
June 14, 2018 
 

 
Ms. Shanon Miller        Via Email Delivery 
Director, Office of Historic Preservation 
City of San Antonio 
1901 S. Alamo 
San Antonio, TX 78204 
 
 
Re: Revised submittal regarding HDRC Case Number 2018-D05, 803 N. Cherry, the 

“Property” and proposed multi-family, mixed-use building, the “Project” 
 
 
Dear Ms. Miller: 
 
On behalf of the Property owner, I would like to formally submit our responses to the comments 
made by the DRC and Dignowity Hill Neighborhood Association (“DHNA”) members present at 
the May 1, 2018, meeting to discuss the Property (the “DRC Meeting”). The main focus of that 
meeting was the conditional approval letter issued by City Manager Sheryl Sculley on March 23, 
and the eleven (11) conditions stated therein (“Conditional Approval;” see attached Exhibit 1). 
Each of the conditions was addressed at the DRC Meeting, as were the expectations of the 
applicant before another meeting would be called. A letter from Cory Edwards on May 3, 
summarized the decisions made at the DRC Meeting, and the changes expected of the applicant 
(“DRC Summary;” see Exhibit 2). 
 
As required by the Conditional Approval, and following the DRC Meeting, our design team made 
the changes discussed with the neighborhood and presented them to the DHNA Architectural 
Review Committee (“ARC”) in a meeting on May 18, in order to reach an agreement (the “ARC 
Meeting”). Following the ARC Meeting, the DHNA Board and ARC issued a letter in support of 
the project considering the design changes, dated May 23 (see Exhibit 3). While this letter 
contained further “recommendations” beyond those given at the DRC Meeting, it was our 
understanding that support was unconditional. Another letter was sent, dated June 3, clarifying the 
DHNA Board and ARC position that they supported the project “in its current design” (i.e. with 
the changes made and no further conditions for support; see Exhibit 4). 
 
A second meeting with DRC members and neighborhood participants was held on June 7 (the 
“Final Meeting”), at which the applicant presented the changes to the Project that had been 
suggested at the DRC Meeting, and agreed upon by the ARC members. This submittal details how 



 
 

we have now satisfied all conditions set forth in the Conditional Approval and subsequent DRC 
Summary necessary to receive final approval of our Certificate of Appropriateness for the 
Property. 
 
Conditional Approval Conditions 
 
Conditions 1-4: As stated at the March 9 HDRC hearing, the DRC Meeting, and in the DRC 
Summary, the applicant agrees to these conditions, which adherence will be verified by city staff 
during the permitting process and require no further action on the applicant’s part at this time. 
 
Condition #5: That the proposal for public art continues to be developed through HDRC and 
community input. 
 
The applicant agrees to this condition. Any public art proposed for the Property would be discussed 
at a later time and must go through the public approval process mandated by the UDC. 
 
Condition #6: That the proposed public “portal” be repositioned to provide a publicly-accessible 
view of the Hays Street Bridge. 
 
It was agreed by majority vote at the DRC Meeting that the current position of the “portal” would 
remain, and no further design or revision was needed. 
 
Condition #7: Divide the building facades into smaller modules that more closely resemble the 
scale of the neighboring residences. This is particularly important on the Cherry Street façade. 
 
Members at the DRC Meeting recommended, 
 

a) Articulate the structural bays through reliefs and variation in materials along the Cherry 
St. façade, including within the brick balcony on the 2nd level. 
 
If you refer to Exhibit 5-A, you can see the changes made in the Cherry St. façade. 
Most notable are the two “box” articulations in the center massing of the elevation. 
Exhibit 5-B shows the elevation as it looked at the DRC Meeting, where the center 
massing was said to be too long and uninterrupted, as was the brick balcony on the 
second floor. The boxes on the upper floors break up the massing, which box edges 
line up with the structural elements on the ground floor, to give the lower and upper 
floors more cohesion. As requested, the long brick balcony was also broken through 
the use of brick reveals and steel insertions that also line up with the structural elements 
below, see Exhibits 5-A and 5-C. This detailing is in contrast to Exhibit 5-D, which 
shows that the design presented at the Final Meeting did not yet have the same 
articulation. 
 

b) Provide variation in the canopy height in order to break the long continuous line 
currently shown. 
 
Exhibit 5-A also shows how the continuous, ground-floor canopy was varied, by raising 
the portion over the “walk-through” or “pass-through” area. This helps to signify 



 
 

entrance and provide a break in the long canopy run. For clarity, it should be noted that 
this change is being submitted for the first time- at the Final Meeting, no canopy 
changes had yet been made. DRC members suggested the variation should take place 
over the pass-through entrance, which has now been shown. 

 
Condition #8: Incorporate a greater separation between the south face of the building and the 
bridge by retaining only a single-story bay at the southeast corner and stepping back the upper 
floors away from the bridge by at least one bay. The goal is to improve site lines from this corner 
and a more appropriate transition from the proposed green space. 
 
It was agreed by majority vote at the DRC Meeting that the portion of the building mentioned here 
be left as it was designed; no further changes were requested or required. 
 
Condition #9: Explore the feasibility of reducing the overall building height or changing the 
massing to incorporate a greater setback from Cherry and Lamar Streets. 
 
It was agreed by majority vote at the DRC Meeting that the building height could, largely, remain 
as it was designed. However, it was recommended for applicant to differentiate the cornice lines 
of the building sections along the Cherry Street façade. This height variation was explored and 
employed. The southern building mass parapet height was raised 24” and the north building mass 
parapet was raised 18”, leaving the center building mass (running north-south) differentiated from 
either end. Also, the box articulations discussed in Item #7 above provide height variations in the 
façade’s cornice line. These are subtle changes, but they directly address the recommendation to 
explore variated building heights. I would also like to reiterate that this was not a requirement; 
rather, this shows that the applicant and designer are operating in good faith to achieve as much as 
possible the requests stated during the DRC Meeting. 
 
Condition #10: That architectural elements further reinforce the industrial character of the site 
and respond to the architectural design and materials of the Hays Street Bridge, particularly on 
the end of the building closest to the bridge. 
 
The applicant agreed to work on changes and presented those to ARC. If you refer to Exhibits 5-
e and 5-F, you will note the trellis along the pocket park, and the pergola elements on the second 
floor closest to the bridge. The spacing and design of the vertical, horizontal, and cross members 
all relate directly to the color and design on the bridge itself. These changes were agreed to by the 
ARC, presented at the Final Meeting, and no further comments/recommendations were added. 
 
Condition #11: That the applicant formalize through deed restriction or some other means the 
dedicated open space included in the proposed development. 
 
Applicant fully agrees to execute a deed or covenant that will keep the area indicated as “open 
space” on the submitted plans as open and publicly accessible, including the condition that the 
open space not be allowed to be enclosed with a fence. We have proposed a draft covenant that 
runs with the land and requires the land be kept open and accessible, and given it to the City 
Attorney’s office for review (also attached as Exhibit 6 for updated draft of covenant). An 
approval for the Certificate of Appropriateness we requested has a condition that we formalize the 
dedicated open space, which we fully agree to do; however, as discussed with the City Attorney, 



such agreement need not be finalized and executed in order for the Certificate of Appropriateness 
to issue at this time. It is understood that no building permit for work on the “open space” portion 
of the Property would issue unless the agreement was executed, although we do not anticipate 
execution will take that long. 

In conclusion, I want to reiterate that at this time, we have satisfied all conditions set forth in the 
Conditional Approval. As detailed above, some of the conditions were “satisfied” by an agreement 
amongst the parties given such authority that no design change would be necessary. Since the 
beginning of this process, through now the applicant and designers have constantly tried to satisfy 
as many stakeholders as possible, but we know not everyone will be happy. Between the DHNA, 
its Board, the ARC, the councilman’s office, HDRC members, members of the public at-large, 
planning staff, multiple designers, and of course the owners themselves, there have been many 
differing opinions. We believe we have finally reached the best design and that we are entitled to 
finally receive an approval. Therefore, we respectfully request that the City issue our 
Certificate of Appropriateness for the Property and the Project. 

Please do not hesitate to call if you have any questions or concerns regarding this matter.  Thank 
you for your time and consideration.  

Sincerely, 

BROWN & ORTIZ, P.C. 

BY: 
James McKnight   

CC:   Sheryl Sculley, City Manager 
 Roderick Sanchez, Assistant City Manager 
 Mitch Meyer, Owner 803 N. Cherry 
 Xavier Gonzalez, GRG Architecture 
 Kenneth W. Brown, AICP 
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Special Design Review Committee Meeting Notes – May 1, 2018 

Attendees:  
Monica Savino Michael Connor 
Liz Franklin John Bustamante 
Arvis Holland Chris Mongeon 
James McKnight Azza Kamal 
Chris Barrows Cullen Jones 
Kayla Whitaker Sean Moore 
Daniel Lazarine Mitch Meyer 
Michael Guarino Shanon Miller 
Edward Hall Ken Brown 
Xavier Gonzalez Cory Edwards 
Marcus Peoples Sue Ann Pemberton 

 

Discussion related to approval conditions (outcomes in red): 

Stipulations previously provided by City staff: (The applicant has committed to items 1-4. Staff will verify 
these during plan review.) 

1. That all lighting, including parking and security lighting, feature hoods and be directed to avoid 
spillover into neighboring residential properties. 

2. That selected window specifications be provided to staff. Staff does not recommend white vinyl 
windows. An aluminum-clad window with a darker color is most appropriate. 

3. That details regarding location of ventilation and mechanical systems be provided to staff. All un-
desirable equipment must be screened or located to service areas positioned away from public 
view. 

4. That the roof plan be further developed to include mechanical appurtenances and provided to staff. 
Any roof-mounted equipment that is visible from the right of way including the Hays Street Bridge 
must be screened from public view. 

Additional stipulations based on HDRC Commissioner feedback: 
5. That the proposal for public art continues to be developed through HDRC and community input. 

It was agreed that this item was ongoing, and everyone was comfortable having this conversation 
later, and that any art proposed will go through the specified HDRC process. 

6. That the proposed public “portal” be repositioned to provide a publicly-accessible view of the Hays 
Street Bridge. 
It was agreed by a clear majority of DRC and ARC members that the portal element was best left at 
its currently location and design. (Monica Savino in dissent) 

7. Divide the building facades into smaller modules that more closely resemble the scale of the 
neighboring residences. This is particularly important on the Cherry Street façade. 
Group recommended the following: 
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• Articulating the structural bays through reliefs and variation in materials along the Cherry 
façade, including within the brick balcony on the 2nd level. 

• Providing variation in the canopy height in order to break the long continuous line currently 
shown. 

Applicant agreed to this condition and will propose design changes, which changes will be reviewed 
at a future meeting. 

8. Incorporate a greater separation between the south face of the building and the bridge by retaining 
only a single-story bay at the southeast corner and stepping back the upper floors away from the 
bridge by at least one bay. The goal is to improve site lines from this corner and a more appropriate 
transition from the proposed green space. 
It was agreed by a clear majority of DRC and ARC members that this southern bay of the building 
was best left as currently designed. Dedication of the green space (item 11) would alleviate concerns 
addressed by item 8. 

9. Explore the feasibility of reducing the overall building height or changing the massing to incorporate 
a greater setback from Cherry and Lamar Streets. 
It was agreed by a clear majority of DRC and ARC members that the overall building height could 
remain as proposed. (Monica Savino in dissent). Although the height may remain, it was suggested 
to differentiate the cornice lines of sections of the building façade on Cherry, which applicant will 
explore. 

10. That architectural elements further reinforce the industrial character of the site and respond to the 
architectural design and materials of the Hays Street Bridge, particularly on the end of the building 
closest to the bridge.  
The architect applicant agreed to continue working on this. Changes will be reviewed at a future 
meeting. 

11. That the applicant formalize through deed restrictions or some other means the dedicated open 
space included in the proposed development. 
The applicant has agreed to this condition. Prior to future meeting, applicant will be working with 
other City departments (such as the City Attorney’s office) to clarify the means by which this will be 
accomplished. 



 

May 23, 2018 
 
Mitch Meyer 
Loopy Limited 
9033 Aero, Suite 202 
San Antonio, TX 78217 
 
Subject: HDRC Case Number 2018-D05, 803 N Cherry 
 
Dear Mr. Meyer, 
 
On May 18, 2018 the Dignowity Hill Neighborhood Association Architectural Review 
Committee (ARC) reviewed the revised plan for HDRC case number 2018-D05, 803 N Cherry. 
The ARC supports the changes made to the building facades into smaller modules, as indicated 
in condition number 7. In addition, the ARC supports the changes to architectural elements as 
indicated in condition number 10. 
 
To further enhance and ensure the success of your project, DHNA leadership and ARC 
respectfully recommend the following design changes: 
 

1. Increase the amount of exterior brick to completely cover the north and south “end caps” 
of the building. Given the high visibility of these two masses from the bridge and the 
neighborhood, cladding them in brick represents a commitment to providing the high 
quality exterior finish this high profile site deserves. We know you intend to build a 
beautiful, high quality place to live. When the project was first shared with the 
neighborhood some time ago, the exterior was one hundred percent brick. This 
recommendation is merely a return to your earlier idea. The orange clay brick shown in 
the renderings is a quintessential San Antonio material, and we encourage its use 
throughout the project. Applying the brick to both the end caps and the first floor 
provides a strong and legible frame for the project. 

  
2. Unify the two interim masses along the Cherry Street facade into a single “box” that is 

separated from any brick by glass “reveals.” Notwithstanding HDRC’s earlier comments, 
we feel strongly that less is more in terms of how the building’s massing is brought down 
to a neighborhood compatible scale. A harmonious composition of two brick end caps 
with a metal / stucco / glass “bridge” spanning between seems an appropriate expression 
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of the site’s character and a reasonable ask with consideration for your construction 
budget. 

 
3. Unify the various architectural languages currently at play in awnings, shade structures, 

balconies, and other building elements. We feel a single language of lightweight steel 
elements will reinforce the site’s character, provide a contemporary and compatible 
architectural expression, and avoid unduly complicating the project’s material palette. 
Again, less is more in terms of overall number of exterior finishes, and we feel that 
“faux” elements such as the diagonal bracing currently shown on the southern facade 
should be eliminated unless structurally necessary. Mimicry is not a meaningful strategy 
for tying the new building and the bridge closer together. Whenever possible, we 
encourage GRG to handle ornament and secondary elements such as railings through the 
manipulation and extension of the brick skin itself. The open coursing detail shown at our 
last meeting on the western facade was integral, attractive, and can be applied in other 
places throughout the project. 

 
Attached here are markups to the latest renderings intended to clarify our recommendations. The 
Dignowity Hill Neighborhood Association respectfully submits these modifications in the spirit 
of achieving a successful project that (most of) the community can embrace. The neighborhood 
supports the project and we appreciate your continued willingness to work with our community. 
We look forward to seeing your vision become a reality in the coming months - best of luck. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Chris Barrows 
President, Dignowity Hill Neighborhood Association 
 

 
Nicolas Rivard 
Vice President & Board Liaison to ARC, Dignowity Hill Neighborhood Association 
 
 
 
Arvis Holland 
Chair, Architectural Review Committee, Dignowity Hill Neighborhood Association 



  
 



 

 



 

June 3, 2018 
 
Mitch Meyer 
Loopy Limited 
9033 Aero, Suite 202 
San Antonio, TX 78217 
 
Subject: HDRC Case Number 2018-D05, 803 N. Cherry 
 
Dear Mr. Meyer, 
 
On May 18, 2018 the Dignowity Hill Neighborhood Association (DHNA) Architectural Review 
Committee (ARC) reviewed the revised plan for HDRC case number 2018-D05, 803 N. Cherry.  
On May 24, 2018 we submitted a letter via email, respectfully recommending design changes in 
an effort to further enhance your project. On May 30, 2018 we received your response via email 
stating you were not willing to make the changes as recommended by the ARC.  
 
After reviewing your response via email stating our requested changes were not feasible, the 
DHNA Board and ARC support the project in its current design. We believe the changes made to 
the building facades into smaller modules, as indicated in condition number 7, and the changes to 
architectural elements, as indicated in condition number 10, were met by the revised plan.  
 
We appreciate your continued willingness to work with our community. We look forward to 
seeing your vision become a reality in the coming months. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Chris Barrows 
President, Dignowity Hill Neighborhood Association 
 
 
CC Dignowity Hill Neighborhood Association Board 
      Dignowity Hill Neighborhood Association Architectural Review Committee 
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6/4/2018 view 1.jpg

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ygcSzUAA9ro8nUaGU-nOdNCWzH_88Cv3/view 1/2
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https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Q55z1xyE1V2qZHU5IXvs5ZZGkSFWKouZ/view 1/2

jmcknight
Rounded Exhibit Stamp

jmcknight
Text Box
Final Meeting Submittal; 6/7



6/4/2018 view 5.jpg

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1YkhnKaFPaCCJP_5-hMUX8bPL10zKxVyg/view 1/2
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803 N. CHERRY 
 

DECLARATION OF COVENANTS, CONDITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS 
 
 
 

THIS DECLARATION, made as of the date hereinafter set forth by MITCH MEYER, 
hereinafter referred to as "DECLARANT". 

 
W I T N E S S E T H: 

 
WHEREAS, DECLARANT is the owner of that certain property (hereinafter referred to as 

the "Property") in the City of San Antonio (the “City”), County of Bexar, State of Texas, located 
at 803 N. Cherry Street, the Property being more particularly described in Exhibit A attached 
hereto and made a part hereof for all purposes; 

 
WHEREAS, due to the Property’s current base zoning designation of “D” (Downtown), the 

City’s Unified Development Code (the “UDC”) requires that new development on the Property, 
before obtaining a building permit, shall receive a Certificate of Appropriateness for certain aspects 
of its design according to the Downtown Design Guide (“DDG”); 

 
WHEREAS, the DDG requires building designs to be reviewed by the City’s Historic and 

Design Review Commission (“HDRC”), and ultimately approved, disapproved, or approved with 
conditions by the city manager or her designee, the Director of the Office of Historic Preservation 
(“OHP”); 

 
WHEREAS, DECLARANT submitted a proposal for a “Bridge Apartment” project (or 

“Project”) for City and HDRC consideration of adherence to the DDG, City Case Number 2018-D05, 
which Project includes an area labeled “Open Space/Pocket Park” on the Architectural Site Plan submitted 
(or “Open Space”), a copy of which is provided as Exhibit B, attached hereto and made a part hereof 
for all purposes; 

 
WHEREAS, DECLARANT attended a public hearing before the HDRC on March 9, 2018, for 

consideration and recommendation of the Project; 
 
WHEREAS, on March 23, 2018, the city manager issued an approval of the Project with 

conditions, including but not limited to condition #11, which states: “That the applicant formalize through 
deed restrictions or some other means the dedicated open space included in the proposed development,” a 
copy of which approval is provided as Exhibit C, attached hereto and made a part hereof for all 
purposes; 

 
WHEREAS, DECLARANT proposes to subject the portion of the Property referred to as 

Open Space to a restriction against certain use and/or development; 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, DECLARANT hereby declares that all of the Open Space shall be 
held, sold and conveyed subject to the following easements, restrictions, covenants and conditions, 
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which are for the purpose of protecting the value and desirability of, and which shall run with the 
Open Space property and be binding upon all parties having right, title or interest in the Open Space 
property or any part thereof, their heirs, successors and assigns, and shall inure to the benefit of each 
owner thereof. 

ARTICLE I 
GENERAL 

Section 1. Definitions. The following words, when used in this Declaration, unless the 
context shall prohibit, shall have the following meanings: 

a. "Bridge Project" or "Project" shall mean and refer to the proposed multi-family
project on the Property, submitted by DECLARANT for review of adherence to the DDG, 
City Case Number 2018-D05. 

b. “Conditional Approval” shall mean and refer to the approval with conditions issued
by the city manager for the Project on March 23, 2018, attached hereto as Exhibit C. 

c. "DDG" shall mean and refer to the Downtown Design Guide, Appendix G of the City’s
Unified Development Code. 

d. "Open Space" or “Open Space Property” shall mean and refer to that certain tract of
land between the Project and the Hays Street Bridge, which shall remain undeveloped, except 
as stated herein. 

e. “UDC” shall mean and refer to the City’s Unified Development Code.

ARTICLE II 
RESTRICTIONS 

Section 1. Open Space Restriction.  

a. DECLARANT herein agrees that the Open Space Property shall remain
“open space” for development as a pocket park, landscaped area, open to public 
access, and shall not be enclosed with vertical fencing of any kind.

b. DECLARANT herein restricts development of the Open Space Property
from permanently habitable, vertical, enclosed structures, including, but not limited to, 
commercial, retail, or multi-family buildings. 

Section 2.  Park-Like Structures. Notwithstanding the Open Space Restrictions set forth in 
(a) and (b) above, the prohibition against development of the Open Space Property does not 
include trellis areas, gazebo structures, habitable public art installations (permanent or 
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temporary), benches, ramps, low walls, covered walkways, pergolas, and other similar structures 
commonly associated with active park and landscaped spaces. 

 
Section 3. Termination, Release or Amendment. The Open Space Restrictions contained 

herein, while effective, shall run with the land and shall be binding on all future owners, heirs, 
successors, administrators, assigns, lessees, or other occupiers and users of the Open Space. This 
Declaration may be terminated, released, or amended by express, written agreement by the then 
current owners of the effected Property and the City or its designated representative, or by 
express, written agreement that is approved by the City or its designated representative. 

 
Section 3. Enforcement. This Declaration may only be enforced by the City in an action at 

law or equity against any person violating or attempting to violate the restrictions contained 
herein. Any forbearance on the part of the City to exercise these rights in the event of a violation 
shall not be deemed or construed to be a waiver of rights under this Declaration in the event of 
any subsequent failure to comply with the above restrictions.  No provision of this Declaration is 
intended to or shall create any rights with respect to the subject matter of the Declaration in any 
third party. 

 
 

ARTICLE III 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 

 
Section 1. Severability. Declarant agrees that invalidation of any of these covenants or 

restrictions by judgment or court order shall in no way effect any other provision, and all other 
provisions shall remain in full force and effect. 

 
Section 2. Headings. The headings and other captions contained in this Declaration are for 

convenience of reference only and shall not be used in interpreting, construing or enforcing any of 
the provisions of this Declaration. 

 
Section 3. Unintended Omission. If any punctuation, word, clause, sentence, or provision 

necessary to give meaning, validity, or effect to any other word, clause, sentence, or provision 
appearing in this Declaration shall be omitted, then it is hereby declared that such omission was 
unintentional and that the omitted punctuation, word, clause, sentence or provision shall be 
supplied by inference. 

 
Section 4. Term. Declarant agrees that, so long as the Open Space Property is adjacent to 

the Hays Street Bridge, that the covenants, conditions, and restrictions of this Declaration shall 
remain effective for a term of twenty (20) years from the date this Declaration is recorded, after 
which period, the covenants, conditions, and restrictions shall be automatically extended for 
successive periods of ten (10) years unless terminated or waived by the City, as set forth herein. 

 
 
 

[SIGNATURE PAGE(S) TO FOLLOW] 
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EFFECTIVE as of the date the Declarant executes the Declaration. 
 
 
DECLARANT: 
 
___________________________ 
MITCH MEYER 
 
 
STATE OF TEXAS  § 
    § 
COUNTY OF __________ § 
 
 The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ____ day of_____________, 2018, 
by____________ MITCH MEYER, Director of Loopy Management, LLC, Manager of 803 N. Cherry, LLC, 
known to me to be the person whose name is subscribed to the within instrument, and acknowledged that she 
or he executed the same for the purposes and consideration set forth therein. 
 
        ______________________________ 
        Notary Public  
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