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CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 
Application Date:  September 30, 2015   

Applicant: Rob Hellyer, Premier Remodeling & Construction, for Chune Zhang, owner 

Property: 2006 Decatur Street, Lot 5, Block 418, Baker W R NSBB Subdivision. The property includes a 
historic 1,080 square foot, one-story wood frame single-family residence and detached garage 
situated on a 5,000 square foot (50' x 100') interior lot. The detached garage is not classified in 
the building inventory. 

Significance: Contributing Queen Anne residence, constructed prior to 1900, located in the Old Sixth Ward 
Historic District. The HAHC previously denied an application for demolition in September 2011. 
The house has been vacant and neglected for approximately a decade. The owners received an 
order in 2010 from Neighborhood Protection (now Department of Neighborhoods) to repair or 
demolish the house. The current owner purchased the property in November 2014. 

Proposal: Demolition of a contributing one-story residential structure with the intent to construct a single-
family residence on site. 
The applicant is claiming both Unreasonable Economic Hardship and Unusual and Compelling 
Circumstances. 

See enclosed application materials and detailed project description on p. 2-22 for further details. 

See Attachment A for Application Materials. 

Public Comment: See Attachment B for materials submitted by the public in opposition to the demolition. 

Civic Association: Old Sixth War Neighborhood Association opposes demolition. See Attachment C.   

Recommendation: Denial - does not satisfy Criteria 1, 2, or 3 for Unreasonable Economic Hardship and does 
not satisfy Criteria 1, 2, or 3 for Unusual and Compelling Circumstance. 

HAHC Action: - 
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APPROVAL CRITERIA 

DEMOLITION OF A LANDMARK, PROTECTED LANDMARK,  
CONTRIBUTING STRUCTURE, OR WITHIN AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE 

Sec. 33-247(a): The issuance of a certificate of appropriateness for the demolition of a landmark, a protected landmark, 
or a contributing structure, or for the demolition of a building, structure or object on or in an archaeological site shall be 
subject to the establishment of an (c) unreasonable economic hardship or the establishment of an (d) unusual and 
compelling circumstance. 

(c) Determination of the existence of an unreasonable economic hardship shall be based upon the following criteria: 

 S    D   NA  S - satisfies     D - does not satisfy     NA - not applicable

       (1) That the property is incapable of earning a reasonable return, without regard to whether the return 
is the most profitable return, including without limitation, whether the costs of maintenance or 
improvement of the property exceed its fair market value;  
The current owner purchased the property as-is for $180,000 in November 2014. She did not obtain 
either a property appraisal or inspection of the property prior to her purchase. She states in her 
application that she had full knowledge of the historic district restrictions on demolition of this 
house, but that she bought it nonetheless intending to demolish it and build a new house.   

Please see Attachment A for the applicant’s cost estimates. Submitted are two cost estimates: one 
for rehabilitation of the existing 1,080 square foot house with no addition, and the other for 
construction of a new 2,700 square foot house on the lot. Included in both estimates is the 
purchase price ($180,000) and related expenses ($30,000 – what these costs were for is not 
specified in the materials).  

Staff reviewed the numbers and identified qualifying expenses, using federal, state, and city 
guidelines regarding those items eligible for historic tax credits. In general, only those costs that are 
directly related to the repair or improvement of structural and architectural features of the historic 
building are considered qualifying expenses and should count towards the rehabilitation program of 
the building. These costs do not include items such as appliances, concrete, cabinetry, countertops, 
or acquisition costs. 

There are considerable discrepancies in the two cost estimates, generally tending to increase the 
cost for rehabilitation, that cause staff to question some of the numbers provided. These 
discrepancies included different labor costs for several comparable items, such as framing and 
sheet rocking, cost of flooring, and a lack of plumbing details for the new construction.   

The estimated eligible rehabilitation construction costs submitted by the applicant are $312,517. 
Based on appraisals of comparable buildings in Old Sixth Ward submitted by the applicant, the 
rehabilitated home value is estimated at $370,440, a net gain of $57,923, not considering the 
purchase price.    

The applicant did not provide a cost estimate for a rehabilitation of the house with an appropriate 
addition that would make the 1,080 square foot house even more marketable and potentially worth 
more at resale. 

Please see additional staff analysis of the applicant’s application materials on pp. 20-22 

       (2) That the property cannot be adapted for any other use, whether by the current owner, by a 
purchaser or by a lessee, that would result in a reasonable return;  

Due to the location of the property and configuration of the historic building, the only reasonable 
uses of the property are as single-family residential or possibly a small office use.   

The applicant and owner claim that there is no feasible use for the existing building because it has 
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been deemed a dangerous building by Department of Neighborhoods and therefore should be 
demolished. However, a Dangerous Building Administrative Order is actually an order to repair or 
demolish in response to a building’s deteriorated conditions. Demolition is not required; the owner 
has the option to make repairs to bring the building up to code. In non-historic areas, either repair or 
demolition will satisfy the order. Contributing structures located in historic districts, however, cannot 
be demolished without HAHC approval. The Dangerous Building Administrative Order does not 
supersede the Historic Preservation Ordinance. Because the subject property is located in a historic 
district, the owner should secure and repair the house in order to comply with the order. Please see 
page 18 for a timeline on the Dangerous Building order and other permit activity on this property. 

There is no dispute that the house needs considerable repair and is not currently in safe or 
habitable condition. This condition, however, is the result of approximately a decade of illegal 
demolition by neglect. The Old Sixth Ward was designated in 1998 and made a protected district in 
2007. This house has been a contributing structure subject to protections by the historic 
preservation ordinance, including demolition by neglect provisions, during this time.    

Furthermore, there is at least one interested party offering to purchase the property in order to 
rehabilitate the structure.         

       (3) That efforts to find a purchaser or lessee interested in acquiring the property and preserving it have 
failed; and 

According to the application, the owner has not listed the property for sale but will entertain offers.  
The applicant did not provide any information that any offers have been received. Staff has 
received confirmation, however, that there is at least one written offer for purchase.  The offer is an 
all-cash offer of $180,000, the same price the current owner paid for the property in 2014.   

       (4) If the applicant is a nonprofit organization, determination of an unreasonable economic hardship 
shall instead be based upon whether the denial of a certificate of appropriateness financially 
prevents or seriously interferes with carrying out the mission, purpose, or function of the nonprofit 
corporation 

OR 

(d)  Determination of the existence of an unusual and compelling circumstance shall be based upon the following 
criteria: 

       (1) That current information does not support the historic or archaeological significance of this building, 
structure or object or its importance to the integrity of an historic district, if applicable; 

In the 1880s, the property and structure at 2006 Decatur belonged to Mr. Benjamin A. Riesner, a 
former alderman of the Fourth Ward North, an area that is now the Sixth Ward. Riesner was 
instrumental in creating the Sixth Ward from the Fourth Ward. He was also Chair of the National 
Selective Service Draft Board for World War I and was a leading industrialist, owning a structural 
steel company that provided many materials to downtown construction projects including the 
Sabine Street Bridge.  He was also the Chief of the Houston Fire Department. Riesner did not live 
at 2006 Decatur, which was occupied by his brother-in-law, Malcolm Lindsey. Riesner and his 
family lived on the lot behind it facing Union Street.  

The property became notorious in 1887 after an intoxicated Lindsey was shot by Riesner during a 
scuffle and died in the backyard of 2006 Decatur. Witnesses claimed that Riesner acted in self-
defense and he was acquitted at trial. The incident received a lot of press, and during the trial, 2006 
Decatur was flooded by curious onlookers. The house and site are significant reminders of the past 
and contribute greatly to the historic integrity of the historic district. 

In 1906, the property, along with the adjacent lot, was sold to Jacob H. and Beatrice Bammel. It is 
believed that Mr. Bammel, a railroad executive and his wife, the daughter of the wealthy Hearne 
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family, rotated 2006 Decatur so that they could build their new home at 2004 Decatur. They used 
the existing house at 2006 Decatur as tenant housing. 

Jesse Serena, a native of Mexico, purchased 2006 Decatur in 1946 after returning from World War 
II. A metal worker by profession, he died in 1976 and his family continued to reside in the house.  
However, according to the neighborhood, the house has sat mostly vacant from around 2002.  The 
Serena family sold the house to the current owner in 2014.        

The house at 2006 Decatur Street was classified as a Contributing Structure in the Old Sixth Ward 
at the time of Historic District designation. It retains the characteristics of other contributing 
structures located throughout the district in its scale, massing, design, and detailing. Despite its 
current condition, upon closer inspection much original material still exists. The cypress clapboard 
siding and 6-over-6 pane windows with rounded gothic muntin bars, hint at a much earlier house 
(possibly from the 1880s), that has been reshaped over the passing decades.         

Attachment B contains several documents provided by members of the public concerning the 
architectural history of the building.  

       (2) Whether there are definite plans for reuse of the property if the proposed demolition is carried out 
and what effect such plans have on the architectural, cultural, historical or archaeological character 
of the surrounding area; and 

If demolition is carried out, the intended future use of the property is to construct a new 2,700 
square foot residence. The estimated cost to demolish the existing structure and construct the new 
residence will be $458,186.00. Because no architectural plans or renderings have been provided to 
show the proposed appearance of the house, staff is unable to determine the effect any proposed 
plans would have on the character of the surrounding area.   

       (3) Whether reasonable measures can be taken to save the building, structure or object from further 
deterioration, collapse, arson, vandalism or neglect. 

After the owner purchased the property in November 2014, she continued to neglect the structure.  
The doors and windows were not secured, the holes in the roof were not covered, and the building 
continued to deteriorate. On June 29, 2015, the City of Houston secured the building by boarding 
up the windows and doors, and a lien was placed on the house to cover the cost of the work.     

The property has received several ‘red tags’ from Code Enforcement for unpermitted work 
pertaining to a botched sewer disconnect attempt in July 2015.  

OLD SIXTH WARD DESIGN GUIDELINES 

        In accordance with Sec. 33-276, the proposed activity must comply with the City Council approved 
Design Guidelines. 

Contributing and potentially contributing structures shall not be demolished, unless they are 
deemed to be an imminent danger or unless economic hardship can be demonstrated. Refer to the 
relevant sections in Chapter 33 of the Houston Code, specifically to Section 33-247. 
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PROPERTY LOCATION  

OLD SIXTH WARD HISTORIC DISTRICT 
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2006 Decatur 
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SANBORN FIRE INSURANCE MAPS 
1924 – FEB 1950 

 
 

1924 – FEB 1951 

  



Houston Archaeological &  Historical Commission ITEM A.5
October 22, 2015 
HPO File No. 101001 

2006 Decatur Street
Old Sixth Ward

 

10/21/2015 CITY OF HOUSTON   |   PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT   |   HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 18 OF 22 

 

 

DANGEROUS BUILDING ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER TIMELINE 

September 30, 2010: The primary residence and detached garage were deemed to be dangerous buildings and a 
Dangerous Building Administrative Order to Secure, Repair, or Demolish was issued to the owner at a hearing.  
The order expired 30 days later on October 30, 2010, with no action from the property owner.   

The Houston Building Codes stipulates that, as a dangerous building, the following action shall be taken 
in regard to this building or structure: 

1. The building or structure shall be posted as a dangerous building in accordance with the Code of 
Ordinance, Houston, Texas  

2. The owner must immediately ensure that the building or structure will not be entered or utilized by 
vagrants, children or other unauthorized persons until such time that the building or structure is 
repaired and occupied or demolished and a Certificate of Compliance issues showing compliance 
with all applicable Laws, Ordinances and Codes of the City of Houston.  The owner may choose the 
method to ensure this (see item 3 for permit requirements) with the understanding that proof of 
unauthorized entry will be evidence if failure to comply with this Order under the Code of ordinances, 
Houston, Texas, in which case the City of Houston may cause such building to be vacated, secured, 
repaired and/or demolished, pursuant to this order. 

3. The City of Houston Building Code requires a permit for buildings or structures to be repaired or 
demolished. 

November 2014: Chune Zhang purchased the property from the Estate of Jesse Serena. 

June 24, 2015: The current owner, Chune Zhang, applied for an extension of the expired Dangerous Building 
Administrative Order. The request was granted for a 120 day extension to expire on October 23, 2015. An 
unexpired Dangerous Building Order is required in order to purchase any permits, whether for repair or 
demolition. 

June 29, 2015: The City secured the building by boarding up the windows and doors.  The City then placed a lien 
on the property for $2,485. 

July 1, 2015:  The owner applied for a demolition permit but was unable to purchase it because of the historic 
district hold. 

July 9, 2015:  A complaint was received from neighbors that the owner had attempted to disconnect the sewer, 
the first step in a demolition, without any permits. The property received several Red Tags for this unpermitted 
work pertaining to the botched sewer disconnect attempt.         
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RED TAGS 
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APPLICATION MATERIALS REVIEW & SUMMARY 
SEC. 33-247(b) 

 
(1) A certified appraisal of the value of the property conducted by a certified real estate appraiser: 

The applicant submitted an appraisal dated Sept 28, 2015 that indicates a property value of $213,500. The 
appraisal notes that “the presence of the subject’s historic structure causes an economic hardship on its owners 
as a loss in value.” The appraisal also states that the improvements do not have “any contributory value due to 
their dilapidated, hazardous and unsuitable condition. The subject improvements are not considered to add any 
contributory value to the subject property,” and furthermore, “this condition is caused by the adverse effect on 
value by the restrictions placed on the subject improvements by the City of Houston Historic Preservation 
Ordinance of October 2010.”   

The appraised value was based on adjusted comparable houses within the Old Sixth Ward Historic District 
neighborhood. The comparable properties used were 2315 Union Street, 1912 Kane Street, and 2211 Kane 
Street.   

See Application Materials, Attachment A, p 18-33. 

(2) The assessed value of the land and improvements thereon according to the two most recent 
assessments unless the property is exempt from local property taxes: 
HCAD Appraised Value 

2015:  $180,529  

2014:  $171,000  

(3) All appraisals obtained by the owner in connection with the acquisition, purchase, donation, or 
financing of the property, or during the ownership of the property: 
The owner purchased the property in Nov 2014 for ‘lot value’ without an appraisal or inspection. For this 
demolition application, she submitted an appraisal dated Sept 28, 2015. 

No additional appraisals were provided other than the appraisal described above in item 1.  

(4) All listings of the property for sale or rent that are less than a year old at the time of the application: 
The previous owners had the property ‘for sale by owner’ from the time they were denied a COA for demolition 
in 2011 until Ms. Zhang purchased in November 2014. The current owner has not listed the property for sale but 
has indicated that she will entertain offers. Staff has information that there have been several interested buyers, 
and at least one has made a written offer.  

According to the applicant, at the time of preparing the demolition application, a potential purchaser, Dominic 
Yap of FW Heritage, indicated that he was interested in purchasing the property. Mr. Yap met with the applicant 
to inspect the house but declined to make an offer because his offer would be lower than the owner’s original 
2014 buying price.   

The applicant has stated that Ms. Zhang purchased the property with the intent of building a new home in which 
she and her son would reside.  

See application materials, Attachment A, p 62. 

(5) Evidence of any consideration by the owner of uses and adaptive reuses of the property: 
The current use of the structure is for single-family use, which would continue being the most appropriate use.   

The applicant claims that, due to the fact that the City of Houston has declared the home and garage to be 
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dangerous buildings, there are no other adaptive reuses available; claiming that it isn’t even safe to use them for 
storage. According to the applicant, as the house is in disrepair, any future use would require significant 
rehabilitation to bring it up to code. The applicant has submitted an estimate detailing the cost of the proposed 
work.   

See application materials, Attachment A, p 62. Information on the Dangerous Building Administrative Order can 
be found in Attachment A, p 34-51. 

(6) Itemized and detailed rehabilitation cost estimates for the identified uses or reuses, including the basis 
of the cost estimates: 
The itemized and detailed rehabilitation cost estimate provided by the applicant is $393,861.60 (a subtotal of 
$358,056.00 and a 10% contingency of $35,805.60).   

However, this grand total of the rehabilitation work includes items that should not be considered eligible costs, 
including appliances, cabinetry, countertops, concrete site work, and the costs of acquisition. With the removal 
of these items, the grand total is reduced by $81,345.00 to $312,516.60 (a subtotal of $284,106 and a 10% 
contingency of $28,410.60). 

Cost estimates determined by staff indicate a potential gain of approximately $57,923.   

Rehabilitation

Rehabilitation  $/sq.ft.  
Square footage             1,080.00  

Estimated construction costs  $     312,517.00   $289.37  
Total all-in costs  $     312,517.00   $317.15  

After-construction-value(per certified 
appraisal average of comps)  $     370,440.00   $343.00  

Net Gain/(loss)  $       57,923.00 

See application materials, Attachment A, p 52-61. 

(7) A comparison of the cost of rehabilitation of the existing building with the demolition of the existing 
building and the construction of a new building: 
The applicant submitted the following table showing the comparison of rehabilitation and new construction: 

Rehabilitation vs. Construction analysis

Rehabilitation  $/sq.ft.  New Construction  $/sq.ft.  
Square footage  $        1,080.00   $           2,700.00  
Purchase price  $     180,000.00   $       180,000.00  

Other owner expenses  $       30,000.00     $         30,000.00    
Cost to date  $     210,000.00   $       210,000.00  

Estimated construction costs  $     393,862.00   $364.69   $       458,286.00   $169.74  
Total all-in costs  $     603,862.00   $559.13   $       668,286.00   $247.51  

After-construction-value(per certified 
appraisal average of comps)  $     370,440.00   $343.00   $       926,100.00   $343.00  

Net Gain/(loss)  $    (233,422.00)  $       257,814.00  

Cost to rebuild the existing home new  $     183,314.40  
 
The itemized and detailed rehabilitation cost estimate is $393,861.60. The itemized and detailed cost estimate 
for the construction of a new 2,700 square foot residence is $458,286.00. Upon close review of the itemized 
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lists, staff found several inconsistencies which tended to increase the cost for rehabilitation, including increased: 
• Framing and decking labor costs 
• Siding, sheathing, and cornice labor costs 
• Electric service panel cost 
• Sheetrocking costs 
• Washer and dryer costs 
• Dishwasher costs 
• Fencing costs 

There was also a lack of itemized plumbing details for the new construction.   

As mentioned above, the grand total of the rehabilitation work also includes items that should not be considered 
eligible costs, including appliances, concrete, cabinetry, and countertops. With the removal of these items, the 
grand total is reduced by $81,345.00 to $312,516.60 

The applicant asserts that there will be deficit of $233,422.00 in rehabilitating the existing structure while 
construction of a new 2,700 square foot residence will result in a gain of $257,814.00. Additionally, according to 
the applicant, reconstructing the current house as new would cost $183,314.00.   

Furthermore, many of the numbers in the above table are not comparable due to the fact that the existing 
structure is 1,080 square feet and the proposed new construction would be 2,700 square feet; a difference of 
1,620 square feet.  

See application materials, Attachment A, p 52-61. 

(8) Complete architectural plans and drawings of the intended future use of the property, including new 
construction, if applicable: 

The intended future use of the property is to construct a new 2,700 square foot residence. The estimated cost to 
demolish the existing structure and construct the new residence will be $458,186.00. No architectural plans or 
renderings have been provided to show the proposed appearance of the house.       

See application materials, Attachment A, p 52-61. 

(9) Plans to salvage, recycle, or reuse building materials if a certificate of appropriateness is granted: 
Although the owner states she is interested in salvaging any and all materials that may be able to be saved, no 
contract has been made nor organizations contacted to properly remove the historic material that may be 
present on site.   

The owner has indicated that she would consider using some salvaged materials in the new residence, including 
some of the wood flooring. 

See application materials, Attachment A, p 62. 

(10) An applicant who is a nonprofit organization shall provide the following additional information: 
Not Applicable 
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To Whom It May Concern: 

I am writing to illustrate my experience and findings while under contract to purchase and activities 
after closing on the property located at 2006 Decatur St. Houston TX 77007, in hopes to receive approval 
for complete demolition. 

In December, 2013, I moved from Katy into my son‘s townhome in downtown area of Houston to be 
close to my workplace in Greenway Plaza. My husband’s mom got stroke and hospitalized for many 
years and my son got job there so that he could be with her and take care her more in her final days.  

After living in downtown area for just half year, we decide to search for the right home in the area for 
us.  When 2006 Decatur was back on market in August 2014, I asked to tour the property and the seller’s 
agent told me that the property was to be sold at lot value. He warned me to be very careful walking 
through the house due to the condition of the home. I went to the neighborhood the first time and liked 
it immediately.  Once I saw the property in so poor condition, I wanted to buy, demolish and build a 
home that will consistent with the other single-family homes which are so impressive in the 
neighborhood. 

In the process of making the offer and contracting to purchase, I was told by the listing agent that the 
property belongs in a Houston Historical District which might not be able to get permission to demolish. 
However I had been so attached to the neighborhood and could not just walk away. Under the contract, 
I started to get more information on the two possible options: Demolition/New Construction and 
Rehabilitating /Addition: 

1. I contacted two architects living in the neighborhood about the two options, one told me I might 
get partial demolition permit and discussed with me the possible rehabilitating /addition on the 
site. The other told me I might able to get the permit to complete demolition and suggested I 
get a signed support petition from the neighbors and it should help for the demolition permit.  

2. I contacted Old Six Ward commission chair and met with him one time to discuss the two 
options. He told me no demolition, but yes rehabilitating/possible addition. 

3. I contacted another architect who was working on another new construction on the same 
street. He had experience to help people to get historical house demolition permits. He 
supported my demolition plan and sent me the proposal to pursue the demolition of the 
existing structure. 

4. I had one chance to talk with my potential future neighbor, the owner of 2010 Decatur. He said 
nobody would spend the money to rehabilitate this house unless city provides some kind of 
financial incentive which won’t happen for sure. So it should be demolished.  

5. I got a remodeling company to visit the house and estimated minimum $170,000 for just 
Structure/electricity/plumbing/AC, plus additional cost of inside finish which will depends on 
what we will select for the floor, cabinet, countertops, and appliances etc. 

6. When I got the title commitment, I found out the house has the dangerous building order on it 
which was issued on Oct. 1, 2010. I consulted with the architecture of the demolition proposal 
and was told the order would give strong support for demolition. 
 

Based on the above, we concluded that we should be able to get the permit to demolish the existing 
structure and decided to close the purchase for the Demolition/New Construction plan. 
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We closed the deal in November 2014, the holiday season followed. And after that, I was so busy of 
preparing my trip to China for the 2015 Chinese New Year. When I got back from China in March, I was 
sick for almost two months and only able to pursue the demolition of the existing structure starting 
June, 2015: 

1. I requested for the Extension of Expired Dangerous Building Administrative order and  on June 
24, 2015, was granted an extension of 120 days to complete demolition and obtain a certificate 
of the compliance  

2. According to the instruction on the demolition extension order, I contacted Dangerous 
Building/Structural Section in the department of public Works & Engineering and submitted the 
application for the dangerous building demolition. The project (#15070665) was created and I 
was told to contact a licensed master plumber to disconnect the sewer line and water cap off. I 
found and sign a contract with a demolition company. When the company’s master plumber 
went to purchase his permit, the personnel in the office found the house has a hold on it due to 
the historical district. She called and discussed it with the preservation office member first, and 
then she called me to inform me to contact the preservation office to request release of the 
hold 

3. I went to the preservation office and was told to submit COA. I also found out the first time 
when I was in the office that the previous owner actually submitted the COA for demolition in 
September 2011, but was denied because the applicant had not made efforts to seek out 
possible options for adapted uses of the property. 
 

The house has been vacant for many years. The previous owner had the property listed for sale by 
owner since May of 2011. They had been unable to find anyone interested in buying and rehabilitating 
the property. On 7/24/2013, they hired a real estate agent to help them to sell the property and the 
sellers still could not find anyone interested in buying and rehabilitating the property over 13 months on 
the market. I was told by the closer of the title company that there were two contracted investor buyers 
before me and both were backed off once they knew the existence of dangerous building order and 
realized they could not build the houses they wanted like the four 3 story houses on the left side of the 
subject property due to the historical district building restrictions now in place even though they could 
get the demolition permit. 

In conclusion, we hope that you will agree that our finding support demolition of 2006 Decatur. Our 
desire is to have a safe home to live and enjoy for years to come. We are strong supporters of your 
efforts to conserve the beautiful history in the neighborhood and are confident that our plan will result 
in a charming home that fits perfectly into the lovely, unique Old Six Ward! Thank you for your time and 
consideration! 

 

 

Sincerely, 

Chune Zhang 
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Certificate of Appropriateness application for demolition of 2006 Decatur St. 

Legal Description: Lot 5, block 418, Baker W R NSBB 
 
Lot size: 5,000 sq.ft. Improvement: 1080 per survey/940 per HCAD 
 
Description:  HCAD lists the home as being built in 1905. Conversations with members of the Old Sixth 
Ward Neighborhood Association implied a belief that the home was built in the late 1800’s and moved 
onto its current location. Further, that the current west facing wall was originally the front of the house. 
There is the appearance on the inside of the house that this could have been. The house now faces 
south. There is evidence that the entire east half of the house was added on, most notable a bathroom 
at the northeast corner is an obvious later addition. Roof framing and the wood floors support that the 
eastern half was an addition. 
 
The house has been vacant for approximately 10 years and is severely damaged from termites and 
weather.  
 
On September 30, 2010 the City of Houston declared:  

· The building is dilapidated, substandard, or unfit for human habitation. 
· The building, structure or condition(s) constitutes hazard to the health, safety or welfare of its 

occupants and/or the citizens. 
· The building is a dangerous building within the terms of Section 10-361 of the Code of 

Ordinances. 
This declaration applied to both the home and the detached garage and was issued to the previous 
owner of the property. This owner made an application for demolition to the HAHC in 2011 but failed to 
include this declaration from the City in the materials submitted. The applicant was denied based on a 
failure to seek other uses or adaptive reuses.  
 
Ms. Chune Zhang purchased the property in November of 2014 (see additional info provided by owner). 
On June 22, 2015 Ms. Zhang applied for an extension of the Expired Dangerous Building Administrative 
Order and was granted the extension on June 24, 2015. The extension expires on October 22, 2015. 
Both the application and extension are included in this application.   
 
On August 18, 2015 owner’s agent, Rob Hellyer, met with Pete Stockton and Matt Kriegl from the 
Preservation Office to inspect the premises. Before Mr. Hellyer could remove the plywood covering the 
back door, Mr. Stockton waived the inspection stating that it was too dangerous to enter as he had seen 
it years earlier.  
 
Photos are included representing the state of the property, it is severely deteriorated. The neglect is due 
to actions by previous owners, not Ms. Zhang who has owned it less than a year. 

A.5 - 2006 Decatur Attachment A

5



A.5 - 2006 Decatur Attachment A

6



A.5 - 2006 Decatur Attachment A

7



A.5 - 2006 Decatur Attachment A

8



A.5 - 2006 Decatur Attachment A

9



A.5 - 2006 Decatur Attachment A

10



A.5 - 2006 Decatur Attachment A

11



A.5 - 2006 Decatur Attachment A

12



A.5 - 2006 Decatur Attachment A

13



A.5 - 2006 Decatur Attachment A

14



A.5 - 2006 Decatur Attachment A

15



A.5 - 2006 Decatur Attachment A

16



A.5 - 2006 Decatur Attachment A

17



S
U
B
J
E
C
T

C
O
N
T
R
A
C
T

N
E
I
G
H
B
O
R
H
O
O
D

S
I
T
E

I
M
P
R
O
V
E
M
E
N
T
S

Uniform Residential Appraisal Report File #

The purpose of this summary appraisal report is to provide the client with an accurate, and adequately supported, opinion of the market value of the subject property.

Property Address City State Zip Code

Owner Intended User County

Legal Description

Assessor's Parcel # Tax Year R. E. Taxes $

Neighborhood Name Map Reference Census Tract

HOA $Special Assessments $Occupant Owner Tenant Vacant PUD per year per month

Property Rights Appraised Fee Simple Leasehold Other (describe)

Intended Use:

Client Address

Is the subject property currently offered for sale or has it been offered for sale in the twelve months prior to the effective date of the appraisal? Yes No

Report data source(s) used, offering price(s), and date(s).

did not analyze the contract for sale for the subject purchase transaction.  Explain the results of the analysis of the contract for sale or why the analysis was notI did

performed.

Contract Price Date of Contract$ Is the property seller the owner of public record? Yes No Data Source(s)

Is there any financial assistance (loan charges, sale concessions, gift or downpayment assistance, etc.) to be paid by any party on behalf of the client? Yes No

If Yes, report the total dollar amount and describe the items to be paid:

Note: Race and the racial composition of the neighborhood are not appraisal factors.
Neighborhood Characteristics  One-Unit Housing Trends  One-Unit Housing  Percent Land Use % 

Location Urban Suburban Rural Property Values Increasing Stable Declining PRICE AGE One-Unit %

Built-Up Over 75% 25-75% Under 25% Demand/Supply Shortage In Balance Over Supply $(000) (yrs) 2-4 Unit %

Over 6 mthsGrowth Rapid Stable Slow Marketing Time Under 3 mths 3-6 mths Low Multi-Family %

Neighborhood Boundaries High Commercial %

Pred. Other %

Neighborhood Description

Market Conditions (including support for the above conclusions)

Dimensions Area Shape View

Specific Zoning Classification Zoning Description

Zoning Compliance Legal Legal Nonconforming (Grandfathered Use) No Zoning Illegal (describe)

Is the highest and best use of the subject property as improved (or as proposed per plans and specifications) the present use? Yes No  If No, describe

Utilities Public Other (describe) Public Other (describe) Off-site Improvements--TypePublic Private
Electricity Water Street

Gas Sanitary Sewer Alley

FEMA Special Flood Hazard Area FEMA Flood ZoneYes No FEMA Map No. FEMA Map Date

Are the utilities and off-site improvements typical for the market area? Yes No.  If No, describe

Are there any adverse site conditions or external factors (easements, encroachments, environmental conditions, land uses, etc.)? Yes No  If Yes, describe

materials/condition materials/conditionGeneral Description Foundation Exterior Description Interior

One with Accessory UnitUnits One Concrete Slab Crawl Space Foundation Walls Floors

# of Stories Full Basement Partial Basement Exterior Walls Walls

Type Det. Att. S-Det/End Unit Basement Area sq. ft. Roof Surface Trim/Finish

Existing Proposed Under Const. Basement Finish % Gutters & Downspouts Bath Floor

Design (Style) Outside Entry/Exit Sump Pump Window Type Bath Wainscot

Year Built Evidence of Infestation Storm Sash/Insulated Car Storage None

Effective Age (Yrs) Dampness Settlement Screens Driveway # of Cars

Attic None Heating FWA HWBB Radiant Amenities WoodStove(s)# Driveway Surface

Drop Stair Stairs Other Fuel Fireplace(s) # Fence Garage # of Cars

Floor Scuttle Cooling Central Air Conditioning Patio/Deck Porch Carport # of Cars

Finished Heated Individual Other Pool Other Att. Det. Built-in

Appliances Refrigerator Range/Oven Dishwasher Disposal Microwave Washer/Dryer Other (describe)

Finished area grade contains: Square Feet of Gross Living Area Above Gradeabove Rooms Bedrooms Bath(s)

Additional features (special energy efficient items, etc.)

Describe the condition of the property (including needed repairs, deterioration, renovations, remodeling, etc.).

Are there any physical deficiencies or adverse conditions that affect the livability, soundness, or structural integrity of the property? Yes No  If Yes, describe

Does the property generally conform to the neighborhood (functional utility, style, condition, use, construction, etc.)? Yes No  If No, describe

Page 1 of 6RMPF Form 1004 May 2007

APPRAISAL REPORT

150229

2006 Decatur St Houston TX 77007-7639
Chune Zhang Chune Zhang Harris

Lot 5 Block 418 Baker W R NSBB
005-201-000-0005 2014 4,775

Old Sixth Ward 493K 5102
X None None

X

Estimate market value for asset valuation
Chune Zhang 20307 Longspring, Katy, TX  77450-6660

X

HARMLS

X X 88.0
X X 3.0

X X 175 New 1.0

Washington Avenue - north, Memorial Way - south, Sawyer Street - west, 
Colorado Street - east.  

765 155 8.0
400 115 0.0

The subject neighborhood is situated in the west central part of Houston within 1 mile from the Central Business District.       
Schools, shopping and other consumer needs are easily accessible to the subject.  Employment stability in this area is considered to be stable.               
The subject neighborhood has typical market appeal and no adverse factors were noted that affect buyer demand or marketability.

Extended marketing times have been experienced when the original list price has              been too high. 
The subject property is not a foreclosure. In the subject neighborhood, there are not a significant amount of foreclosures.  *** See Additional Comments ***

50Fx100LSx50Rx100RS 5000 +/- sq. ft. Rectangular N;Res;
Contributing Historic Structure Historic Structure in the Old Sixth Ward Historic District

X  
X

  *** See Additional Comments ***

X X Asphalt X
X X None  

X X 48201C0670M 06/09/2014
X

X

The subject site is a typical interior lot. No adverse easements, encroachments, or other adverse conditions     were noted; however, a survey was            
not provided at the time of appraisal. The subject's lot dimensions were obtained from theHarris County Facet Plat Maps.

X X Block-Beam/Poor HW,Vinyl/Poor
1 WdSiding/Poor WdShth,WP/Poor

X Composition/Poor OrigTrim/Poor
X None Vinyl/Poor

Historic WdSH/Poor WdShth/Poor
1905 X None

70 X X None X 1
Concrete

X Wood
X   X Covered

   

5 2 1 1,040
Covered porch, wood and chain link fence, high ceilings 

The subject has deteriorated to the point where              
the building has been declared "dilapidated, substandard, or unfit for human habitation",  its structure "a hazard to the health, safety, or welfare of its occupants",               
and the buildings roof "a dangerous building" according an "ORDER OF THE HEARING OFFICIAL OF THE HOUSTON POLICE DEPARTMENT OF THE CITY               
OF HOUSTON, TEXAS dated 09/30/2010. Excessive rotten and/or damaged wood parts were observed. The foundation system has failed. The flooring is unsafe               
to walk on. The framed structure and roofing system has failed.  *** See Additional Comments ***

X

Excessive termite damage was noted. The roof is at the end of its useful life. Rotten and/or damaged exterior and interior wood parts contribute to the subject's              
structural deficiency. The building has been declared uninhabitable and dangerous by the City of Houston. It was also noted that the west side of the subject     
improvements appear to be located on its west property line.  *** See Additional Comments ***

The Fruge Appraisal Group

A.5 - 2006 Decatur Attachment A

18



S
A
L
E
S
 
C
O
M
P
A
R
I
S
O
N
 
A
P
P
R
O
A
C
H

R
E
C
O
N
C
I
L
I
A
T
I
O
N

Uniform Residential Appraisal Report File #

comparable properties currently offered for sale in the subject neighborhood ranging in price fromThere are $ to $ .

comparable sales in the subject neighborhood within the past twelve months ranging in sale price fromThere are $ to $ .

 FEATURE  SUBJECT COMPARABLE SALE # 1 COMPARABLE SALE # 2 COMPARABLE SALE # 3

Address

Proximity to Subject

Sale Price $ $ $ $

Sale Price/Gross Liv. Area $ $ $ $sq. ft. sq. ft. sq. ft. sq. ft.

Data Source(s)

Verification Source(s)

 DESCRIPTION  DESCRIPTION   +(-)$ Adjustment   DESCRIPTION   +(-)$ Adjustment   DESCRIPTION   +(-)$ Adjustment  VALUE ADJUSTMENTS

Sale or Financing

Concessions

Date of Sale/Time

Location

Leasehold/Fee Simple

Site

View

Design (Style)

Quality of Construction

Actual Age

Condition

Above Grade  Total  Bdrms.  Baths  Total  Bdrms.  Baths  Total  Bdrms.  Baths  Total  Bdrms.  Baths 

Room Count

Gross Living Area sq. ft. sq. ft. sq. ft. sq. ft.

Basement & Finished

Rooms Below Grade

Functional Utility

Heating/Cooling

Energy Efficient Items

Garage/Carport

Porch/Patio/Deck

Net Adjustment (Total) + - + - + -$ $ $

Adjusted Sale Price Net Adj. Net Adj. Net Adj.% % %

of Comparables Gross Adj. Gross Adj. Gross Adj.% % %$ $ $

did not research the sale or transfer history of the subject property and comparable sales.  If not, explainI did

did not reveal any prior sales or transfers of the subject property for the three years prior to the effective date of this appraisal.My research did

Data Source(s)

did not reveal any prior sales or transfers of the comparable sales for the prior year to the date of sale of the comparable sale.My research did

Data Source(s)

Report the results of the research and analysis of the prior sale or transfer history of the subject property and comparable sales (report additional prior sales on page 3).

 ITEM  SUBJECT COMPARABLE SALE # 1 COMPARABLE SALE # 2 COMPARABLE SALE # 3

Date of Prior Sale/Transfer

Price of Prior Sale/Transfer

Data Source(s)

Effective Date of Data Source(s)

Analysis of prior sale or transfer history of the subject property and comparable sales

Summary of Sales Comparison Approach

Indicated Value by Sales Comparison Approach $

Indicated Value by: Sales Comparison Approach $ Cost Approach (if developed) $ Income Approach (if developed) $

This appraisal is made subject to completion per plans and specifications on the basis of a hypothetical condition that the improvements have been"as is,"

subject to the following repairs or alterations on the basis of a hypothetical condition that the repairs or alterations have been completed, or subject to thecompleted,

following required inspection based on the extraordinary assumption that the condition or deficiency does not require alteration or repair:

Based on a complete visual inspection of the interior and exterior areas of the subject property, defined scope of work, statement of assumptions and limiting

conditions, and appraiser's certification, my (our) opinion of the market value, as defined, of the real property that is the subject of this report is

, which is the effective date of this appraisal.$ , as of

Page 2 of 6RMPF Form 1004 May 2007
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N/A N/A N/A
N/A N/A N/A

2006 Decatur St 2315 Union 1912 Kane 2211 Kane
Houston, TX  77007-7639 Houston, TX  77007-7639 Houston, TX  77007-7611 Houston, TX  77007-7616

0.23 miles W 0.07 miles SE 0.17 miles SW
375,000 305,000 412,500

416.67 298.43 315.13

HARMLS #44026214/HCAD;DOM 192 HARMLS #11727473/HCAD;DOM 10 HARMLS 10478926/HCAD;DOM 33
Realist/Listing Realtor Realist/Listing Realtor Realist/Listing Realtor

SC 0 SC 0 SC 0
Conventional Conventional FHA
s11/20/14;c11/18/14 s12/23/14;c09/26/14 s08/14/15;c06/15/15

Historic District Historic District Historic District Historic District
Fee Simple Fee Simple Fee Simple Fee Simple
5000 +/- sq. ft. 7545 +/- sq. ft. -127,2504000 +/- sq. ft. +50,0005000 +/- sq. ft.
Average Average Average Average
Historic Historic Historic Historic
Average Average Average Average
110 125 95 125

Poor Poor/Fair -35,000Fair -92,500Average -150,000

5 2 1 5 2 1 5 2 1 5 2 1
1,040 900 +700 1,022 1,309 -1,300

None None None None

Average Average Average Average
None None Wdw Units -500CACH -7,500
None None None None
None None 1 Det Garage -3,5001 Det Garage -3,500

CvrdPorch CvrdPorch CvrdPorch CvrdPorch
No FP No FP No FP No FP
 Det Quarters (352sf) -17,600Det Quarters (739sf) -36,950

List/Asking Price N/A $410,000 $327,000 $470,000
X -161,550 X -64,100 X -199,250

43.08 21.02 48.30
43.45 213,450 53.80 240,900 48.30 213,250

X

X

HARMLS/Realist
X

HARMLS/Realist

11/13/2014
$180,000

HARMLS/Realist HARMLS/Realist HARMLS/Realist HARMLS/Realist
09/21/2015 09/21/2015 09/21/2015 09/21/2015

According to our data sources (HARMLS/Realist), the above mentioned 
transaction was the only sale and/or transfer of the subject property within the last three years.       

Adjustments were made for differences in living areas, lot sizes, heating/cooling systems, detached quarters, and car                  
storage facilities where appropriate. Comps 1 through 3 were adjusted for their superior conditions at the time of sale. Comps 1 through 3 had structures that                         
were considered salvageable whereas the subject's structure is not considered salvageable from an economic standpoint.  Their "Condition" line adjustments                          
reflect the physical condition of their individual component parts which includes their different levels of modernization. In the correlation of value, most weight                            
was placed on Comp 1 due to its physical condition being more similar to the subject. High line, net and/or gross adjustments are caused by substantial differences                
in lot sizes and by the subject improvements not having any contributory value due to their dilapidated, hazardous and unhabitable condition. The subject              
improvements are not considered to add any contributory value to the subject property.

213,500
213,500 213,500 N/A

Most emphasis was placed on the Sales Comparison Approach. Support is provided by the Cost Approach. The Income Approach is not considered  relevant as homes in 
the area are not typically purchased for investment purposes. It is noted that the presence of the subject's historic structure causes an economic hardship on its owners as      
a loss in value. The subject's market value "AS IF" vacant is estimated to be $250,000.

X

213,500 09/21/2015

The Fruge Appraisal Group
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Uniform Residential Appraisal Report File #

  COST APPROACH TO VALUE  

Support for the opinion of site value (summary of comparable land sales or other methods for estimating site value)

OPINION OF SITE VALUE...........................................................................=$ESTIMATED REPRODUCTION OR REPLACEMENT COST NEW

Source of cost data Dwelling Sq. Ft. @ $ .......................=$

.......................Quality rating from cost service Effective date of cost data Sq. Ft. @ $ =$

Comments on Cost Approach (gross living area calculations, depreciation, etc.)

Garage/Carport Sq. Ft. @ $ .......................=$

.......................Total Estimate of Cost-New =$

Less Physical Functional External

Depreciation =$ ( )

Depreciated Cost of Improvements..............................................................=$

'As-is' Value of Site Improvements..............................................................=$

Estimated Remaining Economic Life (HUD and VA only) Years Indicated Value By Cost Approach.........................................................=$

  INCOME APPROACH TO VALUE  

Estimated Monthly Market Rent $ X Gross Rent Multiplier = $ Indicated Value by Income Approach

Summary of Income Approach (including support for market rent and GRM)

PROJECT INFORMATION FOR PUDs (if applicable)

Is the developer/builder in control of the Homeowners' Association (HOA)? Yes No Unit type(s) Detached Attached

Provide the following information for PUDs ONLY if the developer/builder is in control of the HOA and the subject property is an attached dwelling unit.

Legal name of project

Total number of phases Total number of units Total number of units sold

Total number of units rented Total number of units for sale Data Source(s)

Was the project created by the conversion of existing building(s) into a PUD? Yes No If Yes, date of conversion

Does the project contain any multi-dwelling units? Yes No Data Source(s)

Are the units, common elements, and recreation facilities complete? Yes No If No, describe the status of completion.

Are the common elements leased to or by the Homeowners' Association? Yes No If Yes, describe the rental terms and options.

Describe common elements and recreational facilities

Page 3 of 6RMPF Form 1004 May 2007
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The subject's estimated exposure time and estimated marketing time are considered to be less than 90 days.                                                                                                      
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
ADDITIONAL CERTIFICATIONS:                                                                                                                                                                                                                           
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          
Definition of Market Value: The source of the Definition of Market Value utilized in this report is the Federal Register 12CFR Part 34.42.                                                            
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
The intended User of this appraisal report is Chune Zhang. The Intended Use is to evaluate the property that is the subject of this appraisal for asset valuation                     
purposes, subject to the stated Scope of Work, purpose of the appraisal, reporting requirements of this appraisal report form, and the Definition of Market Value.                
No additional intended users are identified by the appraiser.                                                                                                                                                                                   
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
This appraiser has not performed any services, as an appraiser or in any other capacity, regarding the property that is the subject of this report within the three                 
year period immediately preceding acceptance of this assignment.                                                                                                                                                                         
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
This Report is an Appraisal Report, i.e., a written report prepared under Standards Rule 2-2 (a), pursuant to the Scope of Work, as disclosed elsewhere in this report.           
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      
USPAP 2014-2015 Compliance - This appraisal form indicates it is a summary appraisal report.  This form has not been updated by FNMA/FHLMC to conform with             
USPAP 2014-2015. The current USPAP deleted the three types of appraisal reports known as Self-Contained, Summary, and Restricted Use and has replaced them       
with the "Appraisal Report" and the "Restricted Appraisal Report". This product is an "Appraisal Report".

The estimated site value is based on the abstraction of site values from sales of improved properties by the allocation, extraction, or land residual 
techniques. There were no verifiable land sales in the subject neighborhood that had closed within the last 12 months from our data sources.

X 250,000

Cost Handbook;Area Builders 1,040 120 124,800
Historic Current BSMT

Physical depreciation was estimated on an observed age/life basis. Due to the 
subject's condition, its improvements are considered to have no contributory          
value. The subject's external obsolescence is reflected in the Cost Approach             
by a depreciated Total Estimated Cost New. This condition is caused by the           
adverse effect on value by the restrictions placed on the subject improvements            
by the City of Houston Preservation Ordinance of October 2010.                               
*** See Additional Comments ***

124,800

124,800 36,500 161,300
-36,500

0

213,500

N/A N/A
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This report form is designed to report an appraisal of a one-unit property or a one-unit property with an accessory unit;

including a unit in a planned unit development (PUD).  This report form is not designed to report an appraisal of a

manufactured home or a unit in a condominium or cooperative project.

This appraisal report is subject to the scope of work, intended use, intended user, definition of market value, statement of assumptions

and limiting conditions, and certifications. The Appraiser may expand the scope of work to include any additional research or analysis

necessary based on the complexity of this appraisal assignment.

SCOPE OF WORK: The scope of work for this appraisal is defined by the complexity of this appraisal assignment and the

reporting requirements of this appraisal report form, including the following definition of market value, statement of

assumptions and limiting conditions, and certifications. The appraiser must, at a minimum: (1) perform a visual

inspection of the subject property, (2) inspect the neighborhood, (3) inspect each of the comparable sales from at least the street,

(4) research, verify, and analyze data from reliable public and/or private sources, and (5) report his or her analysis, opinions, and

conclusions in this appraisal report.

DEFINITION OF MARKET VALUE: The most probable price which a property should bring in a competitive and open

market under all conditions requisite to a fair sale, the buyer and seller, each acting prudently, knowledgeably and assuming

the price is not affected by undue stimulus. Implicit in this definition is the consummation of a sale as of a specified date and

the passing of title from seller to buyer under conditions whereby: (1) buyer and seller are typically motivated; (2) both parties

are well informed or well advised, and each acting in what he or she considers his or her own best interest; (3) a reasonable

time is allowed for exposure in the open market; (4) payment is made in terms of cash in U. S. dollars or in terms of financial

arrangements comparable thereto; and (5) the price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by

special or creative financing or sales concessions* granted by anyone associated with the sale.

*Adjustments to the comparables must be made for special or creative financing or sales concessions. No adjustments are

necessary for those costs which are normally paid by sellers as a result of tradition or law in a market area; these costs are

readily identifiable since the seller pays these costs in virtually all sales transactions. Special or creative financing

adjustments can be made to the comparable property by comparisons to financing terms offered by a third party institutional

lender that is not already involved in the property or transaction. Any adjustment should not be calculated on a mechanical

dollar for dollar cost of the financing or concession but the dollar amount of any adjustment should approximate the market's

reaction to the financing or concessions based on the appraiser's judgment.

STATEMENT OF ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS: The appraiser's certification in this report is

subject to the following assumptions and limiting conditions:

1. The appraiser will not be responsible for matters of a legal nature that affect either the property being appraised or the title

to it, except for information that he or she became aware of during the research involved in performing this appraisal. The

appraiser assumes that the title is good and marketable and will not render any opinions about the title.

2. The appraiser has provided a sketch in this appraisal report to show the approximate dimensions of the improvements.

The sketch is included only to assist the reader in visualizing the property and understanding the appraiser's determination

of its size.

3. The appraiser has examined the available flood maps that are provided by the Federal Emergency Management Agency

(or other data sources) and has noted in this appraisal report whether any portion of the subject site is located in an

identified Special Flood Hazard Area. Because the appraiser is not a surveyor, he or she makes no guarantees, express or

implied, regarding this determination.

4. The appraiser will not give testimony or appear in court because he or she made an appraisal of the property in question,

unless specific arrangements to do so have been made beforehand, or as otherwise required by law.

5. The appraiser has noted in this appraisal report any adverse conditions (such as needed repairs, deterioration, the

presence of hazardous wastes, toxic substances, etc.) observed during the inspection of the subject property or that he or

she became aware of during the research involved in performing this appraisal. Unless otherwise stated in this appraisal

report, the appraiser has no knowledge of any hidden or unapparent physical deficiencies or adverse conditions of the

property (such as, but not limited to, needed repairs, deterioration, the presence of hazardous wastes, toxic substances,

adverse environmental conditions, etc.) that would make the property less valuable, and has assumed that there are no such

conditions and makes no guarantees or warranties, express or implied. The appraiser will not be responsible for any such

conditions that do exist or for any engineering or testing that might be required to discover whether such conditions exist.

Because the appraiser is not an expert in the field of environmental hazards, this appraisal report must not be considered as

an environmental assessment of the property.

6. The appraiser has based his or her appraisal report and valuation conclusion for an appraisal that is subject to satisfactory

completion, repairs, or alterations on the assumption that the completion, repairs, or alterations of the subject property will

be performed in a professional manner.
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APPRAISER’S CERTIFICATION: The Appraiser certifies and agrees that:

1. I have, at a minimum, developed and reported this appraisal in accordance with the scope of work requirements stated in

this appraisal report.

2. I performed a visual inspection of the interior and exterior areas of the subject property. I reported the condition

of the improvements in factual, specific terms. I identified and reported the physical deficiencies that could affect the

livability, soundness, or structural integrity of the property.

3. I performed this appraisal in accordance with the requirements of the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal

Practice that were adopted and promulgated by the Appraisal Standards Board of The Appraisal Foundation and that were in

place at the time this appraisal report was prepared.

4. I developed my opinion of the market value of the real property that is the subject of this report based on the sales

comparison approach to value. I have adequate comparable market data to develop a reliable sales comparison approach

for this appraisal assignment. I further certify that I considered the cost and income approaches to value but did not develop

them, unless otherwise indicated in this report.

5. I researched, verified, analyzed, and reported on any current agreement for sale for the subject property, any offering for

sale of the subject property in the twelve months prior to the effective date of this appraisal, and the prior sales of the subject

property for a minimum of three years prior to the effective date of this appraisal, unless otherwise indicated in this report.

6. I researched, verified, analyzed, and reported on the prior sales of the comparable sales for a minimum of one year prior

to the date of sale of the comparable sale, unless otherwise indicated in this report.

7. I selected and used comparable sales that are locationally, physically, and functionally the most similar to the subject property.

8. I have not used comparable sales that were the result of combining a land sale with the contract purchase price of a home that

has been built or will be built on the land.

9. I have reported adjustments to the comparable sales that reflect the market's reaction to the differences between the subject

property and the comparable sales.

10. I verified, from a disinterested source, all information in this report that was provided by parties who have a financial interest in

the sale or financing of the subject property.

11. I have knowledge and experience in appraising this type of property in this market area.

12. I am aware of, and have access to, the necessary and appropriate public and private data sources, such as multiple listing

services, tax assessment records, public land records and other such data sources for the area in which the property is located.

13. I obtained the information, estimates, and opinions furnished by other parties and expressed in this appraisal report from

reliable sources that I believe to be true and correct.

14. I have taken into consideration the factors that have an impact on value with respect to the subject neighborhood, subject

property, and the proximity of the subject property to adverse influences in the development of my opinion of market value. I

have noted in this appraisal report any adverse conditions (such as, but not limited to, needed repairs, deterioration, the

presence of hazardous wastes, toxic substances, adverse environmental conditions, etc.) observed during the inspection of the

subject property or that I became aware of during the research involved in performing this appraisal. I have considered these

adverse conditions in my analysis of the property value, and have reported on the effect of the conditions on the value and

marketability of the subject property.

15. I have not knowingly withheld any significant information from this appraisal report and, to the best of my knowledge, all

statements and information in this appraisal report are true and correct.

16. I stated in this appraisal report my own personal, unbiased, and professional analysis, opinions, and conclusions, which

are subject only to the assumptions and limiting conditions in this appraisal report.

17. I have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report, and I have no present or

prospective personal interest or bias with respect to the participants in the transaction. I did not base, either partially or

completely, my analysis and/or opinion of market value in this appraisal report on the race, color, religion, sex, age, marital

status, handicap, familial status, or national origin of either the prospective owners or occupants of the subject property or of the

present owners or occupants of the properties in the vicinity of the subject property or on any other basis prohibited by law.

18. My employment and/or compensation for performing this appraisal or any future or anticipated appraisals was not conditioned

on any agreement or understanding, written or otherwise, that I would report (or present analysis supporting) a predetermined specific

value, a predetermined minimum value, a range or direction in value, a value that favors the cause of any party, or the attainment of a

specific result or occurrence of a specific subsequent event.

19. I personally prepared all conclusions and opinions about the real estate that were set forth in this appraisal report. If I relied on

significant real property appraisal assistance from any individual or individuals in the performance of this appraisal or the

preparation of this appraisal report, I have named such individual(s) and disclosed the specific tasks performed in this appraisal report.

I certify that any individual so named is qualified to perform the tasks. I have not authorized anyone to make a change to any item

in this appraisal report; therefore, any change made to this appraisal is unauthorized and I will take no responsibility for it.
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20. I identified the client in this appraisal report who is the individual, organization, or agent for the organization that

ordered and will receive this appraisal report.

21. I am aware that any disclosure or distribution of this appraisal report by me or the client may be subject to certain

laws and regulations. Further, I am also subject to the provisions of the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice

that pertain to disclosure or distribution by me.

22. If this appraisal report was transmitted as an “electronic record” containing my “electronic signature,” as those terms are

defined in applicable federal and/or state laws (excluding audio and video recordings), or a facsimile transmission of this

appraisal report containing a copy or representation of my signature, the appraisal report shall be as effective, enforceable and

valid as if a paper version of this appraisal report were delivered containing my original hand written signature.

SUPERVISORY APPRAISER’S CERTIFICATION: The Supervisory Appraiser certifies and agrees that:

1. I directly supervised the appraiser for this appraisal assignment, have read the appraisal report, and agree with the appraiser’s

analysis, opinions, statements, conclusions, and the appraiser’s certification.

2. I accept full responsibility for the contents of this appraisal report including, but not limited to, the appraiser’s analysis, opinions,

statements, conclusions, and the appraiser’s certification.

3. The appraiser identified in this appraisal report is either a sub-contractor or an employee of the supervisory appraiser (or the

appraisal firm), is qualified to perform this appraisal, and is acceptable to perform this appraisal under the applicable state law.

4. This appraisal report complies with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice that were adopted and

promulgated by the Appraisal Standards Board of The Appraisal Foundation and that were in place at the time this appraisal

report was prepared.

5. If this appraisal report was transmitted as an “electronic record” containing my “electronic signature,” as those terms are

defined in applicable federal and/or state laws (excluding audio and video recordings), or a facsimile transmission of this

appraisal report containing a copy or representation of my signature, the appraisal report shall be as effective, enforceable and

valid as if a paper version of this appraisal report were delivered containing my original hand written signature.

APPRAISER SUPERVISORY APPRAISER (ONLY IF REQUIRED)

Signature Signature
Name Name
Company Name Company Name
Company Address Company Address

Telephone Number Telephone Number
Email Address Email Address
Date of Signature and Report Date of Signature
Effective Date of Appraisal State Certification #

or State License #State Certification #
Stateor State License #
Expiration Date of Certification or Licenseor Other

State
Expiration Date of Certification or License SUBJECT PROPERTY

Did not inspect subject propertyADDRESS OF PROPERTY APPRAISED
Did inspect exterior of subject property from street
Date of Inspection
Did inspect interior and exterior of subject propertyAPPRAISED VALUE OF SUBJECT PROPERTY $
Date of InspectionCLIENT

Name
Company Name

COMPARABLE SALES

Company Address Did not inspect exterior of comparable sales from street
Did inspect exterior of comparable sales from street

Email Address Date of Inspection
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ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

File No.

Property Address

City County State Zip Code

150229

Intended User Chune Zhang
2006 Decatur St

Houston Harris TX 77007-7639
Client Chune Zhang

The Fruge Appraisal Group

MARKET CONDITIONS
The foreclosures that do occur in the subject neighborhood are not considered to adversely affect the subject's value and/or marketability.  

Per the HARMLS, there were 8 SFRD sales in the subject neighborhood from 09/21/2014 to 09/21/2015. The median sales price for this time period was
$400,000, or say, $221.98 per square foot of living area and the median days-on-market was 63 days. There are currently 1 active listing and 1 pending
sale.
 
For the previous 12 month period from 09/21/2013 to 09/21/2014, there were 4 SFRD sales with a median sales price of $225,000, or say, $216.53 per
square foot of living area. 

ZONING COMPLIANCE
The subject is contained in the City of Houston's Old Sixth Ward Histoirc District which is considered to be a form of zoning.

HIGHEST AND BEST USE
"The subject is a legally permissible use based on its current zoning. Also, the lot size, shape and land-to-building ratio allow the present structure and
indicate a good utilization of the improvements. Based on current market conditions, the existing structure as a single family residence is its financially
feasible and maximally productive use. The highest and best use, as if vacant, would be to construct a single family residence."

The subject is contained in a City of Houston designated historic district, the Old Sixth Ward Historic District and as such must comply with the City of
Houston's Preservation Ordinance of October 2010. The subject improvements are classified as being a "Contributing" historic structure and cannot be
demolished or moved from its site.  Any exterior improvements, alterations, and/or building additions must be in compliance with the Preservation
Ordinance and must be approved by the Houston Archaeological and Historic Commission.

PROPERTY CONDITION
The kitchen and bathroom are not functional. The electrical and plumbing systems have failed. 

It is recommended that the structure be razed as there are minimal salvageable parts which are fit to be used to reconstruct the historic structure.  A
requirement to maintain and/or rehabilitate the subject's structure is considered to cause an economic hardship on its owners as the cost to repair and/or
rehabilitate is considered to be substantially more than its resulting market value in the subject neighborhood. 

The subject site also contains a garage building which is not considered to add any contributory value due to its poor condition. It is considered to be
unsalvageable.

PHYSICAL DEFICIENCIES AND / OR ADVERSE CONDITIONS
This condition is detrimental to the subject in regards maintenace of the structure and its preservation in case of fire.     

SALES COMPARISON APPROACH
In the correlation of value, equal weight was placed on all comparables due to their narrow range of indicated values.  Please note that all of the
comparables used in this report are contained in a City of Houston designated historic district.  Minimal adjustments for differences in physical
characteristics of their respective structures were made since all the sale are in the process of having large scale renovation/modernization projects. . 

High line , net and/or gross adjustments were caused by substantially larger lot sizes. Although these adjustments may exceed guidelines, they are
considered to be fair and reasonable.   

COMMENTS ON COST APPROACH
The subject improvements are considered a "contributing" historic structure and as such may not be demolished or moved from its site. Improvements
and/or building additions to the structure must be in compliance with the Preservation Ordinance and approved by the Houston Archaeological and
Historic Commission. This ordinance has caused limitations on the redevelopment of the property and has also caused extended periods of time
necessary to navigate the process in order to obtain approved city building permits. The subject's estimated site value is "AS IF" vacant and not
encumbered by a historic structure. 
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AREA  CALCULATIONS  SUMMARY
Code Description Net Size Net Totals

GLA1 First Floor   1040.1   1040.1

Net LIVABLE Area (rounded)      1040

Breakdown Subtotals
LIVING  AREA  BREAKDOWN

First Floor
   18.3  x     7.7 140.9 
   30.1  x    24.1 725.4 
    7.7  x     6.2 47.7 
    7.0  x    18.0 126.0 

4 Items (rounded) 1040

 

File No.

Property Address

City County State Zip Code

Client

150229

SKETCH ADDENDUM
Intended User Chune Zhang

2006 Decatur St
Houston Harris TX 77007-7639

Chune Zhang
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FLOOD MAP
Intended User Chune Zhang

2006 Decatur St
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Chune Zhang
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PHOTOGRAPH ADDENDUM
Intended User Chune Zhang

2006 Decatur St
Houston Harris TX 77007-7639

Chune Zhang

FRONT VIEW OF
SUBJECT PROPERTY

REAR VIEW OF
SUBJECT PROPERTY

STREET SCENE OF
SUBJECT PROPERTY
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2006 Decatur St
RIGHTSIDE VIEW

2006 Decatur St
STREET SCENE - OPPOSITE VIEW

2006 Decatur St
LIVING ROOM

2006 Decatur St
DINING ROOM

2006 Decatur St
KITCHEN

2006 Decatur St
BEDROOM - FRONT
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2006 Decatur St
BEDROOM - MIDDLE

2006 Decatur St
BATH
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FRONT PORCH/FRONT DOOR
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FRONT PORCH CEILING
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BACK PORCH FLOOR
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WALL INTERIOR - EXAMPLE
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LEFTSIDE VIEW
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Intended User Chune Zhang

2006 Decatur St
Houston Harris TX 77007-7639

Chune Zhang

COMPARABLE #1

2315 Union
Houston, TX  77007-7639

Price $375,000
Price/SF 416.67

Date s11/20/14;c11/18/14
Age 125
Room Count 5-2-1
Living Area 900

Value Indication $213,450

COMPARABLE #2

1912 Kane
Houston, TX  77007-7611

Price $305,000
Price/SF 298.43

Date s12/23/14;c09/26/14
Age 95
Room Count 5-2-1
Living Area 1,022

Value Indication $240,900

COMPARABLE #3

2211 Kane
Houston, TX  77007-7616

Price $412,500

Price/SF 315.13

Date s08/14/15;c06/15/15
Age 125
Room Count 5-2-1
Living Area 1,309

Value Indication $213,250
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APPRAISER'S STATE CERTIFICATION
Intended User Chune Zhang
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Chune Zhang
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901 Harvard St. Houston, TX 77008 
713-532-1100 

 
September 28, 2015 
 
Ms. Chune Zhang 
 
Re: 2006 Decatur 
 
Dear Ms. Zhang 
 
I have completed estimates for both rehabilitating the existing home at the above 
referenced address and constructing a new 2700 sq.ft. home. After inspecting the 
home three times; once with Pete Stockton and Matt Kriegl, once with Dominic Yap 
of FW Heritage, Chuck Stava and Ryan Boehner of the Old Sixth Ward 
Neighborhood Association, and a third time by myself, I am very skeptical that the 
building can be restored due to the advanced deterioration of its current state. 
The siding has not experienced extensive rot, but it is severely warped and cupped 
making it difficult to repair. Some windows are missing entirely while others are 
severely damaged. Termite damage is extensive. Any restoration would require 
moving the house enough to gain access to the west wall which now sits 1.6’ from 
the west property line and a neighbor’s house that is 3’ on the other side of that 
property line. I’m not confident the structure will endure such movement.  
 
Nonetheless, I have prepared a restoration estimated based on demolishing the 
eastern half which appears to be a later addition and in much worse shape 
structurally. Moving the remaining half of the house approximately 2’ east and 
placing it on new piers. Then reconstruct the eastern half and restore the 
remaining original house. The home will have to be completely rewired and re-
plumbed. The electrical service and sewer connects have been removed and will 
need to be restored as will a new water and gas meters. The scope of work far 
exceeds a conventional remodel. A conventional remodel of a home this size would 
run between $250-$300/sq.ft. With the structural repairs needed, rewiring, re-
plumbing, utility connections, etc. the cost is approximately $365/sq.ft..  
 
I have provided a detailed estimate in the amount of $393,862.00 to complete this 
work. Additionally I have prepared and provided a detailed estimate to demolish the 
existing home and construct a new 2700 sq.ft. home; the amount of that estimate is 
$458,286.00. 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
Premier Remodeling & Construction, L.P. 
 
 
 
Rob D. Hellyer, CGR, GMB, CAPS President 
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Customer Name: Chune Zhang

Quantity Unit Total Comments
Preparation
Plans & Specs 1 lot 6,250.00     
Bldg. Permits 1 lot 5,000.00     
Soil testing 1 lot 625.00        
Waste Water Fee
Engineering 1 2,500.00     
Temporary Toilet 6 Mo 900.00        
Demo & Tearout 1 lot 6,000.00     
Form & elevation surveys 1 ea 1,200.00     
Tree & Landscape removal 1 lot 2,250.00     
Concrete cutting lot
Concrete removal 1 lot 1,500.00     
Shoring & bracing lot
Excavation & Fill 1 lot 1,500.00     

lot
Subtotal Preparation 27,725.00   

Foundation
Footings lot
Pumping lot
Piers 22 ea 22,000.00   
Walkways & driveways 1 lot 5,000.00     
Other s.f.
Subtotal Concrete 27,000.00   

Carpentry
Framing & decking-Labor 26 days 26,000.00   
Framing & decking-Mat'l. 1 lot 56,250.00   
Siding, Shthng, & cornice-Labor 10 days 10,000.00   
Siding, Shthng, & cornice-Mat'l. 1 lot 9,375.00     Material allowance only
Exterior doors & windows-labor 2 days 2,000.00     
Exterior doors & windows-Mat'l. 13 ea 9,750.00     Repair or replace
Stairs
Other
Subtotal Carpentry 113,375.00 

Roofing
Roof labor & materials 24.3 sq 9,112.50     
Attic vents
Skylights
Ridge vents
Roof Jacks
Flashing
Other
Subtotal Roofing 9,112.50     

Page 1 of 4
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Customer Name: Chune Zhang

Quantity Unit Total Comments
Masonry
Brick pier caps 20 ea 3,125.00     
Glass Block
Stone
Stucco
Chimney lot
Brick Patch
Other
Subtotal Masonry 3,125.00     

Electrical
Permits Ea.
Service & Panel 1 Ea. 3,125.00     
Electrical labor 1 lot 15,000.00   
Subtotal Electrical 18,125.00   

Plumbing
Permits ea
Commode ea
Bathtub & Faucet
Shower & Faucet
Kitchen sink & faucet ea
Lavatory & faucet ea
Bar sink & faucet ea
Hose bibbs ea
Washer hook-ups ea
Water Heater ea
Garbage disposal ea
Supply & drain lines ea
Replace all sewer piping lot
Shower pan
Sewer tap 1 ea 1,750.00     
Gas meter 1 ea 812.50        
Water meter 1 ea 1,687.50     
Plumbing labor 1 lot 22,500.00   
Subtotal Plumbing 26,750.00   

Page 2 of 4
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Customer Name: Chune Zhang

Quantity Unit Total Comments
A/C & Heating
Permits
New Air Conditioner & Furnace 2 units 18,750.00   4 tons 16 SEER each
Duct test 1 ea 500.00        
Ductwork & outlets lot included above
Thermostat
Relocate unit
Other
Subtotal HVAC 19,250.00   

Insulation
Walls 2160 s.f. 3,240.00     R-13 +.01/ft wall height
Attic 1500 s.f. 2,250.00     R-30 +.01/ft wall height
Crawlspace 1500 lot 2,812.50     
Subtotal Insulation 8,302.50     

Drywall
Sheetrock 9480 s.f. 13,035.00   
Texture
Other lot
Subtotal Drywall 13,035.00   

Interior Finish
Panel,Trim & doors-labor 8 days 6,000.00     
Panel,Trim & doors-material 1 lot 5,000.00     
Closet shelving 1 lot 1,875.00     
Stair railings
Kitchen cabinets 1 Lot 22,500.00   
Bathroom cabinets 1 Lot 2,500.00     
Countertops 1 Lot 7,500.00     solid surface
Backsplash 1 lot 1,500.00     
Marble
Shower tile 1 ea 3,750.00     
Tub surround 1 ea 2,500.00     
Other
Subtotal Interior Finish 53,125.00   

Painting
Paint Exterior 1 lot 15,000.00   
Paint Interior 1 lot 17,500.00   
Wallpaper
Other
Subtotal Painting 32,500.00   
General
Cleaning 1 lot 3,125.00     periodic and final
Trash removal 1 lot 3,750.00     
Supervision 1 lot 24,187.50   onsite
Insurances 1 lot 1,500.00     All Risk
Other
Subtotal General 32,562.50   
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Customer Name: Chune Zhang

Quantity Unit Total Comments

Allowances
Carpet (installed) 0 S.Y.
Refinish existing wood floors S.F.
Tile floor 600 lot 9,000.00     
New wood floors 2100 S.F. 21,000.00   
Light fixtures 1 lot 2,750.00     
Plumbing fixtures 1 lot 6,250.00     
Ceiling Fans 6 ea 1,500.00     
Stove 1 1,875.00     
Oven
Dishwasher 1 875.00        
Vent Hood 1 750.00        
Refrigerator 1 4,500.00     
Trash compactor
Washer 1 625.00        
Dryer 1 625.00        
Hardware 1 lot 3,750.00     
Other
Subtotal Allowances 53,500.00   

Miscellaneous
Garage door 2 Ea. 875.00        
Garage door opener 2 Ea. 625.00        
Exterior locksets 2 Ea. 250.00        
Door closers
Weatherstripping 3 Ea. 562.50        
Mirrors 4 750.00        
Shower Doors 1 Ea. 2,250.00     
Gutters & downspouts 1 lot 1,000.00     
Fencing 210 lf 2,625.00     
Grading & drainage 1 lot 1,250.00     
Storm doors & windows
Install appliances 1 lot 625.00        
Hardware installation 1 lot 1,000.00     
Other
Subtotal Miscellaneous 11,812.50   
Subtotal 449,300.00 
Contingency 8,986.00     
Grand Total 458,286.00 $169.74/sq.ft.
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Customer Name: Chune Zhang

Quantity Unit Total Comments
Preparation
Plans & Specs 1 lot 6,000.00     
Bldg. Permits 1 lot 2,250.00     
Driveway Permit
Waste Water Fee
Engineering 1 1,200.00     
Temporary Toilet 5 Mo 900.00        
Demo & Tearout 1 lot 6,000.00     Remove east half
Floor removal
Tree & Landscape removal 1 lot 2,250.00     
Concrete cutting lot
Concrete removal 1 lot 1,800.00     
Shoring & bracing 1 lot 3,750.00     
Excavation & Fill 1 lot 1,200.00     
Move structure on same lot 1 lot 9,000.00     
Subtotal Preparation 34,350.00   

Foundation
Repair Termite damage 1 lot 5,250.00     
Footings 1 lot 12,000.00   
Pumping lot
Piers
Walkways & driveways 1 lot 3,300.00     
Other s.f.
Subtotal Concrete 20,550.00   

Carpentry
Framing & decking-Labor 20 days 24,000.00   
Framing & decking-Mat'l. 1 lot 18,000.00   
Siding, Shthng, & cornice-Labor 10 days 12,000.00   
Siding, Shthng, & cornice-Mat'l. 1 lot 12,300.00   Material allowance only
Exterior doors & windows-labor 2 days 2,400.00     
Exterior doors & windows-Mat'l. 13 ea 11,700.00   
Stairs
Other
Subtotal Carpentry 80,400.00   

Roofing
Roof labor & materials 18.72 sq 8,424.00     
Attic vents
Skylights
Ridge vents
Roof Jacks
Flashing
Other
Subtotal Roofing 8,424.00     
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Customer Name: Chune Zhang

Quantity Unit Total Comments
Masonry
Reset brick piers 1 lot 1,875.00     
Glass Block
Stone
Stucco
Chimney 1 lot 900.00        Demolish existing
Brick Patch
Other
Subtotal Masonry 2,775.00     

Electrical
Permits Ea. included above
Service Panel 1 Ea. 3,750.00     
Complete rewire of house 1 lot 11,250.00   
Subtotal Electrical 15,000.00   

Plumbing
Permits ea included above
Commode ea
Bathtub & Faucet
Shower & Faucet
Kitchen sink & faucet 1 ea 487.50        
Lavatory & faucet 1 ea 412.50        
Bar sink & faucet ea
Hose bibbs 2 ea 525.00        
Washer hook-ups 1 ea 675.00        
Water Heater 1 ea 1,125.00     
Garbage disposal 1 ea 150.00        
Supply & drain lines 5 ea 7,125.00     
Replace all sewer piping 1 lot 6,000.00     
Shower pan
Break Concrete
Gas piping 1 lot 1,350.00     
Water main 1 ea 1,125.00     
Other lot
Subtotal Plumbing 18,975.00   
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Customer Name: Chune Zhang

Quantity Unit Total Comments
A/C & Heating
Permits
New Air Conditioner & Furnace 3 ton 7,650.00     
Window Unit
Ductwork & outlets 1 lot 3,750.00     
Thermostat
Relocate unit
Other
Subtotal HVAC 11,400.00   

Insulation
Walls 1080 s.f. 1,620.00     R-13 +.01/ft wall height
Attic 1040 s.f. 1,560.00     R-30 +.01/ft wall height
Crawlspace 1040 lot 1,872.00     
Subtotal Insulation 5,052.00     

Drywall
Sheetrock 8240 s.f. 15,450.00   
Texture
Other lot
Subtotal Drywall 15,450.00   

Interior Finish
Panel,Trim & doors-labor 4 days 3,600.00     
Panel,Trim & doors-material 1 lot 3,450.00     
Closet shelving 1 lot 1,200.00     
Stair railings
Kitchen cabinets 1 Lot 22,500.00   
Bathroom cabinet 1 Lot 750.00        
Countertops 1 Lot 6,000.00     solid surface
Backsplash 1 lot 1,200.00     
Marble
Tub Deck & Skirt
Tub surround 1 ea 3,000.00     
Other
Subtotal Interior Finish 41,700.00   

Painting
Paint Exterior 1 lot 12,000.00   
Paint Interior 1 lot 9,000.00     
Lead paint procedure 1 4,500.00     
Wallpaper
Other
Subtotal Painting 25,500.00   
General
Cleaning 1 lot 3,750.00     periodic and final
Trash removal 1 lot 4,500.00     
Punch Out 1 lot 900.00        
Supervision 1 lot 29,025.00   onsite
Insurances 1 lot 1,050.00     All Risk
Other
Subtotal General 39,225.00   
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Customer Name: Chune Zhang

Quantity Unit Total Comments

Allowances
Carpet (installed) 0 S.Y.
Refinish existing wood floors 520 S.F. 2,340.00     
Tile floor 1 lot 1,200.00     bathroom
New wood floors 520 S.F. 6,240.00     
Light fixtures 1 lot 2,250.00     
Plumbing fixtures 1 lot 5,400.00     
Ceiling Fans 5 ea 1,500.00     
Stove 1 2,250.00     
Oven
Dishwasher 1 1,050.00     
Vent Hood 1 900.00        
Refrigerator 1 4,500.00     
Trash compactor
Washer 1 750.00        
Dryer 1 750.00        
Hardware 1 lot 1,800.00     
Other
Subtotal Allowances 30,930.00   

Miscellaneous
Garage door
Garage door opener Ea.
Exterior locksets 2 Ea. 300.00        
Door closers
Weatherstripping 2 Ea. 450.00        
Mirrors 1 225.00        
Shower Doors
Gutters & downspouts 1 lot 1,200.00     
Fencing 210 lf 3,150.00     
Grading 1 lot 1,500.00     
Storm doors & windows
Install appliances 1 lot 600.00        
Hardware installation 1 lot 900.00        
Other
Subtotal Miscellaneous 8,325.00     
Subtotal 358,056.00 
Contingency 10% 35,805.60   
Grand Total 393,861.60 

Page 4 of 4

A.5 - 2006 Decatur Attachment A

60



2006 Decatur—Comparison of rehabilitation versus demolition and new construction 

The table below illustrates the comparison of costs to rehabilitate vs. demo and construct new. The estimated costs used in this analysis are as 
submitted in the detailed estimates provided for each.  The after construction value(ACV)  is based on the average $/sq.ft. of the comps used in 
the Certified Appraisal report. This value is multiplied by the square footage of both the rehabilitated home and the new construction to 
determine the ACV.  

It is important to note that the rehabilitation results in a deficit investment of $233,422.00 while a new construction results in a positive 
investment of $257,814.00; a delta of $491,236.00.  

Also, note that the cost to reconstruct new the exact same home as exists now, using the same $/sq.ft. as the new construction, would cost 
$183,314.00 versus $393,862.00 to rehabilitate.  

 

 

Rehabilitation vs. Construction analysis 
    

     
 

Rehabilitation  $/sq.ft.  New Construction  $/sq.ft.  
Square footage  $        1,080.00  

 
 $           2,700.00  

 Purchase price  $     180,000.00  
 

 $       180,000.00  
 Other owner expenses  $      30,000.00     $         30,000.00    

Cost to date  $     210,000.00  
 

 $       210,000.00  
 

Estimated construction costs  $     393,862.00  
 
$364.69   $       458,286.00  

 
$169.74  

Total all-in costs  $     603,862.00  
 
$559.13   $       668,286.00  

 
$247.51  

After-construction-value(per certified appraisal average of 
comps)  $     370,440.00  

 
$343.00   $       926,100.00  

 
$343.00  

Net Gain/(loss)  $    (233,422.00) 
 

 $       257,814.00  
 

     Cost to rebuild the existing home new  $     183,314.40  
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2006 Decatur 
 
Property for sale or rent: 
 
The previous owners had the property for sale by owner from the time they were denied a COA for 
demolition in 2011 until Ms. Zhang purchased in November, 2014 and had no offers. Ms. Zhang 
purchased the property with the intent of building a new home in which she and her son would reside.  
 
When a potential purchaser (Mr. Dominic Yap of FW Heritage) surfaced during the preparation of the 
application for demolition, Ms. Zhang was willing to entertain selling the property to him and anyone 
else interested in purchasing the property from. Mr. Hellyer met with Mr. Yap to allow access to inspect 
the house after which Mr. Yap declined to make an offer upon determination that the purchase and 
restoration was “not commercially viable” for him to do so.  
 
Owner’s consideration of uses and adaptive reuses of the property 
 
Due to the fact that the City of Houston has declared the home and garage to be dangerous buildings 
and issued a “repair or demolish” order for both, there are no other adaptive reuses available. It isn’t 
even safe to use them for storage.  ANY use of these buildings would require complete restoration, for 
which an estimate is included, bringing all buildings up to code.  
 
Plans to reuse, recycle or salvage list of building materials 
 
The owner is interested in salvaging any and all materials that may be able to be saved, including 
considerations to use some of the materials in a new construction.  Siding, wood flooring and windows 
will be made available to any salvage company interested in them. Some of the wood flooring may be 
reused in the new construction.  
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Rob Hellyer

From: Dominic Yap 
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2015 9:07 AM
To: Rob Hellyer
Cc: Chuck Stava; >; Rob; Pei-Lin Chong
Subject: Re: 2006 Decatur - FW Heritage Site Visit @ 15-Sep-2015

Good morning Rob, 
 
Many thanks for taking my call late last week.  I appreciate our conversation and candid view of the current 
situation with 2006 Decatur. 
 
As mentioned, I've decided to decline making an offer to Ms Zhang, because the number I have in mind will 
definitely be lower than her buying price back in late‐2014. 
 
Thanks again for your hospitality in letting us view the inside of this house. 
 
 
Cheers, 
Dominic Yap 
FW Heritage, LLC 
(832) 531‐3911 
 
  
 

From: Dominic Yap  > 
Sent: Monday, September 14, 2015 7:50 PM 
To: Rob Hellyer 
Cc: Chuck Stava;  >; Rob; Pei‐Lin Chong 
Subject: 2006 Decatur ‐ FW Heritage Site Visit @ 15‐Sep‐2015  
  
Good evening Rob, 
 
As per your request for tomorrow's visit, please note the following: ‐ 
 
I, Dominic Yap indemnify and hold harmless Chune Zhang, Rob Hellyer, & Premier Remodeling 
from any claims subsequent to my inspection of 2006 Decatur, Houston, TX. This indemnification 
includes anyone I bring along with me to inspect the property on September 15, 2015. 
 
Once again, thank you for allowing me to enter the property tomorrow morning.  
 
 
Thanks and Cheers, 
Dominic Yap 
(832) 531‐3911 
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From: Pei‐Lin Chong  > 
Sent: Monday, September 14, 2015 8:53 AM 
To: Rob Hellyer 
Cc: Chuck Stava; Dominic Yap;  >; Rob 
Subject: Re: 2006 Decatur‐‐FW Heritage interest  
  
Thanks, we will see everyone on site at 5pm this evening.   
 
Noted re drill and step ladder. I will remind Dominic to bring items along.  
 
Have a good day ahead, Lin  
 
 
On 13 September 2015 at 16:04, Rob Hellyer  > wrote: 

You will need a cordless drill to get in and perhaps a step ladder if you want to peek into the attic. 

  

From: Pei-Lin Chong [mailto: ]  
Sent: Sunday, September 13, 2015 10:29 AM 
To: Chuck Stava 
Cc: Rob Hellyer; Dominic Yap; >;  

 
Subject: Re: 2006 Decatur‐‐FW Heritage interest 

  

5pm is also good for Dominic and I.  
We will see you all there.  

  

Lin  

  

On 13 September 2015 at 09:55, Chuck Stava wrote: 

Hi, 

5pm is fine with me.   

  

Thanks, 

Chuck  
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Sent from my iPhone 

 
On Sep 12, 2015, at 4:03 PM, Rob Hellyer > wrote: 

I can be there Monday, but I need to start by 5, I have plans at 6pm 

  

From: Dominic Yap ]  
Sent: Friday, September 11, 2015 12:19 PM 
To: Charles Stava;  
Cc:  
Subject: Re: 2006 Decatur--FW Heritage interest 

  

Hello All, 
  
Let  me suggest Monday @ 5.30 pm (14‐Sep). 
  
Is that OK with everyone else? 
  
  
Thanks, 
Dominic 
(832) 531‐3911 

  

 

From: Charles Stava  > 
Sent: Friday, September 11, 2015 11:12 AM 
To:  
Cc:  
Subject: Re: 2006 Decatur‐‐FW Heritage interest  

  

Hi,  

  

I'll be happy to meet with your team next week, Monday and Tuesday after 5pm of next week is best for 
me.   

  

I will bring early Sanborn Fire Insurance maps to show the the original placement of the house and its 
evolution.  
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Thanks, 
Chuck 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Dominic Yap > 
To: Charles Stava >; rob > 
Cc: ryan.boehner >; Pei-Lin Chong >; Rob Griffith 

> 
Sent: Thu, Sep 10, 2015 2:04 pm 
Subject: Re: 2006 Decatur--FW Heritage interest 

Hello All, 

  

My name is Dominic Yap, owner of FW Heritage, and we have been following 2006 Decatur 
with intrigue. 

  

Before, we are ready to engage Ms Zhang on buying the property, I would like to set‐up an on‐
site meeting of my team with all of you to achieve the following: ‐ 

   1) Review the architectural history of the house and understand OSW's recommendation on 
the restoration (Chuck). 

   2) View and walk‐through the inside of the house (Rob @ Premier Remodel) 

   3) Discuss as‐is lot value in OSW with analyses of recent HAR comps (Rob @ Circa Realty).  Rob 
is our realtor and past President of the First Ward Civic Council. 

  

If this is something that is amicable to all parties, and in the interest of people's day jobs…. 
maybe a day sometime next week @ 5.00 pm?  Suggestions welcomed.  Please feel free to call 
if you have further queries. 

  

  

Thanks and Cheers, 

Dominic Yap 

FW Heritage, LLC 

(832) 531‐3911 
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From: Charles Stava   
Sent: Thursday, September 10, 2015 10:45 AM 
To:   
Cc:   
Subject: Fwd: 2006 Decatur‐‐FW Heritage interest  

   

Hi Dominic,  

  

Hope the following email from Ms. Zhang's contractor translates to some positive news for all of us.   

  

Thanks,  

Chuck   

  

 
Begin forwarded message:  

From: "Rob Hellyer" <   
Date: September 9, 2015 at 4:58:53 PM CDT  
To: "'Charles Stava'" <   
Cc: >  
Subject: RE: 2006 Decatur--FW Heritage interest  

Hey Chuck,  

   

She is willing to consider an offer from FW Heritage. You can either forward her 
email,  to them to contact her directly or have them 
contact me and I’ll put them in touch with her. I have copied Ms. Zhang on this 
email as well.  

   

Rob  

   

From: Charles Stava ]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 1:40 PM 
To:  
Subject: Re: 2006 Decatur  
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Hi Rob,  

   

Is there any possibility that Ms. Zhang would be willing to sell the property?   FW Heritage 
is expressed interested in the property.    They are fully aware of the condition of the 
property and that hasn't fazed their interest.   

   

Thanks,  

Chuck 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Rob Hellyer  
To: 'Charles Stava'

 
Sent: Thu, Aug 27, 2015 11:09 am 
Subject: RE: 2006 Decatur  

Hi Chuck,  

   

I will be attending the meeting today after all. We can discuss then, but let me 
ask you about the homeowner down the street on Decatur; I think Ms. Zhang 
would be willing to offer the original home to her or anyone else wishing to 
relocate the house to their property, particularly if that property owner is willing to 
absorb the cost of the move. I can’t imagine she would oppose that. I have also 
asked her if she would be interested in relocating the original home on her lot 
and adding on to it assuming it is structurally sound to do so; I haven’t received 
an answer back yet.  

   

Feel free to pass my contact info to anyone who may be interested in relocating 
this house or provide me their contact info and we’ll open discussions.  

   

Thanks,  

Rob  

   

From: Charles Stava   
Sent: Wednesday, August 26, 2015 8:51 AM 
To:  

 
Subject: Re: 2006 Decatur  
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Hi Rob,  

 
I appreciate your email, which clarifies some issues.     

   

The gabled portion of the house is the original section of the house, and what may have 
been the original facade now faces west.  If you look into the attic, you can see the roof 
over the original section is intact, and the east/NW addition was built on top of it.   If you 
go around to the back wall, you will see one very long gable return with a shorter one on 
the other end, that is where the original front porch was filled in.  That section features 
elements typical of homes built in Old Sixth Ward prior to 1880, such as 6/6 windows with 
the "Gothic " muntin profiles, smooth narrow shiplapping, wide plank floorboards, wide 
center hallway with a room on each side.  The loose bricks found in the attic (originally 
from the chimney) matched those that were made at the Williams Foundry located at the 
NE corner of Kane and Sawyer, which was in business until 1877.  Houses were 
frequently relocated in the Sixth Ward during the early years.  For instance, there is one 
block on Kane that has 5 houses/sections relocated from elsewhere.   

   

Prior to Ms. Zhang's purchase, there was one interested buyer who brought in two house 
movers who inspected the house and both concluded that the original section could 
easily be moved within the property. At that time the original section had one sill that 
needed to be replaced due to termite infestation.  The buyer proposed to demolish the 
eastern/NE addition, leaving the original section intact, rotate it so that the west side 
faces the street to become the street facade again.  He was going to build a 2-story 
addition in the back to accommodate a kitchen, bedrooms, and garage.  He was unable 
to get the sellers of the property to commit to selling the property within a 
deadline.  There was only one sill that had termite damage and that can be easily 
replaced with a new one.   

   

If Ms. Zhang absolutely refuses to consider restoring the original section and 
incorporating it into new construction, the Old Sixth Ward Historic Conservation 
Committee will request that she offer it as a relocation opportunity for someone to move it 
elsewhere within the Old Sixth Ward. In fact, there is a homeowner down the street on 
Decatur who has been looking for a historic structure to relocate onto her property.   

   

Thanks,  

Chuck  

   

   

   

-----Original Message----- 
From: Rob Hellyer > 
To: 'Charles Stava' > 
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Cc: ryan.boehner > 
Sent: Tue, Aug 25, 2015 4:27 pm 
Subject: RE: 2006 Decatur  

Chuck,  

   

Thanks for replying and thank you Ryan for forwarding my email to Chuck. So that 
Ryan could see it, I copied and pasted your second email into this reply below.  

   

Ms. Zhang had not told me of an attempt to demolish the home, here are a few 
things I know though.  

   

          Ms. Zhang secured a permit to “secure a vacant building” on 6/10/15. Project 
No. 15061756  

          I received a copy of a proposal dated 7/2/15 for demolition from Velez 
Environmental Services to Ms. Zhang. I have no idea if this is the contractor that 
proceeded with demolition, nor why they or anyone else would attempt a demolition 
without a permit but there are people who will attempt just about anything for a buck. 
The proposal makes no mention of a sewer tie-in. As you know, I have nearly zero 
tolerance for contractors working without a permit.  

          The first “red tag” was issued 7/10/15 to obtain a permit for unpermitted work 
(sewer disconnect) see 1st attached photo  

          The second red tag was issued 7/24/15. I’m not sure what precipitated this 
warning unless it was just standard follow-up procedure. See 2nd photo attached.  

          My first inspection of the property was approximately three weeks ago. At that 
time and when I met Pete and Matt there, all windows and doors were boarded up. 
One door on the front was not, but it was deadbolt locked. I noticed the open hole at 
the sewer line near the front of the property in the driveway area. Pete noted this 
when we met last week as well.  

          The city declared it a dangerous building 09/30/2010 ordering the owner to 
“repair or demolish”  

          Ms. Zhang received 120 day extension on 6/24/15 which extends the repair or 
demolish order to 10/23/15.  

          The previous owner was denied a CofA for demolition in September 2011. It is 
my understanding that no one stepped forward to purchase the property other than 
Ms. Zhang and the property further deteriorated during those 3+ years. I saw some 
evidence of further deterioration from the photos provided in the previous COA 
application, most notably the front corner near the porch.  
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Not that it matters, but I’m trying to get a better understanding of what you said about 
the original house—how it was moved there and turned so that the original side wall 
is facing the street and an addition built to serve as the new entry point. There is also 
an obvious addition done at the back of the house on the northeast corner. Which 
direction does the original front of the house now face? The east side does not look 
like it would’ve been the front and it is very difficult to see the west side due to the 
fact that it is only 1.5’ off the property line and vegetation is so thick it is hard to see.  

   

Aside from cost, there are two obstacles to restoration with an addition. 1—The 
proximity to the property line makes it nearly impossible to work on that side. 2—Also 
due to the proximity, it would need to be moved over at least 18” to give a proper 
setback and I don’t think this building will sustain being moved. Some of the sill 
beams are completely destroyed by termites.  

   

Normally the city would require the west wall be made a 1–hour firewall due to it 
being less than 3’ away. If they don’t waive that for a historical building, then all the 
siding would have to be removed as would windows and replaced with fire-resistant 
materials (which is usually fiber-cement siding), insulation and fire resistant 
sheetrock on the interior. I don’t know whether the city waives this requirement for 
historical buildings.  

   

I appreciate your input. It would be great if someone would step up and purchase this 
property with the intent of restoration, but after all these years without that happening 
it doesn’t look promising.  

   

Thanks,  

Rob  

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

HI Rob,  
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I forgot to mention in my last email that the owner has recently attempted to demolish 
the house without a permit, nor a CoA.  Two weeks ago Ms. Zhang hired a 
demolition company who brought in mechanical equipment who attempted to 
demolish the building.  Their effort was stopped by surrounding neighbors who 
reported it to the city and the property therefore has been red-tagged.     However, 
during the effort, the demolishers illegally took out a community sanitary sewer line, 
which left another neighbor without a working sewer line.  The neighbor had to spend 
a large amount of money to have the sewer line repaired.   

   

We, the OSW  community, cannot endorse this kind of behavior and hope that HAHC 
will not either.  

   

Thanks again, 
Chuck  

   

   

From: Charles Stava ]  
Sent: Tuesday, August 25, 2015 12:01 PM 
To:  

 
Subject: Fwd: 2006 Decatur  

   

Hi Rob,  

   

I'm sorry that you had problems sending me the email, I had some server issues that was 
quickly resolved.    

   

Yes, I am very familiar with the property and its history.  I am very disappointed to hear 
that the owner has chosen to pursue the demolition path.  She met with Mr. Boehner 
some time ago, who gave her some options.  Since then she has done nothing, and has 
not secured the house from the elements.  I have attempted to cover up the windows with 
plastic and board up the door, only to see them removed few days later.  This action has 
made us suspect that she is attempting to accelerate weather exposure to the house in 
order to prove that the house is not salvageable.   

   

This house was built in two stages, the original section is believed to be antebellum. It 
was built between 1864-1875 at another location and moved to this site around the turn 
of the last century.   Upon relocation to the site, the original section was turned sideways 
with the side wall facing the street, with an addition built to serve as the new entry 
point.   The addition was built with inferior materials, which experienced accelerated 
deterioration. That's why Matt and Pete felt it was unsafe to enter.  The original section is 
still in sound condition, and several of us have crawled underneath it and inspected the 

A.5 - 2006 Decatur Attachment A

76



11

attic and found it to be highly salvageable/restoreable.    
 
The committee has discussed options for this property and has supported the demolition 
of the 20th century addition as long as the older section is left intact and incorporated into 
new construction.   We have recognized it as one of the oldest houses in the Old Sixth 
Ward, and the city of Houston.   

   

We have tried to reach out to the owner for some additional options, and she has not 
responded to our efforts.   

   

Thanks,  

Chuck  

   

   

-----Original Message----- 
From: Ryan Boehner t> 
To: Charles Stava > 
Sent: Tue, Aug 25, 2015 11:24 am 
Subject: FW: 2006 Decatur  

   

   

From: Rob Hellyer <   
Date: Tuesday, August 25, 2015 at 10:46 AM  
To: Ryan Boehner < >  
Cc: < >  
Subject: FW: 2006 Decatur  

   

Good morning Ryan;  

   

The email below to Chuck Stava bounced back as undeliverable; not sure why as 
that is the email address on record for the HAHC. I’ll see Chuck at the Commission 
meeting Thursday, but wanted to get this to you in the interim.  

   

As you can see below, I have been retained to assist the new owner of this property 
and her pursuit of approval to demolish. We are attempting to reach out to all 
interested parties in advance; we may not get approval of that plan, but I feel it is 
important to at least initiate the discussion.  
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Our intent is to get it on the agenda for the September HAHC meeting, which means 
submittal by next Wednesday. If you and/or anyone else would like to meet with me 
at the property or elsewhere to discuss, I’d be glad to.  

   

Best regards,  

Rob Hellyer  

   

From: Rob Hellyer   
Sent: Friday, August 21, 2015 11:51 AM 
To:  
Cc:  
Subject: 2006 Decatur  

   

Good morning Chuck,  

   

I’m sure you’re familiar with the referenced address. The property was purchased 
this November of last year after the previous owner was denied a C of A for 
demolition in 2011. The new owner has retained my services to assist in reapplying 
for a demolition C of A. As I’m also sure you are aware, the building has deteriorated 
further. Additionally though not included in the previous application the City has 
declared it a dangerous building and issued a repair or demolish order in 2010; the 
current owner has received an extension of that order.  

   

I have advised her that among other things, reaching out to the Old Sixth Ward 
Neighborhood Association would be in her best interest. It is to that end that I am 
contacting you. I would like to meet with a few key people like yourself, board 
members etc. to discuss this project. The property may not get OSWNA (if that is 
even a real acronym) approval to demolish, but we want to at least discuss with 
interested parties to express the challenges this structure faces.  

   

I have approached The Heritage Society to no avail and will also discuss with 
Preservation Houston to see if there are any other options for this building. Sadly, it 
is very evident that this building will not withstand moving. I met with Pete Stockton 
and Matt Kriegl at the house earlier this week and neither felt the house was safe 
enough to enter.  

   

In any case, please let me know how and with whom to proceed with discussions 
amongst OSWNA members.  
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Best regards,  

Rob Hellyer  

   

 

 

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software.
www.avast.com  

   

   

 

 

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software.
www.avast.com  

   

   

   

 

 

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software.
www.avast.com  

   

  

 

 

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software.
www.avast.com  

  

  

 

 

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software. 
www.avast.com  
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--  

Three grand essentials to happiness in this life are, something to do, something to love, and something to hope 
for - Joseph Addison -  

  

  

 

 

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software. 
www.avast.com  

 
 
 
 
 
‐‐  
Three grand essentials to happiness in this life are, something to do, something to love, and something to hope 
for - Joseph Addison -  
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Willett, Lorelei - PD

From: Thomas McWhorter 
Sent: Saturday, October 17, 2015 12:46 PM
To: DuCroz, Diana - PD
Cc: Charles Stava
Subject: 2006 Decatur Street Certificate of Appropriateness
Attachments: 2006 Decatur.pdf

Good Afternoon,  
Please find the attached statement regarding the historic house located at 2006 Decatur Street in the Old sixth 
Ward Protected Historic District. I am unable to attend the October meeting of the Houston Archaeological and 
Historical Commission, but would like to submit my letter, in support of the preservation of the house, for the 
meeting. Will you please distribute this letter for the commissioners?  

Thank You, 
Thomas McWhorter 
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To	  Whom	  it	  May	  Concern,	  
	  
	  	  I	  had	  the	  pleasure	  of	  visiting	  the	  historic	  house,	  located	  at	  2006	  Decatur	  Street	  in	  
the	  Old	  Sixth	  Ward	  Historic	  District,	  and	  have	  provided	  some	  observations	  below	  
based	  on	  an	  exterior	  inspection	  and	  historic	  documentation	  of	  the	  property.	  The	  one	  
story,	  wood	  frame,	  residential	  building	  is	  constructed	  on	  a	  pier	  and	  beam	  
foundation	  and	  features	  a	  pyramidal	  and	  intersecting	  gable	  roof.	  The	  gable	  roof	  
portion	  of	  the	  house	  appears	  to	  correspond	  with	  the	  earliest	  construction	  phase	  of	  
the	  house	  during	  the	  late	  19th	  Century.	  Sanborn	  Fire	  Insurance	  company	  maps	  of	  the	  
property	  from	  1896	  indicate	  the	  presence	  of	  an	  intersecting	  gable	  roofed	  house	  that	  
featured	  a	  small,	  applied,	  front	  porch	  facing	  Decatur	  Street.	  The	  applied	  front	  porch	  
was	  approximately	  as	  wide	  as	  the	  central	  entry	  bay,	  but	  was	  enlarged,	  according	  to	  
a	  1907	  Sanborn	  map,	  to	  approximately	  two	  times	  its	  original	  width.	  The	  western	  
wall	  of	  the	  building	  currently	  reflects	  the	  scars	  of	  the	  now	  removed	  applied	  front	  
porch.	  Exterior	  inspection	  of	  the	  property	  revealed	  widespread	  use	  of	  cut	  “square”	  
nails	  	  and	  6/6	  pane	  windows	  with	  rounded	  gothic	  muntin	  bars	  that	  are	  both	  
hallmarks	  of	  19th	  Century	  construction.	  
	  	  At	  an	  unknown	  date,	  between	  1907	  and	  1924,	  the	  original	  structure	  was	  re-‐
situated	  on	  the	  lot	  and	  remodeled.	  During	  this	  construction	  phase	  the	  house	  was	  
rotated	  90	  degrees	  so	  that	  the	  original	  Decatur	  facing	  elevation	  now	  faces	  the	  
western	  property	  line.	  Concurrent	  with	  the	  early	  20th	  Century	  reorientation	  of	  the	  
house	  on	  the	  lot,	  a	  new	  addition,	  covered	  with	  a	  pyramidal	  roof,	  was	  constructed	  to	  
the	  right	  (east)	  side	  of	  the	  original	  structure,	  with	  a	  “new”	  Decatur	  facing	  main	  
entry.	  	  The	  historic	  house	  remains	  in	  this	  configuration	  at	  present.	  	  
	  	  Although	  the	  house’s	  current	  configuration	  reflects	  a	  blend	  of	  19th	  and	  early	  20th	  
century	  building	  phases,	  the	  newest	  portion	  of	  the	  home	  is	  now	  more	  than	  ninety	  
years	  old	  and	  the	  overall	  character	  of	  the	  house	  reflects	  the	  natural	  progression	  of	  
old	  houses	  and	  how	  they	  adapt	  to	  meet	  the	  needs	  of	  the	  next	  generation.	  
Furthermore,	  the	  house	  is	  listed	  as	  contributing	  in	  the	  Old	  Sixth	  Ward	  inventory	  and	  
has	  been	  listed	  as	  such	  for	  years	  prior	  to	  the	  current	  owner’s	  purchase	  of	  the	  
property	  in	  2014.	  As	  such,	  the	  historic	  house	  at	  2006	  Decatur	  should	  be	  restored	  
like	  the	  many	  other	  homes	  in	  the	  neighborhood	  that	  once	  suffered	  from	  years	  of	  
deferred	  maintenance,	  but	  now	  reinforce	  the	  character	  of	  this	  neighborhood.	  Thank	  
you	  for	  your	  consideration.	  
	  
Thomas	  McWhorter	  
October	  17,	  2015	  
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Willett, Lorelei - PD

From: Charles Stava 
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2015 3:51 PM
To: DuCroz, Diana - PD
Subject: Forensics Report of 2006 Decatur
Attachments: Architectural Evolution of 2006 Decatur.pdf

Hi Diana,  
 
As you requested, here's the "forensics report" on the Benjaimin A. Riener Tenant House at 2006 Decatur. 
 
Thanks! 
Chuck 
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Architectural Evolution of 2006 Decatur – Benjamin A. Riesner Tenant House 

Four people,  Thomas McWhorter, Ryan Trainer, Phil Neisel, and I toured the house at different times 

and have reached the same conclusion that the structure that sits there is the same house that was 

featured in the 1896 and 1907 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map. 

The original house was a five bay center hall cottage with distinctive Greek Revival detailing typical of 

homes in the Old Sixth Ward built prior to 1885.  It originally had an L-shaped floor plan with an applied 

front porch and a rear service porch.  The windows are 6/6 with lamb’s ear muntin profiles and have 

simple Greek Revival style backband moulding on both sides and the top.  The top sashes are fixed with 

the movable lower sashes. The corner bands also have backband moulding on both ends.  The siding is 

cypress clapboard, not beveled siding that are typical of houses built after 1885.   The original 

appearance of the house likely would have resembled the one at 812 Sabine Street, and 617 Silver in 

floor plan.  

According to Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps and forensic inspections, sometime after 1907 the house was 

cut in half, repositioned on the lot to face west.  It is undetermined what became of the rear wing, but 

there are two theories: 1) the east section where the front and rear door is located may be the original 

rear wing, or 2) the wing was dismantled and its materials re-used in the construction of the east 

section.  The roof framing in the attic showed that there originally was a L-shaped extension of the roof 

over the south end, matching the location of the rear wing would have been.  Inspection underneath the 

house showed that the sill under that section is smaller than the exterior sills, giving more credence to 

the theory that the rear wing was removed.  There are two seams on the fasica along the west wall, with 

a slightly thinner fascia board applied in the center, which was likely added when the original entry 

porch was removed for the relocation.   The foundation bricks along the perimeter are clearly 20th 

century compared to the bricks seen on other Old Sixth Ward homes of the same era.  Several of the 

interior piers show older bricks, possibly reused from the relocation.  

The western section consists of three rooms, and they show interior detailing seen in neighboring 

homes of the same era, such as pre-Victorian era four panel doors with double bevel panels, non-

reversible rim door locks with white porcelain knobs, the plain window casings feature beveled-edge 

stops. The floors are 6” wide cypress planks that are 7/8” thick.  The baseboards are plain, but the front 

room has Victorian-era caps. The ceilings are 9’6” high. There is evidence that the front door was 

removed since there is newer shiplapping that covers the west wall in the middle room.  In addition, 

there is evidence that one of the windows was relocated, likely to accommodate the relocation of the 

wall between the kitchen and the middle room.  There is a ghost line along the ceiling and the wall 

showing the original placement of the wall, which was pushed few feet to the north.   On the other side 

of the middle room, facing east, there is newer shiplapping, possibly installed when the original rear 

door was pushed few feet north to accommodate a closet.  Further forensic examination reveal that 

there used to be two windows on the northern wall in the kitchen, and one was removed to make way 

for the cabinets/stove.  

The eastern section features two rooms and a bathroom. The windows and casings are the same as the 

western section, but the doors are of varying details.  The closet doors have six panel doors with single 

bevel panels and the primary room doors are two panels with flat panels.  The primary room doors have 

mortise locks with metal doorknobs.   
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Willett, Lorelei - PD

From: Ryan Boehner 
Sent: Tuesday, October 20, 2015 10:13 AM
To: DuCroz, Diana - PD; Kriegl, Matthew - PD
Cc: Adrian Melendez
Subject: FW: 2006 Decatur
Attachments: 2006 Decatur.pdf

Diana and Matt, 
 
Below please find an offer documenting an open offer for 2006 Decatur. Phil communicated this offer verbally to Rob Hellyer 
last week; Rob declined it immediately. I have spoken with several other people who have expressed serious interest in the 
home. 
 
As we discussed, we believe this shows clearly that this application fails to satisfy criteria for demolition as specified on page 8 
of the Old Sixth Ward Design Guidelines, and parts (a)(1)(a) and (a)(1)(c) of Sec. 33‐247 of the Houston Code. 
 
With thanks, 
 
Ryan 
 

From: philip neisel  > 
Reply‐To: philip neisel  > 
Date: Tuesday, October 20, 2015 at 9:17 AM 
To: Rob Hellyer  >,  > 
Cc: Chuck Stava  , Ryan Boehner   
Subject: 2006 Decatur 
 

Chunny and Rob, 
 
Following up from our previous discussions, attached is an offer to purchase 2006 Decatur for $180K. 
This is an all-cash offer, not contingent upon financing, and I would be willing to move toward a 
closing as soon as possible. The offer also provides that I will pay for title insurance and, if your 
survey is insufficient, my own survey. Further, I am not represented by a real estate agent, so there 
would be no commission payable to a buyer's agent. 
 
I understand you may need some time to assess your options, so I will try to leave this offer open for 
as long as I can. If I don't hear from you first, I will let you know by email if the offer is rescinded.  
 
Please let me know if you would like to discuss. Thanks very much. I hope we talk soon. 
 
Phil 
713-256-2695  
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Willett, Lorelei - PD

From: Ryan Boehner 
Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2015 1:13 PM
To: DuCroz, Diana - PD; Kriegl, Matthew - PD; Walsh, Patrick - PD; Wallace Brown, 

Margaret - PD
Cc:
Subject: 2006 Decatur Addendum
Attachments: 2006 Decatur.pdf; 2006 Decatur[1].pdf

Pat, Maragret, Diana, and Matt, 
 
Thank you for your time on Friday. 
 
As you know, our neighborhood has decided to oppose the 2006 application vigorously. As discussed in 
person and submitted via email, this application fails to satisfy many of the criteria required for demolition. 
Below please find additional point by point refutations of the application’s arguments. 

 Per email sent yesterday to Diana and Matt (attached), Phil Neisel submitted a written offer to Ms. 
Zhang and Mr. Hellyer. This clearly shows that this application fails to satisfy criteria for demolition 
as specified on page 8 of the Old Sixth Ward Design Guidelines, and parts (a)(1)(a) and (a)(1)(c) of 
Sec. 33‐247 of the Houston Code. In addition, several neighbors have attempted to contact the 
number listed on an earlier‐posted For‐Sale‐By‐Owner sign; the person who answered would not 
provide a listing price and would not even confirm the house was for sale. 

 Per email from Thomas McWhorter on Saturday (attached), this house retains historic significance 
both in the Old Sixth Ward Protected Historic District and for the City of Houston. He supports 
restoring it, as many homes in the neighborhood have been successfully restored despite years of 
deferred maintenance. This addresses parts (a)(3) of Sec. 33‐247 of the Houston Code. 

 Kathy Vossler, former Old Sixth Ward Neighborhood Association president, reviewed the 115 page 
CofA application in detail. Ms. Zhang’s account of her purchase differs meaningfully from Ms. 
Vossler’s memory. Whereas Ms. Zhang claims she was the only person willing to purchase the 
property in 2014, Ms. Vossler recalls that she received many inquiries about the property. Ms. 
Vossler and other Old Sixth Ward neighbors called the number on the For Sale By Owner sign many 
times. Often, nobody answered and nobody called back. 

 Ms. Zhang’s own appraisal shows that the property might be valued at $213,500. She purchased the 
property for $180,000. Her appraisal estimates a marketing period of under 90 days. This would 
represent a meaningful, quick return for not doing any work to maintain the house. 

 Ms. Zhang chose to leave windows and doors open for months, contributing to the demolition by 
neglect of this home. The city eventually had to secure the house for her. That neglect makes the 
house less valuable. Any economic hardship incurred here was avoidable and is self‐inflicted, as such 
does not satisfy the “economic hardship” criterion for demolition under III.A.2 of the Old Sixth Ward 
Design Guidelines OR the “unreasonable economic hardship” criterion in part a.1. of Sec 33‐247 of 
the Houston Code. 

 The neighborhood has not sat idly while the house has deteriorated. Neighbors helped secure the 
house twice since Ms. Zhang purchased it. We have also helped find buyers. We have met with every 
willing potential buyer (including Ms. Zhang) to inform them of the protections, of their obligations 
as homeowner in a protected historic district, and about the prohibition against demolition. 

 Ms. Zhang’s application suggests that the HAHC denied the previous owner’s application because the 
applicant lacked plans for future or alternative use. I was present when the HAHC denied that 
application, and would like to suggest another narrative. At the time, commissioners suggested that 
owners need to learn that while a well‐restored historic property might sell for a meaningful 
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premium, a property in poor condition might sell for a discount to lot value. I suggest that logic still 
applies to this situation. 

 In her application, Ms. Zhang writes, "when I got the title commitment, I found out the house has a 
dangerous building order....” Ms. Zhang and I have several times discussed the different between 
neighborhood protection’s tags, and the HPO prohibitions of demolition. We have helped other 
neighbors secure, stabilize, and restore their properties. There should be no confusion about the 
prohibition against demolition, or about the what the dangerous building order means or does not 
mean. We would happily help the owner of 2006 Decatur restore the property and get it removed 
from the dangerous buildings list. 

 The applicant claims that restoring the house would require moving it away from its west property 
line, and that the house will not withstand a move. One of our neighbors has received a bid from Sipes 
Brothers confirming that the house would require replacing three sill beams, but would be moveable. 

 Rob Hellyer’s estimate warns that the structure may not be restorable. However, members of our 
neighborhood committee have visited several times and explored it, inside and out, in detail. We 
understand that it might require sill beam replacement. We understand that replacing sill beams might 
then reveal rotten studs, and that might then require replacing some of those studs. We recognize that 
the roof will require substantial repair. We list these because we are aware of the possible challenges 
and because we have seen them before. We believe they are all manageable repairs. The neighborhood 
has successfully restored houses in similarly poor conditions in the past. For example, 1909 and 1910 
Decatur were both condemned by the city and slated for demolition; they now are intact, contributing, 
lovely historic homes in the Protected Historic District. 

 The HPO requires the owner investigate adaptive reuse. This owner has taken no action to secure, 
stabilize, or restore this property. She has invested substantial resources, however, in exploring 
demolition.  

 We have uncovered substantial inconsistencies in the estimates submitted by Mr. Hellyer’s firm for 
restoring the house and for building a new home on its location. We believe these bids do not provide 
a reliable or reasonable basis for comparison. In addition, we feel deeply concerned that the applicant 
has only included estimates from his own remodeling company, rather than independent estimates. 
Has the the city really accepted these “estimates” for consideration? We would like the city and the 
HAHC to disregard these estimates and require independent bids from firms specifically experienced 
in similar projects. 

 In her application, Ms. Zhang claims she has spoken with several Old Sixth Ward residents who 
support demolition, but does not identify them. This is inconsistent with the neighborhood feedback 
we have received. We have received many unsolicited comments from people who support restoration 
and preservation of this house. This house’s continued deterioration has been a major topic at three 
recent monthly neighborhood association meetings. On Monday night, the neighborhood association 
(not just this committee) voted unanimously to oppose this application. The neighborhood association 
president has re-arranged his work schedule so he can present the neighborhood’s opposition in 
person. 

Finally, we would like to request the city work to stabilize the house as authorized by the "demo by neglect" 
provisions of the HPO. We would like the city to charge the applicant for this work, securing with a lien 
against the property if necessary. We would like to request consistent, similar enforcement for other homes in 
the Old Sixth Ward as well. 
 
Please distribute these as well as our previous letters to commissioners with the packet for this project. 
 
With thanks, 
 
Ryan Boehner 
Chair, Historic Conservation Committee, Old Sixth Ward Neighborhood Association 
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Willett, Lorelei - PD

From: Ryan Boehner 
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 9:00 AM
To: Walsh, Patrick - PD; Wallace Brown, Margaret - PD
Cc: Jane Cahill-West; Adrian Melendez; DuCroz, Diana - PD; Kriegl, Matthew - PD
Subject: Request for meting about 2006 Decatur

Pat and Margaret, 
 
I understand that Rob Hellyer and Chunny Zhang would like to demolish 2006 Decatur, a historic home in the Old Sixth Ward 
Protected Historic District. I would like to meet with you this week to make sure we are on the same page, with what seems 
like an obvious denial. I also formally request that you investigate and immediately enforce “demolition by neglect” on 2006 
Decatur. 
 
We will not support demolition of this property. I personally met with Ms. Zhang several times before she purchased the 
property. We discussed its condition in detail, discussed the budget that might be required to secure it and restore it, 
discussed specific designers and architects with experience to restore it, and discussed that we would not support demolition. 
We had a detailed conversation about the difference between the neighborhood protection violations (effectively demolition 
by neglect) and the historic protections. We did hands on work, identifying what part of the house was original and which 
might be a later addition. We hoped to be reasonable and seek compromise, perhaps allowing partial removal of a couple 
non‐original rooms while retaining original windows and materials from those rooms. In the process, we discovered that the 
original core of this house was restorable. At time of purchase, she promised that she intended to restore the home and live in 
it. 
 
Ms. Zhang failed to secure or protect the house from further harm since purchasing it. She obtained one bid from a 
contractor, who did not specialize in historic preservation. He suggested demolition. She did not obtain bids from the 
designers I suggested or ask for additional resources. I even introduced her to one of the designers at Catalina and offered to 
set up meetings directly; she advised me that her job situation had changed and the housing market had changed, and she 
was unlikely to begin work on the house anytime soon. 
 
The many red tag violations came through because of (a) deterioration and (b) unauthorized work. They do not lead us to 
support demolition. They simply confirm what we already know: that Ms. Zhang and the previous owners failed to maintain 
the property. However, language in the HPO also prohibits demolition by neglect. We believe that language protects the 
home, and underlines the need for the city to enforce the HPO’s “demo by neglect” provisions. As you know, HAHC 
commissioners and chair have often asked the city to enforce its own rules more consistently. 
 
I was present when the previous owner applied for permission to demolish. At that time, HAHC commissioners specifically 
talked about how owners need to come to terms with the fact that while restored homes may sell for substantial premiums 
over homes outside of protect districts, homes that have deteriorated may need to sell for discounts to lot value. Ms. Zhang 
chose to purchase a home for below lot value, aware of the work required, of the resources and neighborhood support 
available to her. 
 
I’d like to offer an analogy. If one buys a non‐working car, leaves the windows unrolled and doors unlocked in Houston’s warm 
and humid climate, and performs no maintenance for several years, it seems unreasonable to complain about the car’s 
continued deterioration. Any car and any house – historic or not – would continue to deteriorate under such conditions, and 
would lose resale value over time. It seems even more absurd to try to sell this hypothetical car for a profit after several years 
of neglect. Ms. Zhang, aware of the protected historic district, chose to purchase 2006 Decatur, chose not to secure it, and 
chose not to restore it. I suggest she may have to sell it at a loss, as she has not performed the maintenance any owner might 
need to perform of any car or home. 
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Several neighbors have tried contacting the number listed on the for‐sale sign. Although one potential purchaser did walk 
away, several others have expressed serious interest. Callers have been unable to gather even basic information about the 
listing price or whether the property’s even really for sale. We believe this also supports denying the CofA, as this applicant 
could find willing buyers.  
 
Please note that an Old Sixth Ward resident, Jerry Harper, came to a recent neighborhood association meeting to report 
recent, un‐permitted work at 2006 Decatur. I would like the city to investigate this possible un‐permitted work. If the city finds 
that un‐permitted work was indeed undertaken at the site, that seems to provide further evidence that these applicants are 
not working in good faith to secure and restore this home; I would like you to take this into account in considering this 
application. 
 
I look forward to visiting with you this week. 
 
With thanks 
 
Ryan Boehner 
Chair, Historic Conservation Committee, Old Sixth Ward Neighborhood Association 
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