special vistas
associated throughout city development patterns in and near plazas, parks and riverbanks.
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DEFINITIONS

#2

CHAPTER 8. DEFINITIONS
ARTICLE 1: DEFINED TERMS
The following amendments are proposed for existing definitions in Chapter 8, Article 1 of the Development Code:
110. Historic District: an Overlay District intended to preserve and protect Historic Structures, Thoroughfares, and
neighborhoods that serve as visible reminders of the history and cultural heritage of the City, the State and the
United States, as determined in accordance with Chapter 2, Article 5, Division 4. A district possesses a significant
concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structure, or objects united historically or aesthetically by
plan or physical development.
111. Historic Landmark: a site having historical, architectural, or cultural significance, which is suitable for preservation
or Restoration, has educational value and satisfies the criteria established for inclusion in the National Register of
Historic Places, Any individual site, building, structure, object, cultural landscape, historic landscape, or historic
resource which has historic, architectural, or cultural significance as determined in accordance with Chapter 2, Article
5, Division 4.
112. Historic Structure: any Structure that is:
a. Listed individually in the National Register of Historical Places or preliminarily determined by the Secretary of the
Interior as meeting the requirements for individual listing on the National Register; and/or
b. Certified or preliminarily determined by the Secretary of the Interior as contributing to the historical significance
of a registered Historic District or a district preliminarily determined by the secretary to qualify as a registered
Historic District; and/or
c.

Individually listed on a local or state inventory of historic places.

Any individual site, building, structure, object, cultural landscape, or historic landscape which is potentially eligible
for local, state, or National Register of Historic Places designation.

#3

APPENDIX C. HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN GUIDELINES
ARTICLE 6: DEFINITIONS
The following definitions are proposed for addition to Article 6, Appendix C of the Design Manual:
• Cultural Landscape: a geographic area, including both cultural and natural resources associated with a
historic event, activity, or person or exhibiting other cultural or aesthetic values. There are four general
types of cultural landscapes, not mutually exclusive: historic sites, historic designed landscapes, historic
vernacular landscapes, and ethnographic landscapes.
a. Historic Site: a landscape significant for its association with a historic event, activity, or person.
Examples include battlefields and president's house properties.
b. Historic Designed Landscape: a landscape that was consciously designed or laid out by a landscape
architect, master gardener, architect, or horticulturist according to design principles, or an amateur
gardener working in a recognized style or tradition. The landscape may be associated with a
significant person(s), trend, or event in landscape architecture; or illustrate an important
development in the theory and practice of landscape architecture. Aesthetic values play a significant
role in designed landscapes. Examples include parks, campuses, and estates.
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c.

•

•

Historic Vernacular Landscape: a landscape that evolved through use by the people whose activities
or occupancy shaped that landscape. Through social or cultural attitudes of an individual, family or a
community, the landscape reflects the physical, biological, and cultural character of those everyday
lives. Function plays a significant role in vernacular landscapes. They can be a single property such as
a farm or a collection of properties such as a district of historic farms along a river valley. Examples
include rural villages, industrial complexes, and agricultural landscapes.
d. Ethnographic Landscape: a landscape containing a variety of natural and cultural resources that
associated people define as heritage resources. Examples are contemporary settlements, religious
sacred sites and massive geological structures. Small plant communities, animals, subsistence and
ceremonial grounds are often components.
Historic landscapes: include residential gardens and community parks, scenic highways, rural communities,
institutional grounds, cemeteries, battleﬁelds and zoological gardens. They are composed of a number of
character-deﬁning features which, individually or collectively contribute to the landscape's physical
appearance as they have evolved over time. In addition to vegetation and topography, cultural landscapes
may include water features, such as ponds, streams, and fountains; circulation features, such as roads,
paths, steps, and walls; buildings; and furnishings, including fences, benches, lights and sculptural objects.
Historic Integrity: the ability of a structure or district to convey its historic, geographic, architectural, or
cultural significance. To have integrity means that a structure or district can be recognized as belonging to its
particular time and place in San Marcos’s history. The seven (7) qualities that, in various combinations,
define integrity are:
a. Location: The place where the historic structure was constructed or the place where the historic event
occurred.
b. Setting: The physical environment of a historic structure.
c. Design: The combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and style of a
structure.
d. Materials: The physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period of time
in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic structure.
e. Workmanship: The physical evidence of a particular culture or people's craft during any given period in
history.
f. Feeling: A structure's expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time.
g. Association: The direct link between an important historic event or person and a historic structure.
Determining which of these seven (7) qualities are most important to a particular property requires knowing
why, where, and when the property is significant.
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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
TO:

Historic Preservation Commission

FROM:

Alison Brake, CNU-A, Historic Preservation Officer

DATE:

July 11, 2022

RE:

AGENDA ITEM 3: COMMISSION COMMITTEES

Article 9 of the Commission’s bylaws allows for ad hoc committees to be formed, as
necessary. Two committees have been formed: the Local Landmarks Committee and the
My Historic SMTX Committee. The Local Landmarks Committee, consisting of
Commissioner Perkins, Commissioner Holder, and Commissioner Lunkenheimer, was
formed in April 2021 and the My Historic SMTX Committee, made up of Commissioner
Perkins, Commissioner Holder, and Commissioner Paniagua, was formed in May 2021.
At the July 7th regular meeting, Commissioner Perkins requested an action item to
disband the existing committees as a majority of the members of each committee no
longer serve on the Commission. Additionally, Commissioner Perkins wished to discuss
potential new committees.
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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
TO:

Historic Preservation Commission

FROM:

Alison Brake, CNU-A, Historic Preservation Officer

DATE:

July 20, 2022

RE:

AGENDA ITEM 5: NATIONAL ALLIANCE
FORUM 2022 CONFERENCE RECAP

OF

PRESERVATION COMMISSIONS

The National Alliance of Preservation Commissions (NAPC) was founded in 1983 to
provide a forum for commissions to discuss mutual problems and to serve as a national
voice representing the needs of commissions. The NAPC provides technical support and
manages an information network to help local commissions accomplish their preservation
objectives. One of their established education and training programs is the biennial
FORUM conference.
This year’s conference theme, and perhaps goal, was Bridging the Divide, located in
Cincinnati, Ohio; Commissioner Ong’olo and staff attended.
The city is rich in history and boasts a broad range of architectural styles; everything from
Federal to Art Deco. One thing that was quite surprising was the amount of public art
sprinkled around and on buildings. But after attending just a few sessions, it was evident
that art has always been imbedded in Cincinnati. NAPC staff did an outstanding job in
finding sessions that fit the theme “Bridging the Divide” and was a platform for all
attendees to “to connect, share, and inspire each other as we work to better our
communities through preservation.” Staff and Commissioner Ong’olo will provide more
conference highlights at the Commission meeting.
The following pages include a few pictures from the conference, provided by staff.
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The Golden Muse

John A. Roebling Suspension Bridge – looking across Ohio River at Covington, KY
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Scenes from some of the Sessions
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MEMORANDUM
Date:

July 27, 2022

To:

Historic Preservation Commission

From:

Sam Aguirre, Assistant City Attorney

Subject:

Item 6: Ordinance Amendment Regarding Designation of Local Historic
Landmarks

Section 211.0165 of the Local government Code previously required that any board or commission
making a recommendation to designate a building as a local historic landmark without the owner’s
consent must do so by a three-fourths majority vote of the City Council, the Planning and Zoning
Commission and the Historic Preservation Commission.
An amendment to the statute now requires the city to designate one commission as the body having
exclusive authority for approval before going to the City Council. The current Development Code
is presently inconsistent with the new requirement. For this reason, a Development Code
amendment will be necessary before processing any requests to designate local historic landmarks
without owner consent.
After initial authorization from the city council, staff will bring a draft amendment for review by
the commission. A recommendation resolution from the commission is not required because the
amendment is required for consistency with state law.
Pending approval of the amendment, the commission may continue to initiate landmark
designations with the property owner’s consent and property owners may also request designations
on their own behalf.
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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
TO:

Historic Preservation Commission

FROM:

Alison Brake, CNU-A, Historic Preservation Officer

DATE:

July 11, 2022

RE:

AGENDA ITEM 7: AMENDING LANGUAGE ON CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
APPLICATION

At the July regular meeting, the Commission discussed how adding language to the
Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) application could help to better prepare applicants
when applying for a COA as well as allow for the request to be clearer when presented
to the Commission.
Staff has provided a redlined application to help facilitate discussion among the
Commission. Changes to the application are administrative and can be handled at the
staff level. They do not require prior approval from City Council.
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CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
APPLICATION FORM
Updated: SeptemberAugust, 20220

CONTACT INFORMATION
Applicant’s Name

Property Owner

Company

Company

Applicant’s Mailing
Address

Owner’s Mailing
Address

Applicant’s Phone #

Owner’s Phone #

Applicant’s Email

Owner’s Email

PROPERTY INFORMATION
Address of Proposed Work: ________________________________________________________________
Historic District: __________________________________

Tax ID #: R____________________________

Legal Description: Lot ___________ Block ___________ Subdivision ___________________________
Historical Designation(s) of Property, if applicable:

□ National Register of Historic Places □ Recorded Texas Historic Landmark

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED WORK
Please use this space to summarize provide a detailed description of the proposed work (Please be specific. Use
additional pages if necessary.)

AUTHORIZATION
Applicants or their agent are advised to attend the meeting to present information to the Historic Preservation
Committee and to answer any questions the Historic Preservation Committee may have regarding the project.
Failure to attend an HPC meeting may result in postponement or denial of the application.
I certify that the information on this application is complete and accurate. I understand the fees and the process
for this application. I understand my responsibility, as the applicant, to be present at meetings regarding this
request.
Filing Fee $0

Technology Fee $13

TOTAL COST $13

Submittal of this digital Application shall constitute as acknowledgement and authorization to process
this request.

APPLY ONLINE – WWW.MYGOVERNMENTONLINE.ORG/
Planning & Development Services • 630 East Hopkins • San Marcos, Texas 78666 • 512-393-8230
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CHECKLIST FOR
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS APPLICATION

The following items are requested for consideration of this
application. These and additional items may beare required, at the
request of the Department, in order to determine the application
complete and filed.

Comments

Pre-development meeting with staff is required unless waived by the
Responsible Official
□

•

Please visit
http://sanmarcostx.gov/1123/Pre-Development-Meetings to
schedule, or email planninginfo@sanmarcostx.gov with any
questions.

□

Completed Application for Certificate of Appropriateness

□

Attach a Ddetailed description (in writing) of all proposed activities to
be undertaken in the historic district or at the historic landmark

□

Photograph(s) of the property
and area of alteration

□

Photograph(s) of the area of alteration
Scaled & dimensioned drawing(s) illustrating all existing conditions,
including:

□

•
•
•

Building Elevations showing the existing conditions
Description of existing building materials
Site Plan

Scaled & dimensioned drawing(s) illustrating all proposed activities,
including:
□

•
•
•

Building Elevations showing the proposed change
Exterior Description of proposed Building Material Details,
Specifications, and/or Manufacturer Information) Description
(consider providing a sample or photograph)
Site Plan

□

Notification Authorization

□

Authorization to represent the property owner, if the applicant is not
the owner

□

Applications for signs must include a City Sign Permit application &
diagram of the sign with dimensions

□

Application Filing Fee

$0

Technology Fee

$13

Planning & Development Services • 630 East Hopkins • San Marcos, Texas 78666 • 512-393-8230
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**San Marcos Development Code Section 2.3.1.1(C): “Every application accepted by the responsible official
for filing shall be subject to a determination of completeness…the responsible official is not required to
review an application unless it is complete…”

Planning & Development Services • 630 East Hopkins • San Marcos, Texas 78666 • 512-393-8230
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AGREEMENT TO THE PLACEMENT OF NOTIFICATION SIGNS
AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

The City of San Marcos Development Code requires public notification in the form of notification signs on the subject
property, published notice, and / or personal notice based on the type of application presented to the Planning
Commission and / or City Council.


Notification Signs: if required by code, staff shall place notification signs on each street adjacent to the subject
property and must be placed in a visible, unobstructed location near the property line. It is unlawful for a person
to alter any notification sign, or to remove it while the request is pending. However, any removal or alteration
that is beyond the control of the applicant shall not constitute a failure to meet notification requirements. It shall
be the responsibility of the applicant to periodically check sign locations to verify that the signs remain
in place had have not been vandalized or removed. The applicant shall immediately notify the
responsible official of any missing or defective signs. It is unlawful for a person to alter any notification
sign, or to remove it while the case is pending; however, any removal or alteration that is beyond the
control of the applicant shall not constitute a failure to meet notification requirements.



Published Notice: if required by code, staff shall publish a notice in a newspaper of general circulation in
accordance with City Codes and the Texas Local Government Code. If, for any reason, more than one notice
is required to be published it may be at the expense of the applicant. The renotification fee shall be $91
plus a $13 technology fee.



Personal Notice: if required by code, staff shall mail personal notice in accordance with City Codes and the
Texas Local Government Code. If, for any reason, more than one notice is required to be mailed it may be
at the expense of the applicant. The renotification fee shall be $91 plus a $13 technology fee.

I have read the above statements and agree to the required public notification, as required, based on the attached
application. The City’s Planning and Development Services Department staff has my permission to place signs, as
required, on the property and I will notify City staff if the sign(s) is/are damaged, moved or removed. I understand the
process of notification and public hearing and hereby submit the attached application for review by the City.

Signature: __________________________________

Date: _____________________________

Print Name: _________________________________

Form Updated October, 2019

Planning & Development Services • 630 East Hopkins • San Marcos, Texas 78666 • 512-393-8230

PROPERTY OWNER AUTHORIZATION

I, ____________________________________(owner name) on behalf of
_____________________________________ (company, if applicable) acknowledge that I/we
am/are the rightful owner of the property located at
____________________________________________________ (address).

I hereby authorize ________________________________ (agent name) on behalf of
____________________________________(agent company) to file this application for
_____________________________________ (application type), and, if necessary, to work with
the Responsible Official / Department on my behalf throughout the process.

Signature of Owner: __________________________________

Date: ____________

Printed Name, Title: ______________________________________________

Signature of Agent: __________________________________________

Date: ____________

Printed Name, Title: ______________________________________________

Form Updated October, 2019

Planning & Development Services • 630 East Hopkins • San Marcos, Texas 78666 • 512-393-8230
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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
TO:

Historic Preservation Commission

FROM:

Alison Brake, CNU-A, Historic Preservation Officer

DATE:

July 11, 2022

RE:

AGENDA ITEM 8: LOCAL PRESERVATION OPPORTUNITIES FOR UPCOMING GRANT
CYCLES

At the July regular meeting, staff updated the Commission regarding upcoming grant
cycles. Commissioner Perkins requested an item be placed on the next agenda to discuss
potential preservation opportunities for upcoming grant cycles. The two grant programs
briefly discussed at that meeting were the National Trust Preservation Funds and the
Certified Local Government Program Grant from the Texas Historical Commission. They
are discussed in more detail below to help facilitate discussion.

National Trust for Historic Preservation
Grants from the National Trust for Historic Preservation are primarily for planning
preservation projects, though some special programs focus on preservation planning in
particular fields or geographic regions or allow for the funding of physical preservation
work.
Grants from the National Trust Preservation Funds (NTPF) are awarded annually in three
competitive rounds: February 1, June 1, and October 1. The application becomes
available in the National Trust’s online grants application portal about 6-8 weeks prior to
the deadline. The review process is generally completed within ten weeks of the
application deadline, and applicants are notified via email once the review process is
complete. These grants are awarded for planning activities or education efforts focused
on preservation. Planning activities include, but are not limited to, hiring a preservation
architect or landscape architect, or funding existing staff with expertise in these areas, to
produce a historic structure report or historic landscape master plan or hiring a real estate
development consultant, or funding existing staff with expertise in this area, to produce
an economic feasibility study for the reuse of a threatened structure. Eligible applicants
must be either a public agency, 501(c)(3), or other nonprofit organization. Additionally,
applicants must be capable of matching the grant on a one-to-one basis, both cash and
in-kind donations count. Regarding education and outreach, eligible activities include
those that education activities aimed at the public, particularly programs aimed at
reaching new audiences and employ innovated techniques.
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Special grant programs also exist under the National Trust umbrella. There are a few
special programs that are not constrained by region:
•

African American Cultural Heritage Action Fund: Designed to advance ongoing
preservation activities for historic places such as sites, museums, and landscapes
representing African American cultural heritage. The fund supports Capital
Projects, Organizational Capacity Building, Project Planning, and Programming
and Interpretation. Grants range from $50,000 to $150,000. Letters of Intent are
due in January and applications are due in May.

•

Emergency/Intervention Funding: Awarded in emergency situations when
immediate and unanticipated work is needed to save a historic structure, such as
when a fire or other natural disaster strikes. Funding is restricted to nonprofit
organizations and public agencies and is very limited. Emergency grants typically
range from $1,000 to $5,000, but a cash match is not required.

•

Johanna Favrot Fund for Historic Preservation: Aims to save historic environments
to foster an appreciation of our nation’s diverse cultural heritage and to preserve
and revitalize the livability of the nation’s communities. Grants range from $2,500
to $15,000. Eligible activities are closely related to the eligible activities for the
National Trust Preservation Funds and are awarded for planning activities and
education efforts focused on preservation. The application deadline is around
March 1 and the notification period is around July 1.

•

National Fund for Sacred Places: Provides grant funding to keep sacred historic
places an important part of our national cultural heritage. The fund provides
training, planning grants, and capital grants from $50,000 to $250,000 for
congregations of all faiths. The applicant must be a religious congregation or
closely affiliated nonprofit organization. While the City is not eligible to apply for
this grant, staff felt it was important for the Commission to know about it.

Texas Historical Commission
The Certified Local Government (CLG) Grant Program provides funding to city and county
governments to develop and sustain an effective local preservation program. Typically,
grants range from $2,000 to $30,000, and require a one-to-one match. CLG grants are
provided by the Texas Historical Commission (THC) through grants from the Historic
Preservation Fund of the National Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior. At least
ten percent of this annual allocation is set aside by THC for distribution solely to CLGs.
Eligible activities must be tied to the statewide comprehensive preservation planning
process. Priority funding is given to projects that directly relate to the following:
•
•
•

Architectural, historical, archeological surveys/inventories
Preparation of nominations to the National Register of Historic Places
Preparation of a local preservation plan
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•
•
•
•

Writing or amending preservation ordinance
Development of local design guidelines
Research and development of local preservation incentive program
Travel/training expenses for hosting a regional preservation-related workshop

The application period usually opens around September with the submittal of a Letter of
Intent (LOI). A LOI is not required, but it does help the THC staff gauge what requests
might be funded. In the past 10 years, the city has been awarded two of the CLG grants.
One funded the My Historic SMTX historic resources survey (2018), and one will fund the
nomination to the National Register of Historic Places of the Dunbar neighborhood and/or
the local Dunbar Historic District (2022).

National Park Service Grants
Grants are also available from the National Park Service. In 2021, the city was awarded
a $30,000 grant from the Underrepresented Communities Grant Program. The program
supports the survey, inventory, and designation of historic properties that are associated
with communities currently underrepresented in the National Register of Historic Places
and among National Historic Landmarks. The applications for this grant program are due
August 10, 2022.
All funded projects must result in:
• The submission of a new nomination to the National Register of Historic Places or
National Historic Landmark program, or
• An amendment to an existing National Register or National Historic Landmark
nomination to include underrepresented communities.
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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
TO:

Historic Preservation Commission

FROM:

Alison Brake, CNU-A, Historic Preservation Officer

DATE:

July 22, 2022

RE:

AGENDA ITEM 9: AMENDING NAME OF CHARLES S. COCK HOUSE

Commissioner Perkins requested this item be on the agenda for discussion.
The Charles S. Cock House was designated a local historic landmark in 2004, along with
the Merriman Cabin, the Dunbar School Home Economics building, and the Old Fish
Hatchery building (Ordinance 2004-16); attached. During the February 2022 regular
meeting, Mr. Evan Thompson asked the Commission to consider amending the name of
the landmark by adding the name of the previous owners, Burleson, to reflect a more
inclusive history. It should be noted that the ordinance which designated the building as
a local historic landmark did not officially name the building; it only indicated that the
building is a local historic landmark. Any renaming would have no bearing on the
continuing status as a landmark. If the building is renamed, staff can include an
amendment to the Development Code with a future round of Code edits to show the new
name.
In 1997, the City Council adopted a policy for naming city parks and facilities. The
attached resolution indicates that the City Manager must be willing to recommend the
nomination to the City Council. This policy suggests that Commission could make the
recommendation for amending the name since it involves a landmark. To comply with the
policy, a recommendation resolution would be placed on the September 2022 agenda for
the Commission to act on. It would then be forwarded to the City Manager who may then
refer the matter to City Council unless she objects to the recommendation.
Lila Knight, with Hays County Historical Commission, has provided the Commission with
the attached document which outlines the chronology of ownership of the structure. Also
attached to help facilitate discussion are the landmark designation flowchart and the
agreement between the city and the Heritage Association for the use of the building.
If, after discussion at this meeting, the Commission is inclined to consider a
recommendation to rename the facility, it will be necessary to place an action item on a
future agenda specifically indicating that a recommendation to the City Manager to
rename the building will be considered for approval. Because the building is located in a
city park, staff recommends a joint recommendation resolution with the Parks &
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Recreation Board. Following action on the resolution at the Commission’s September
meeting, it would be presented at the Parks & Recreation Board’s September meeting
before being sent to the City Clerk and City Manager, and ultimately before City Council
in October.
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DRAFT
Chronology for Cock-Burleson House
402 East Hopkins
Lot 5, Block 2

Brief Summary
The Charles S. Cock House has been a landmark building for the community for many
years for both its architecture and its historical association with Charles Cock (1819-1897). But
its significance encompasses additional historic associations which deserve recognition: the
occupancy of the house from 1942 to 1970 by an African American, William (“Doc”) Burleson,
who carefully preserved the building for almost 30 years; its importance to the celebration of the
Bicentennial in 1976; its survival during the Urban Renewal period as one of the first historic
preservation projects in San Marcos, and; its association with the founding of the Heritage
Association of San Marcos.
Following the sale of the house by the Cock heirs in 1907, the house went through
multiple owners until it was purchased by William (“Doc”) Precious Burleson in 1942. Whereas
Charles Cock lived in the house for 30 years, Burleson resided there for almost the same length
of time - 28 years. (The City of San Marcos holds the longest ownership for 48 years as of 2022).
Well known within the African American community as simply “Doc,” Burleson was likely a
descendant of one of the Edward Burleson slaves (more research is needed on this).
The Charles S. Cock House was designated a Recorded Texas Historic Landmark in 1968
during the ownership of William “Doc” Burleson (1902-1983). Under the rules of the Texas
Historical Commission, an individual may not be mentioned in a marker text unless they have
been deceased for ten years. Thus, it was not even possible to include the Burleson ownership
within the marker at the time of its designation. The marker application states that the building is
“well preserved,” which is due to the care the Burleson family gave it during their ownership.
Subsequently, the Cock House was listed on the National Register of Historic Places in 1972 and
was designated a local landmark by the City of San Marcos in 2004.
The connection between urban renewal and the modern historic preservation movement
is not fully recognized. Following the implementation of urban renewal funding in the United
States, many cities experienced a massive loss of their historic fabric. President Johnson
appointed a special committee on historic preservation that resulted in the passage of the Historic
Preservation Act of 1966. As a result, any federally funded projects had to consider the affect on
historic buildings. Without the passage of this law, San Marcos could have lost the historic Cock
House.
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for more information on urban renewal and the historic preservation movement, see:
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/historicpreservation/introduction.htm?fullweb=1
Although the City intended to restore the building as part of the American Bicentennial
Celebration in1976, it was temporarily occupied by the Food Commodity Program administered
by Hays County by late 1970, following the formal dedication of the historical marker. The
occupation for this program resulted in structural damage to the house due to the weight of the
hundreds of cartons of food stored within the building. The city engineer recommended this use
be discontinued in June of 1972, but the county did not vacate the building until October of
1972. While Doc Burleson carefully maintained the house for almost 30 years, the improper use
and care of the building caused major damage within two short years.
Controversy surrounded who would occupy the building before funding was finally
acquired for the restoration of the house. The San Marcos Bicentennial Commission worked
diligently to restore the building and to advocate for a public use of the house. To my knowledge,
this is the first historic preservation project by a governmental entity in Hays County. The
success of the project encouraged other such projects, including the preservation of the Hays
County Courthouse, downtown buildings, and other historic neighborhoods.
The San Marcos Bicentennial Commission eventually evolved into the creation of the
Heritage Association of San Marcos. The Heritage Association of San Marcos has carefully
preserved and maintained the historic house for decades, in addition to raising the community’s
awareness of the importance of preserving its rich heritage.

Submitted by Lila Kight
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Charles S. Cock Ownership
Cock’s biography from the marker files states Charles S. Cock was born in Alabama in
1819. He moved with his wife (Susanna Walker Cock) to Water Valley in Mississippi (no date).
In 1851 he moved to Texas with others, including Dr. and Mrs. Peter C. Woods. He moved to
San Marcos in 1852. His twins daughters were born Sept 27, 1850 in Bastrop. Cock died in 1897
and his wife in 1906. As the history of Charles Cock is well known and published in numerous
sources, his biographical information is not repeated here.

1865-66
Cock elected County Treasurer (verify date)
1866 (Sept 8)
C S Cock purchases Block 30 from James and Lizzie (Elizabeth) Ford for $60
1867 (June 20)
C S Cock purchases Lots 5 and 6 in Block 2 from Caton Erhard for $140. (Hays County Deed
Records: vol. E, page 230)
1867
Cock appointed County Clerk by Hays County Commissioners Court after James Ford resigned
(Hays County Commissioners Court Minutes, January 7, 1867, volume A, page 282)
1870
Cock’s two twin daughters marry in a double-ceremony.
Cecelia marries John A Montgomery
Cevelia marries John W Earnest (there are discrepancies in the spelling of her name)
1871 (July 29)
Cock gives lot 5 and two-thirds of lot 6 in Block 2 to his married daughter Cecelia Montgomery
who married John Montgomery in a double wedding with her sister in 1870.
(Hays County Deed Records: vol. G, page 256)
1878
Mr. Montgomery, of Squire Cock’s ranch, informed us sometime since that they have a field of
upwards of 300 acres in one enclosure, of which more than half is in small grain, mostly wheat,
and promising well
(San Marcos Free Press, March 30, 1878, page 5)
1878
W. C. Cock marries Miss Lavina Owens, daughter of W. S. B. Owens (married Oct. 16)
(San Marcos Free Press, October 19, 1878, page 5)
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1880
U. S. Census lists Charles Cock (age 61) as head of household living with:
wife
son Charles, age 25
son Lewis, age 19
daughter Civilia, age 29
son-in-law Earnest
1880
C S Cock sells to I&GN Railroad for right-of-way in Blocks 2 and 30
1881
Augustus Koch Bird’s Eye View of San Marcos [includes a view of the house]
1882-1885
Cock serves as Mayor of San Marcos. He was the fourth mayor, not the second mayor. The
RTHL marker states he was mayor from 1881-1883
(research provided by Evan Thompson through newspaper searches)
1882
editor of newspaper visits with Mr. Pegues and then called on Mayor Cock. “Their children have
all gone out into the world for themselves, Mrs. Earnest only being at home, we presume
temporarily.” (San Marcos Free Press, August 17, 1882, page 5)
1884 (Jan 14)
Cecelia Montgomery and her husband (both of Caldwell County) trade lot 5 and two-thirds of lot
6 in Block 2 for 100 acres of land from C S Cock. (Hays County Deed Records: vol. 63, page 30)
Also: newspaper article on “Cock’s Ranch,” San Marcos Free Press, January 17, 1884, page 3.
1885-1888
Cock elected Justice of the Peace (verify date)
1892
Cevelia and husband John Earnest build house at 833 Belvin
1895
DeWitt Taylor marries Cock’s granddaughter (December 24)
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1897
C S Cock died Jan 26, 1897 with no will. Thus all of his surviving children (5) deeded their share
of all property to his widow, Susana Cock,
Dewitt Taylor (married to Cock’s granddaughter) moves in with Mrs. Cock. They had lived
across the street from Mr. Cock. (acc to 1928 affidavit)
1900
U.S. Census has Susana Cock living in the household of Joseph (John ?) and Civilia Earnest (833
Belvin).
1906
Susana Cock died December 20, 1906 with a will (obituary: The Hays County Times and
Farmers’ Journal, December 21, 1906, page 12).
1909
Cecelia and John Montgomery build house at 819 Belvin, next door to her twin sister (Cevelia
Earnest)

1920 - Joseph “John” William Earnest dies (1844-1920)
1922 - Cecelia Montgomery dies (1850-1922)
1931 - Cevelia Earnest dies (1850-1931)
1932 - John Montgomery dies (1840-1932)
Sons of Charles and Susanna Cock
William Calvin Cock (1852-1921)
Dr. Louis Walker Cock (1860-1945)
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Intervening Years between Cock and Burleson Ownership (1907-1942)
1907
Cevelia (daughter of Charles C. Cock) and her husband, J. W. Earnest Cock House sell the Cock
House to H. C. Hubbs (Hays County deed records: vol. 54, page 240)
1908
Hubbs sells the house to Mrs. Compton (Hays County deed records: vol. 53, page 584)
1914
Mrs. Compton gives the house to her daughters, Mrs. Alice Philips and Mrs. Sarah Jenkins (Hays
County deed records: vol. 66, page 346)
1919 - House is now rented, perhaps to a daughter.
“Mrs. Compton, Davis Compton and Mrs. Sarah Jenkins have moved to their newly acquired
home, the Gassaway place on the Blanco near Tom Lee’s Home. Mr. and Mrs. Ollie Scott have
moved to the Mrs. Compton place.” [Note: there is a Ollie May Compton in deed records]
(San Marcos Record, November 21, 1919, page 11)
The descendants of Mrs. Compton sold the property to Willard Pennington in 1942.
Affidavit of A. B. Rogers and L. N. Hopkins (1942)
They attest well acquainted with the property now owned by Mrs. Sallie Jenkins (aka Mrs. Sarah
Jenkins) and the heirs of Mrs. Alice Phillips. Same being all of lot 5 and part of lot 6 in Block 2
at the corner of Union and Hopkins streets. They cite the deed records of Hubbs to Mrs.
Compton (Aug 26, 1908) and later conveyed by Mrs. Compton to Mrs. Sallie Jenkins and Mrs.
Alice Phillips (Sept 1, 1914).
“There is a house on the property and it was occupied by Mrs. M S Compton during her lifetime
and by her two daughters, Mrs. Sallie Jenkins and Mrs. Alice Phillips, and after the said Mrs.
Compton’s death by her two daughters, Sallie Jenkins and Alice Phillips, and after the death of
Mrs. Alice Phillips by Mrs. Sallie Jenkins.”
The property has been in the possession of Mrs. Compton and her daughters since 1908.
During a part of the time the said property was enclosed by a fence.
Signed Oct 2, 1942
Filed Oct 5, 1942
Hays County Deed records: vol. 125, page 259
(it should be noted that the affidavit was notarized by Willard Pennington)
Willard Pennington purchased A. B. Rogers Funeral Home (established in 1897) in 1945,
renaming it the Rogers-Pennington Funeral Home. It was located at the intersection of Hopkins
and Austin Streets. A new building was constructed at Comanche Street in 1956. Willard
Pennington died in 1957. Subsequently, it was owned by Edra Pennington Allbright, widow of
Willard Pennington (William C. Pennington managed the business and worked for his parents).
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The business was incorporated in 1967 with Edra Allbright as president; Bill Pennington as vicepresident; Hollis Smith as secretary/treasurer.
San Marcos Record, January 9, 1948, page 5.
“The Pennington Funeral Home Announces New Corporation,” San Marcos Record, March 16,
1967, page 4
San Marcos Daily Record, December 30, 2012, page 28
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William (“Doc”) Precious Burleson Ownership 1942-1970
1942 (Sept 25)
Willard Pennington acquires the house Sept. 25, 1942 (Hays County Deed Records: vol. 125,
page 264)
1942 (Oct 31)
William P. Burleson and wife Macon buy all of Lot 5 and part of Lot 6 for $750 from Willard
Pennington on October 31, approximately one month after Pennington purchased it. Burlleson
paid $300 down with $450 owed to Pennington. (Hays County Deed Records: vol. 125, page
509)
In 1950, William Burleson and his wife, Macon, sold a portion of their property to the east to
Bisenta Gauna “being a strip of land 57 feet wide off the east side of the parcel conveyed by
Pennington to Burleson and fronting 57 feet on Hopkins adjacent to the alley and running south
57 feet to the south line of the tract owned by Burleson”
(Hays County Deed Records, vol. 148, page 348, December 7, 1950)
1951
“Negro Woman Burns to Death in Dwelling”
Mary McMillon, age 75, dies in fire at her home at 415 E. Hopkins. Her neighbor, Mr. Burleson,
tried to save her but was unable to enter the house due to smoke and heat.
(San Marcos Record, December 14, 1951, page 1)
1967 (Nov 17)
Application for a Recorded Texas Historic Landmark received by THC
Application notes it is owned by William Burleson and is “well preserved with nice trees and
lawn.” Also, it is located “in an Urban Renewal Agency Project.” Also states :the original kitchen
was in the yard, but later built on the house with a porch. It is in its original shape except for the
front porch which had to be repaired.”
The narrative for the marker (2 pages) states that Burleson has lived there for 25 years. “They
have made needed repairs from time to time, leaving the house as it was when erected in 1867
except for the front porch.”
(from Marker files)
1968
RTHL marker approved
Marker Text for “Old Cock House”:
“Erected 1867 by Chas. S. Cock (1819-1897), farmer and city mayor (1881-1883). Home is built
of limestone, elm, pine and cedar.” (from THC files)
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1970 (June 20)
William Burleson and wife Macon sell the house to the Urban Renewal Agency of San Marcos
(parts of lot 5 and lot 6 for $21,500). (Hays County Deed Records: vol. 237, page 253)

1970 (June 25)
“Urban Renewal Agency Acquires River Properties”
A RTHL medallion ceremony will be held at Cock House July 18th.
Seven properties acquired: Cock House from Burleson; Molina; Cuevas; Vasquez; Natal; Gauna;
Ortis [Note: these were all the properties surrounding the Cock House and are indicated in a
c.1945 Sanborn map.] Restoration funds have been cut, but may be available next year. Have
hired someone for architectural plans. Article contains a photograph of the house. (San Marcos
Record, June 25, 1970, page 8)

1970 (July 18)
Dedication of RTHL (application submitted in 1967 and approved in 1968) for the Cock House
held July 18th. It is the 18th Medallion in nHays County.
“This will be the first project in the Urban Renewal River Project. The House will be restored
with funds from US Housing and Urban Renewal Agency. It will be maintained by the City of
San Marcos for both a meeting place for small groups and as a tourist attraction…. Mr. and Mrs.
Burleson and members of their family conducted guests on tours of the house.”
Burleson also talked about the cistern: “The cisterns has been covered with a steel plate and
cement by William P. (Doc) Burleson. Burleson says the cistern was still in excellent condition
when he enclosed it, and for the safety of his children and grandchildren, the cisterns was
covered. When I did this, I used an auger and drilled a hole in the cistern and the next morning it
was full of water from the drainage hole.”
(“Cock Home Receives County’s 18th Medallion,” San Marcos Record, July 23, 1970, page 2)
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William (“Doc”) Precious Burleson (1902-1983) - Biography

The following is a transcript of a biography of Doc Burleson by Rose Burleson
Sewell:
When William Precious “Doc” Burleson was born on August 28, 1902, in Martindale,
Texas, his father, Charley Burleson, was 25 and his mother, Classie Sorrell Burleson, was 25. He
was the fourth child of their two daughters and five sons.
Doc Burleson was a farmer and a renowned butcher. He could make his big knives tap
dance and sing on the steel sharpening rod and stone. He butchered at San Marcos’ Wuest
grocery store and several area slaughter houses. His wife Macon “Gray Ghost” was a Bible
versed homemaker, caretaker, gardener and beloved no nonsense mother, mother-in-law,
grandmother and neighborhood friend.
He married Macon Callahan on November 20, 1921 in San Marcos, Hays County. Their
early years of marriage were lived and worked one Fred H. Fickey Farm, Redwood, Texas along
the Cottonwood Creek. Prior to moving into San Marcos, they farmed out on the StaplesMartindale Road where they grew sorghum cane. After harvesting the cane, they used a mule to
walk round and around to squeeze juice out of the cane they fed into the milll for cooking
molasses. [additional information added by myself: “Mike Howard put in operation the 50 year
old Molasses Mill, which has been idle for a umber of years and has turned out some good
sorghum molasses, from cane from the Dick Gibson river bottom. Doc Burleson assisted in
cooking out the juice. The drouth prevented farmers from growing the cane.” from“Staples
News,” San Marcos Record, August 26, 1971, page 24]
They had eight children together: 4 sons and 4 daughters. All four of their sons were
drafted into the military during WW II. However, after reaching Ft. Sill, Oklahoma for training,
the eldest son was called back to work the fields; the youngest son was called back after
completing training to work the poultry farm. The farmers they sharecropped for complaining
and pulled strings as their businesses could not survive with all the sons gone.
Those four sons worked together to raise the money for their parents to purchase the
property at 402 East Hopkins in October 1942. Here they resided until 1970. Over the 28 years in
the house, many grandchildren were born and older relatives lived their last days under the care
of Doc and Macon Burleson. The daughter of Methodist Minister Frank and Cora Callahan (of
the lumber yard on Callahan Alley in San Marcos), Macon maintained the Sunday ritual of
remembering the Sabbath Day and keeping it Holy. Many Sundays included dinner with all their
children and grandchildren who were near enough to make it. They also housed Black students
attending Southwest Texas State University.
Numerous treasure hunters approached Doc and Macon about digging under the old Cock
house as they had heard treasure was buried there. Many times the hunters just showed up with
lots of equipment to begin the process, but Doc would not let them. Eventually a person
approached with a plan to do minimal damage in excavating. He found a single gold hair pin.
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After selling their home in 1970 due to the floods and Urban Renewal, Doc and Macon
settled on their farm at 1525 FM 1979, San Marcos, Texas
Doc passed from this world March 10, 1983, on his farm at the age of 80, and was buried
inn the family cemetery in Martindale, Texas. Macon moved to San Antonio near three of their
children and passed away at the age of 88 on August 2, 1992. She was also buried in Martindale.

Additional Information on Doc Burleson
Burleson lived in the home from 1942 to 1970, from when he was 40 years of age to 68 years of
age.
Although Southwest Texas State College desegregated in 1963, the residence halls remained
segregated. Doc Burleson and his wife Macon housed Black students attending the college
during this period. (https://news.txstate.edu/inside-txst/2020/from-segregation-to-integrationthe-first-black-students-at-texas-stateuniversity.html#:~:text=The%20women%20enrolled%20at%20Texas,and%20universities%20ac
ross%20the%20country).
During his ownership of the house, Burleson carefully preserved the historic home. The 1967
RTHL application notes that the house is “well preserved with nice trees and lawn … the original
kitchen was in the yard, but later built on the house with a porch. It is in its original shape except
for the front porch which had to be repaired … They have made needed repairs from time to
time, leaving the house as it was when erected in 1867 except for the front porch.”
Willard Pennington owned the house only for about a month in 1942 before selling it to Doc
Burleson for $750 ($300 in cash and one promissory one of $450). There may be a connection to
Pennington through Charley Williams, a good friend of Burleson’s. Charlie Williams worked for
years for Pennington’s Funeral Home (also when it was A. B. Rogers Funeral Home). It is
speculation, but perhaps it was difficult for Burleson to get a mortgage from a bank or perhaps
loans during World War II were scarce. Although it cannot be proven, Williams may have been
instrumental in obtaining the house for Burleson. He also played a role in the sale of the house
from Burleson to the City of San Marcos.
The friendship between Burleson and Williams is confirmed in several ways. One is a newspaper
article wherein Mr. and Mrs. William Burleson of Martindale [Burleson’s obituary states he was
from “Zorn”] are specifically mentioned as attending a surprise birthday part for Charlie
Williams. (San Marcos Record, February 14, 1974, page 20). Charley Williams served on the
Urban Renewal Board in San Marcos between 1970 and 1975. In an oral history of Charley
Williams, he recalls the purchase of the house in 1970 as part of the Veramendi Plaza project for
the program: “… so we bought them a farm out near Zorn. And then I think they had about
$15,000 left so after buying the farm we rebuilt the house for them.” (Transcript of Charley
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Williams oral history by Frances Stovall, Les Pistel and Marilyn Pistel, Institute of Texan
Cultures Oral History Program, June 7, 1988, pages 29, 32 and 35).
The Urban Renewal program of San Marcos paid Doc Burleson $21,500 for the property. Many
houses were either moved or demolished by the Urban Renewal Agency during this period.
Additional research on urban renewal in San Marcos could provide more information on typical
prices paid for properties and whether the Cock-Burleson House was the only one saved.

Obituary for Doc Burleson
Services will be held Monday at 1 pm at Jackson Chapel United Methodist Church for Doc
Burleson of Zorn, who died March 10 at the age of 80. Interment will be at Martindale Cemetery.
He was survived by his wife, eight children, 49 grandchildren, 39 great grandchildren, and 28
great great grandchildren. Also survived by a brother, Jessie Watson, and a sister Adella Burns
both of San Antonio. (San Marcos Record, March 11, 1983, page 1)

Children of Doc and Macon Burleson
Rufus Marshall Burleson 1922-2018 (of San Antonio)
Bernice (Burleson) Peoples 1923-2011 (of San Antonio)
Carl Dean Burleson 1924-1988 (of Los Angeles)
William Lewis Burleson 1926-1984 (of San Antonio)
Frank L. Burleson 1927-2017 (of San Marcos) born in Redwood
Corine (Burleson) Mathis 1928-2019 (of San Antonio)
Clara (Burleson) Reynolds 1930-2020 (of Austin) born in Redwood
Inez (Burleson) Courrington (of Trenton NJ)

Gravestone inscriptions at Martindale Cemetery
William Precious (Doc”) Burleson
born: August 28, 1902
died: March 10, 1983
“Papa Doc”
Macon Callahan Burleson
born Dec 29, 1903
died Aug 14, 1992
“Mama Macon”
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Purchase by Urban Renewal Agency and Restoration 1970-1976
1970 (June)
Cock House offered on a temporary basis for the Food Distribution Program - not certain of
exact date, but its mentioned in an article of June 29, 1972, page 31

1971 (January)
Chamber of Commerce announced at their meeting “there was a strong possibility that the
Chamber could obtain the historical Cock House for its office.”
(“Historic Site for Office Revealed in C of C Plans,” San Marcos Record, January 14, 1971,
page 1)
1971 (January)
Urban renewal will get $6 millions for the El Molino Project
(San Marcos Record, January 14, 1971, page 8)
1971 (July)
Hays County Commissioners ask the City of San Marcos to help build a new commodities center
for food distribution. The County took over the program nine months ago and it has increased
enormously. The costs for a new building would be $7,000 to $8,000. The Cock House is now
being used for the food distribution program, but the Chamber wants to use the building. The
Chamber said they would be ready for the building in the near future, but it would need to be
renovated for future use. Commissioner Wranitsky: “they’re not going to kick us out.”
(San Marcos Record, July 1, 1971, page 1)

1972 (June)
Urban Renewal Agency has asked the Food Commodity Program to vacate the Cock House.
“… it is being overloaded with food supplies.” The agency’s engineering firm “specifically
warned of the danger of the floor and wall separating, possibly causing the ceiling to fall.”
The house was offered on a temporary basis for the program win 1970.
(San Marcos Record, June 29, 1972, page 31)
1972 (August)
“Historic House Due National Recognition”
Lester Prokop, president of the Texas State Historical Survey, announced the Cock House
National Register of Historic Places nomination was in process. The house can now qualify for
federal grant funding through THC. A kitchen was in the yard of the Cock House but later was
built on to the house with a porch.
Veramendi Plaza is now under construction as part of the “River Project.”
(San Marcos Record, August 17, 1972, page 8)
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1972 (August)
“Historic House Funded”
City Council approved a resolution for a $25,500 grant from HUD to restore the house. It will be
used as an office for Parks and Recreation and as a tourist attraction. A couple of errors in the
article: “built back in the 1880s” and it was “first home to be built in San Marcos.”
Article contains a photo of the completed gazebo and the fountain.
(San Marcos Record, August 31, 1972, page 1)
1972 (Oct 4)
National Register nomination submitted to THC
Nomination notes that the house is being restored with a matching granting-aid from the Office
of Housing and Urban Development; it will be included in the Veramendi Plaza Project, an
Urban Renewal Program. It states that the house is in a deteriorated condition.
The nomination describes the house: “porch with small flanking galleries added before 1886 and
will be restored to a photograph from 1886.” It erroneously states it is “one of the last remaining
historic buildings in San Marcos.” (from NRHP files at THC)
1972 (Oct 5)
“Urban Renewal Dedication Set”
Juan Veramendi Plaza will be dedicated October 22nd. Hays County has emptied the building
and its is ready for use by the Urban Renewal Agency.
Two other projects are underway: San Marcos Neighborhood Development Program and El
Molino Urban Renewal Project
(San Marcos Record, October 5, 1972, page 1)
1972 (Oct 5)
“Commodity Center Relocates Office”
The program has moved from the Cock House to the old Railway Express Building at Edward
Gary and LBJ.
(San Marcos Record, October 5, 1972, page 4)
1972 or 1973
Date of photograph indicating use of the building as the San Marcos-Hays County Commodity
Distribution Center

1973 (June 5)
House is officially listed in the National Register of Historic Places. The nomination was
submitted in 1972.
(from NRHP files at THC)
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1973 (June 21)
Cock House has been NR listed. It was in a better condition than it is now. The building has
deteriorated because of use. Calling for its restoration.
(San Marcos Record, June 21, 1973, page 10)
1973 (July)
Tula Wyatt appears at Commissioners Court and asks Hays County for funds to restore the Cock
House for use by the Hays County Historical Society for a museum.
(San Marcos Record, July 19, 1973, page 13)

1974 (July)
City will be “repairing” the Cock House.
(San Marcos Record, July 25, 1974, page 17)
1974 (September)
The Chamber reported (from their meeting) that renovation of the Cock House for use as a
possible Chamber Office along with the temporary location for the Bicentennial Commission.
City would lease to the Chamber for a small fee for 99 years. Renovation of the house could cost
between $5,000 and $30,000.
(San Marcos Record, September 12, 1974, page 16)

1975
The first “Tour of Distinction” held by the San Marcos Bicentennial Commission which later
becomes the Heritage Association of San Marcos. The house has been on the tour every year
since this time.
(Heritage Association of San Marcos: A Treasury of Historical Architecture - 30th Anniversary
Yearbook, 2005)
1975 (February 6)
“Cock House Restoration Funded”
THC granted $15,000 to the restoration. One of only 19 projects across the state funded. The cost
is estimated at $40,000. Project has ranked with the city as a blow priority, but the grant may
change that.
(San Marcos Record, February 6, 1975, page 14)
1975 (February 13)
City Council will move up the Cock House Restoration two a first year priority and agreed two
fund a maximum of $20,000 to add to the $15,000 “expected grant.
(San Marcos Record, February 13, 1975, page 1)
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1975
Application for a grant from National Park Service (THC records). As of March, its is reported
that the restoration has only recently begun but little has been done at present. Application is
received September 25, 1975 with an ending date for the grant of October 2, 1978.
NPS grant of $15,000 with City of San Marcos match of $25,000
Project will involve “removal of the non-original front porch, rebuilding the wall and fireplace,
laying foundations to the porch, and reconstruction of the porch to its 1880s configuration;
roofing and interior painting.”
1975 (September 9)
“City Council Approves Funds for Cock House Restoration”
THC wants three protective covenants on the house. Bid of $38,781 from Stein Lumber
Company of Fredericksburg for the restoration. Council members Dibrell and Arredondo vote
against the project.
Note: This is the first meeting the City Council holds in the new chambers at new city hall.
(“City Council Approves Funds for Cock House Restoration,” San Marcos Record, September 9,
1975, page 1)
1975 (September 18)
Bicentennial Commission announces $2,500 grant from American Revolution Bicentennial
Commission of Texas to fund furnishings for Cock House. Grant must be matched. When
renovated, Cock House will be used as a meeting place and serve as headquarters and a small
museum for Bicentennial memorabilia.
(San Marcos Record, September 18, 1975, page 13)
1975 (October 2)
Cock House will be a “mini culture center” to enhance the River Walk. Hope to open it in April
1976
(San Marcos Record, October 2, 1975, page 19)
1975 (October 9)
Family Reunion of the Montgomery and Cock families at Juan Veramendi laza held on October
4th.
(San Marcos Record, October 9, 1975, page 19)
1975 (October 16)
Citizen meetings held to discuss use of the Community Development Funds. “other projects
underway include…Cock House restoration.”
(San Marcos Record, October 16, 1975, page 2)
1975 (November 6)
Heritage Association of San Marcos established
(San Marcos Record, November 6, 1975, page 14)
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1975 (November 6)
At the City Council meeting, the Chamber of Commerce proposed using the Cock House and
fully staff it with a receptionist and pay the utility bills. If they were allowed to build another
structure on the property, the city could once again have full use of the Cock House
(San Marcos Record, November 6, 1975, pages 1, 8)
1975 (November 20)
“Cock House Occupancy Uncertain”
The Chamber and the Bicentennial Commission have “butted heads.”
Chamber can not afford to renovate the building and then move in - but they are still interested in
occupying the building. They also want to build a new building behind it and have a 50-car
parking lot.
(San Marcos Record, November 20, 1975, page 9)
1975 (November 23)
The restoration of the Cock House began to be considered in 1974 and has become controversial.
The $38,000 price tag for the project brought concerns from citizens and the city sought
matching funds and allocated $20,000 from city community development funds. The San Marcos
Bicentennial Commission supported the project and wanted it to house historic artifacts and
become a museum. The Chamber of Commerce was also interested in occupying the house.
(“Future of Cock House to be Decided Monday,” San Marcos Record, November 23, 1975, p. 1)
1975 (November 26)
“Cock House, Airport Differences Settled”
There was a controversy at last week’s council workshop - both the Chamber and the
Bicentennial Commission want to occupy the building. Councilman Flores negotiated by putting
it under Parks and Recreation for use by local groups, but not until after the conclusion of 1976
events.
(San Marcos Record, November 26, 1975, page 1)

1976 (February)
Restoration of the Cock House was completed earlier this week.
(San Marcos Record, February 26, 1976, page 1)
1976 (April 8)
Architect for the restoration was Tyrus Cox.
“Cock House Dedication Set Friday, San Marcos Record, April 8, 1976, page 1)
1976 (April 9)
Formal dedication of the Cock House by the San Marcos Bicentennial Commission.
This is their third Heritage Ceremony. Veramendi Plaza has been the location of Heritage and
Festival USA events throughout the Bicentennial era (begun in 1972). Received RTHL in 1968
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and city bought it in 1972 (error in article). NR in 1973 through the Hays County Historical
Commission. City has been rebuilding it since 1973.
(San Marcos Record, April 11, 1976, page 11)
1976 (April 25)
City considers selling parcel of land across the street and to the west of the Cock House for a
Sambo’s chain restaurant. “The property (48,676 square feet) is part of the old Urban Renewal
project in which much land in the C. M. Allen Parkway and the Cheatham Street areas was
cleared with federal funds for eventual resale and redevelopment.” [note: the restaurant was built
but was later demolished]
(“City to Contemplate Sale of Land for Restaurant,” San Marcos Record, April 25, 1976, page 1)
1976 (November)
“Cock House to Get Sign,” San Marcos Record, November 21, 1976, page 10
1976 (December)
“This Bicentennial year has seen a great surge of restoration of fine old buildings in San Marcos
and all over Texas. The Cock House in Sa nMarcos is one prime example. And while there was
some controversy over the matter of spending a lot of money in its restoration, there are few who
will now say they opposed it.”
(Interior of the County Courthouse under restoration - “Restoration,” San Marcos Daily Record,
December 9, 1976, page 2

Postscript
2004
Charles Cock House designated a local historic landmark by the City of San Marcos, along with
the Merriman Cabin, the Fish Hatchery Building, the Dunbar School Building and the Oak
Heights Live Oak Tree, as “the most significant of the City-owned historic buildings.”.
(City of San Marcos Ordinance No. 2004-16, April 12, 2004)
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LOCAL HISTORIC LANDMARK OR LOCAL HISTORIC DISTRICT DESINGATION
PROCESS
Action
Input
Outcome
Criteria for Approval

Initial Report to
Commission for
Approval

Public Hearing at HPC
on establishment of
Historic District or
Historic Landmark

Public Hearing at
Planning & Zoning
Commission on
establishment of
Historic District or
Historic Landmark

HPC renders
recommendation

P&Z renders
recommendation

Public Hearing at City
Council on
establishment of
Historic District or
Historic Landmark

Application Made
(either by private
property owner or
Historic Preservation
Commission)
Identifies historic
significance of district
or landmark

Reflects current
characteristics of the
area

Following factors* should be considered in approval of a new
district or new landmark:
A. Historical, architectural, and cultural significance of the site(s);
Regulations for designation are found in
Chapter 2, Article 5, Division 4, San Marcos
Development Code.

City Council
approves or denies
establishment of
district or landmark
via ordinance

B. Suitability for preservation or restoration;
C. Educational value; and
D. Satisfaction of criteria established for inclusion of the site(s)
and/or district in the National Register of Historic Places
*Expansion currently in discussion by the Commission

Personal Notice of
designation is sent
to property owners
within new district
or new landmark
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BETWEEN
OF
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EFFECTIVE

AND
CITY

THE

DATE.

the

under

written

a

service

contract;

and,

Parks
and Recreation
Board
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recommended
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contract
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now,
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BY

THE
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and
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the
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CHARLES
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STATE

COUNTY
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MUSEUM
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CONTRACT
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PERSONS
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BY
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That
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S. COCK

Texas,
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Association
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Association",
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Texas, hereinafter

City Manager,

San
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terms, consideration

and

D.

Larry

City,
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this
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referred

Gilley,

service

as

of

San

existing by

Inc., hereinafter

Marcos,

have

the

1992

May,

municipal

a

State

its

through
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and

to
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and

as "

the

under

City",
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referred
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to

having
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follows:

1.
The

operation

Museum") by
Parks

and

the

of

the

Charles

Association

Recreation

will

S. Cock
be

of

Department

House

Museum (

the "House

cosponsored activity

a
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of

the

City

2.
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provide

Museum,
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will,
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RESOLUTION 1997- 88

R

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN
MARCOS, TEXAS, ADOPTING A POLICY FOR NAMING CITY

PARKS AND

FACIl,.
ITIES;AND DECLARING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS, TEXAS:

I~

PART 1.

The

authority to name city parks, buildings, rooms, and other city facilities
resides with the City Council. Only names submitted by the City Manager shall be
considered.

PART 2.

When determined to be appropriate by the city manager, recognition plaques
may be placed on features within facilities, such as fountains, reflective pools, or special
rooms without actually naming the feature. City Council
approval is not required for
of
such
placement
recognition plaques.

PART 3.

Facilities may be named for individuals
wellknown state

community,
concepts. Facilities will

or

national leaders,

or

organizations from the local

geographical locations, events, or
they have been deceased for

not be named for individuals unless

at least two years.

PART 4.

For the

considered, one

name

or more

of

an

of the

The individual

individual

following

or

organization from

the local

community to be

criteria shall be met:

organization will have performed outstanding
community. Generally, the service shall have been performed
activity associated with the facility.

a.

b.

The individual

money

or

or

or

organization

land toward the

will have made

a

and/or

in the

area

of

contribution of

significant

development, maintenance

service to the

operation of the

park, building, or facility.
PART 5.

nomination to

room or

and include such

Any person or group may submit a
park. The nomination must be in writing
biographical

a.

a

b.

a

detailed

c.

a

statement

sketch of the person whose

description of the person's
community or departmental activity;

building,
d.

an

noting the appropriateness
park; and

name

facility, building,
things as:

name a

is

suggested;

organization's

or

of the

proposed

involvement in the

name

for the

facility,

room or

estimate of the cost required to place
implement the new name.

(or replace) signs

and

plaques

as

needed to

PART 6.

jurisdiction

I

Nominations should be sent to the board, commission, or department having
the facility. If the board or department concurs with the recommended

over

name, then it will forward its recommendation to the

approves, the

name

will be submitted to the

City

City Manager. If the City Manager
approval of the name.

Council for final

PART 7. That this Resolution is in full force and effect
passage.

ADOPTED this

9t~
ay

of

June ,

1997.

Billy G. Moore
Mayor

immediately

from and after its

