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October 19, 2020: 
 
To the City of Austin Historic Landmark Commission: 
 
The owner of this property, Ingrid Radkey, contacted me last year to evaluate the possibilities for 
remodeling the house.  The original one-story house, built in about 1927, had 2 bedrooms, one 
bathroom, a living room, a dining room and a kitchen.  In approximately 1946 – 1948 an addition 
was constructed in the back.  That addition now comprises about a quarter of the entire square 
footage.  The addition has a porch, a bedroom and a bathroom.  The addition was built lower than 
the main house, and too low to the ground to keep water out.  The roof tie-in is a simple lean-to 
arrangement, which is not integrated into the original design at all. 
 
After I toured the exterior and interior of the property, it was clear that it was in very poor 
condition. There was no portion of the building that did not need major attention (some structural, 
some not).  
 
I found that the foundation was not level, and the owner informs me that in recent years the 
addition at the rear was prone to flooding during heavy rain events. The windows did not function 
properly, the plumbing was in disrepair, the electrical system was outdated, and the package 
mechanical equipment was installed on the ground outside, with exposed exterior ducting. The 
interior layout required that one go through a bedroom to get to the bathroom in the front (original 
structure), and, in the addition, one had to go through the bathroom to get to the bedroom. The 
kitchen was no longer functional and was very small.  Rodents have taken over the home.  
 
In considering a renovation of the house, I prepared some design suggestions to improve the 
layouts and functionality and had a contractor (Jerry McBride) estimate the costs for that work.  
That estimate (which is attached), for approximately $230,000, was higher than we anticipated. 
Indeed Mr. McBride suggested that we start over, building a new structure.  He felt that could 
probably be done at a cost in the same range as the renovation, since – as a practical matter – 
the structural and non-structural deficiencies would require that all building systems be replaced, 
including foundation repair, electrical system, plumbing system, mechanical system, insulation, 
windows, finishes, cabinets, countertops, fixtures, roofing, etc.  (Mr. McBride did not include the 
cost of foundation repair in his estimate.  A bid and diagram for foundation work were provided by 
the ”Level Best” company and are attached.  The bid was for $9,200 (the work has not been 
done). 
 
It became clear that renovation would be difficult and financially unrealistic.  Subsequently the 
owner applied for a demolition permit so that, as the first concern, the structure would not 
continue to deteriorate and be a potential haven for squatters.  The owner also does plan to build 
a new structure. 
 
After the application for the demolition permit was filed, I was surprised to learn that some 
neighbors had indicated that they thought the structure had significant aesthetic qualities.  (One 
person said that, without having done research, they thought the structure might have historical 
significance, though there has been no follow-up). 
 
I have been an architect in Austin for over 30 years and have worked on many projects in Austin, 
including projects to modify structures that had been declared historic landmarks without 
damaging their historic character.  (My resumé is attached.)  Although I do not have experience 
with declaring structures to qualify as historic landmarks, I have a substantial general sense of 
architectural styles and methods in Austin. 
  
In particular, from having done a great deal of remodeling design work in Austin, I regard this 
house as a fairly typical one-story frame bungalow for the period (late 1920’s), lacking any unique 
features that couldn’t also be found on hundreds of similar houses in Austin.   
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In 2014, the front of 1208 West 22nd St. appeared as follows: 
 

 
(photograph from Google - view of 1208 from 1305 W.22nd St.): 
 
 
The front of the structure is characterized by two columns that are straightforward and not ornate 
or substantially embellished.  Between the two columns is a rather plain curved arch.  The door 
and window trim are rather routine.  Neither the rest of the exterior, nor the interior, appears to 
have any special characteristics. 
 
Based on my experience, it is my opinion: 
 
 With regard to the section (i) Architecture criteria: 
 

A. For the reasons just stated, the house does not appear to “embody the 
distinguishing characteristics of a recognized architectural style, type, or 
method of construction”; 

B. I see no indication that it would “exemplify technological innovation in design 
or construction.” 

C. Again, for the reasons just stated, I see no indication that it would be 
considered to “display high artistic value in representing ethnic or folk art, 
architecture, or construction.” 

D. As mentioned above, it seems architecturally similar to many bungalows 
throughout the area and Austin generally and does not appear to “represent a 
rare example of an architectural style in the city.” 

E. Although I have not done research into the identity of the persons who were 
involved in the original construction, I see no indication from the quality of the 
design and construction that the house could serve as an “outstanding example 
of the work of an architect, builder, or artisan who significantly contributed to 
the development of the city, state, or nation.” 

F. Ingrid Radkey’s understanding is that her parents bought the house in 
approximately 1936 – 1938, which is relatively soon after its construction (she 
lived in the house for a number of years after she was born in 1939).   
Therefore, in conjunction with the opinions above, I see no indication that the 
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house would “possess cultural, historical, or architectural value as a 
particularly fine or unique example of a utilitarian or vernacular structure” 

G. I see no indication that it would “represent an architectural curiosity or one-of-
a-kind building.” 

With regard to the section (ii) Historical Associations criteria: 
 

A. Since the property has been in the Radkey family for the vast majority of the 
time since it was built, it seems highly unlikely that the property could have 
“long-standing significant associations with persons, groups, institutions, 
businesses, or events of historic importance which contributed significantly to 
the history of the city, state, or nation.” 

B. For the same reason, it seems improbable that the structure would “represent 
a significant portrayal of the cultural practices or the way of life of a definable 
group of people in a historic time.” 

With regard to the section (iii) Archeology criteria: 
 

Although I have not researched it, there appears no reason to believe that the 
property would have, or be expected to yield “significant data concerning the 
human history or prehistory of the region”; 

With regard to the section (iv) Community Value criteria: 
 

The location is central, west of the University of Texas, surrounded by properties 
of various types, ages, and styles.  In light of the straightforward construction 
referred to above, there is no indication that the property has “a unique location, 
physical characteristic, or significant feature that contributes to the character, 
image, or cultural identity of the city, a neighborhood, or a particular group. ” 

 
With regard to the section (v) Landscape Feature criteria: 
 

The property is on a substantially flat lot and is adjacent to similarly flat lots on 
West 22nd St. to the east and west.  There is an alley in back.  I do not see any 
“significant natural or designed landscape or landscape feature with artistic, 
aesthetic, cultural, or historical value to the city.” 

 
Regards, 
 

  
 
 
 
 
Attachments: 
 
Contractor Estimate, 2019 
Resume, Barnaby Evans 
“Level Best” bid for foundation work 
Diagram by “Level Best” 
 









MCBRIDE CONTRACTORS INC.
1908 JUSTIN LANE   AUSTIN, TX  78757

    Office:512-422-3117

Project: 1208 West 22nd St. 21-Aug-19
Owner/Agent: Radkey Residence

Estimated cost for whole house remodel Budget

Demolition of all interior drywall, cabinets, etc.. Down to the old existing lap and gap; Also 
demolition of old casement windows; Remove roof and walls at poorly constructed back 
porch to prepare it for pouring concrete back to fill area. 10,000.00

All framing necessary to create new spaces throughout house; framing lumber and all 
new siding around entire house necessary to complete framing. 20,000.00

Re-plumb entire house to change 2 bathrooms into new configurations and change 
laundry room configurations Install tankless water heater. 15,000.00

Reworking of electrical throughout house as to create new spaces including new 150 
amp service. Budget of $1500 for electrical fixtures and 4 new ceiling fans at bedrooms 
and living room. 16,500.00

Install all new insulation throughout house to include all old existing walls sprayed with 
insulation fill and new attic insulation. 5,000.00

All drywall work necessary to create new spaces including tape, float and texture. 6,000.00

All trim and millwork necessary to create new space excluding cabinets. 9,000.00

installation of new cabinets at kitchen and both bathrooms. 7,800.00

Cost of new vinyl or wood widows throughout with new front entry door and back door. 
Budget of $9000-$20,000 9,000.00

Full interior and exterior paint of house. 12,500.00

Installation of new flooring or patching and sanding of existing flooring. Range of $9000-
$17000. 13,000.00

Roofing necessary at new rear bedroom to match existing shingle roof. 2,000.00

Budget for new plumbing fixtures for kitchen and  2 new cast iron tubs at new baths. 1,500.00

Installation of 2 new tub surrounds from floor to ceiling. 1,700.00

Lockout budget to install new door knobs, cabinet hardware and new towel bar, towel 
ring, toilet paper holders for both new bathrooms. 1,500.00

New solid surface countertops at kitchen and both bathrooms. Range of $3000-$4000 
with level one or two stone or Silestone. 3,500.00

Installation of new whole house HVAC unit.  Estimated 2.5 ton unit. 5,500.00

Estimated cost for simple new appliance package with installation. 4,500.00

Installation of new front porch railing. Range $1500-$3000 1,500.00

Leveling of entire house before commencement of framing. 8,000.00

Monthly onsite supervisory fee limited to 8 months. Cost of $2000 per month 16,000.00

miscellaneous items not really defined 5% 8,500.00

Budget for dumpsters and Porto-toilet on site. 3,250.00

Cost of permits and third party inspections necessary to complete project. 2,000.00

Cost for builders risk insurance policy. 500.00

Total 183,750.00    
Overhead, Contractor's fee 45,938.00      

TOTAL JOB COST 229,688.00$  



DUPRE  CONSULTING  SERVICES 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

PO BOX 177   CIBOLO  TX   78108   469-774-4442 

TEXAS BOARD OF PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS REGISTRATION F-10519

October 14, 2020 

Ms. Ingrid Radkey 
Via email: [REDACTED]

Re: Structural Assessment: 1208 W 22nd Street, Austin, Texas 

Dear Ms. Radkey: 

On October 9, 2020, Mr. John P. Dupre, PE, with Dupre Consulting Services (DCS) visited the 
referenced residence to assess the condition of the structure.  In the following paragraphs, we 
present our site observations, analysis and conclusions, and repair recommendations. 

General Description and History 
For orientation purposes, the front of the single-story, wood-framed structure faces south. A pier 
and beam foundation system supports the residence. The original residence was constructed in 1927 
(estimated). An addition was built along the back of the original residence. This addition includes a 
bedroom, a half bathroom (water closet and lavatory only) and a “screened-in” porch. Our 
observations indicate that various repairs and required upgrades have been completed. 

Scope of Work 
We performed the following activities on site: 
 Inspected the condition of the foundation from the crawl space to the extent possible
 Surveyed the elevations of the piers
 Inspected interior walls and measured for tilt
 Inspected the ceiling and roof framing
An inspection of the roof shingles, plumbing lines and electrical wiring is beyond the scope of our
work and expertise; however, we document relevant observations in this letter.

Our observations indicate that the wall, ceiling and roof framing of the original residence are 
structurally sound—no repairs are required. In the remainder of this letter we address the condition 
of the foundation and of the addition. 

Foundation 
As stated above, the foundation supporting the residence is a pier and beam system.  The access 
point to the crawl space is at the southeast corner of the crawl space. Limited vertical clearance 
restricted access to the entire crawl space.  

We observed three types of piers: bois d’arc (typically installed at the time the residence was built), 
stacked concrete blocks and cast-in-place concrete cylinders. Although pier types vary, the spacing 
is nearly uniform at approximately seven feet on center. Wooden beams span in the north-south 
direction between the piers, transferring the load of the structure to the ground.  These beams are 4” 
x 6” sections and are located at the perimeter and along the centerline. Two intermediate beams, 4” 
x 4” wooden sections, have been installed halfway between the larger beams. The perpendicular 
joists that carry the floor loads to the beams are 2” x 6” wooden members, spaced at approximately 
sixteen inches on center. Plaster skirting encloses the perimeter of the crawl space.  
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The first two photographs below document the general condition of the accessible part of the crawl 
space. The first photograph also includes a concrete block pier. 

The photograph at lower left documents typical interior framing above a bois d’arc pier. The 
photograph at lower right documents exterior framing at a cast-in-place concrete pier. 

At least one of the concrete block piers is not in contact with the beam (photograph at lower left). 
The only water damage to the wooden subfloor framing that we observed in the accessible areas 
was at the bathtub. Refer to the photograph at lower right. 

An isolated void in the perimeter skirting allowed us to insert a camera into the crawl space near the 
southwest corner of the kitchen. The photograph of the condition of the crawl space is below right. 
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According to the Soil Survey published by the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service, the native soil at the 
site is silty clay to an approximate depth of 29 inches. 
The underlying material is bedrock.  Note that the Soil 
Survey is based on averages for a broad area.  The 
depth of soil layers at the site might vary from this 
description, but the behavioral properties do not. 

Although the surface layer is relatively thin, the soil 
supporting the foundation is expansive; an expansive 
soil has the ability to change in volume with variations 
in moisture content.  Unequal volumetric changes in the 
supporting soil can cause differential movement of the 
foundation.   

To determine the position of the top of the foundation, we began by measuring the relative 
elevations of the floor at or near existing piers and along the perimeter grade beams.  We then 
adjusted the elevation data to account for changes in the floor covering materials.  The adjusted 
floor elevations are representative of the elevations of the top of the foundation.  Note that these 
measurements are not referenced to an established benchmark, but are intended to only reflect 
relative change in elevation between data points. A sketch of the elevation data plotted on the floor 
plan is attached at the end of this letter. The approximate locations of piers and subfloor beams are 
also indicated on this sketch. 

Our crawl space observations and analysis of the elevation data indicate that foundation movement 
has occurred, we recommend the following repairs to the foundation: 
 Remove and replace approximately twenty bois d’arc and concrete block piers with cast-in-

place cylindrical concrete piers.
 Adjust piers heights by inserting or removing steel shim plates above the concrete piers.

Estimate the same number of adjustments as new piers. Note that this repair is part of new pier
installation, not additive.

 Remove and replace one water-damaged 2”x 6” floor joist, approximately seven feet long, and
water-damaged decking above. (Access will require removal of the bathtub).

 Remove all debris from crawl space and level surface to provide access.
 Install openings in the skirting to provide one square foot of ventilation for every 150 square

feet of crawl space area (approximately seven square feet of opening is required).

A qualified foundation repair contractor can provide an accurate estimate from this information and 
the sketch provided. 
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Addition 
Clearance from grade to the top of the foundation addition is insufficient to completely observe the 
subfloor framing. Finish materials cover the floors walls and ceilings. The roof slopes downward 
from the existing wall top plate (photograph at lower left). The roof framing in the adjoining 
“screened-in” porch is visible. We observed no visible defects (photograph at lower right). 

From the exterior of the addition we were able to observe that an elevated wooden floor framing 
system bears on a concrete slab. The photograph at lower left documents this framing pattern, as 
well as the deterioration of the sole plate for the exterior wall. The photograph at lower right is in 
the same general area, but a broader perspective. This photograph indicates that the water damage 
(rot) continues up the wall to the siding and presumably to the wall framing. 

For this type of wall construction the building code (International Residential Code) requires a 
minimum of six inches from grade to the top of the foundation to prevent surface water intrusion. 
This clearance was not provided. The result is extensive deterioration of the exterior wooden 
framing.  

The required repair includes removal and replacement of all water-damaged subfloor and exterior 
wall framing. In addition, the proper clearance between grade and the top of the foundation must be 
provided by either elevating the structure or excavation and installation of a sub-surface drainage 
system along the perimeter of the foundation. Elevation of the structure will reduce the existing roof 
slope, altering the drainage pattern. We anticipate that the cost of these repairs will exceed the 
demolition and proper new construction cost; therefore, we conclude that the addition shall be 
demolished. Although we did not observe indications of current structural distress, continuing 
deterioration will eventually create a hazardous condition.  
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Other Observations 
The base of the wooden column at the southwest corner of the front porch has rotted. This section 
shall be removed and replaced (photograph at lower left). Parts of the original bathroom have been 
demolished. The photograph at lower right documents the vanity, but parts of the bathtub surround 
have also been removed. This area shall be repaired as part of the subfloor framing replacement. 

Basis 
We prepared this structural assessment report for the specific benefit of Ms. Ingrid Radkey.  The 
report is intended for her sole use.  This report is based on our site observations and elevation 
survey recorded on October 9, 2020, information provided by Ms. Ingrid Radkey and on soil data 
provided by others. If any additional information becomes available, we reserve the right to revise 
our conclusions as required. Property conditions change with time and use; the accuracy of our 
conclusions diminishes over time. This report shall not be used for any other purpose. The 
information in this report might be incomplete or outdated for other applications.  Release of this 
report to any third party is the responsibility of Ms. Ingrid Radkey.  No warranty of future 
performance is expressed or implied by this report. This report supersedes all oral representations. 

DCS is a structural engineering consulting firm. Cost estimating is beyond the scope of our 
expertise. In this letter we have provided data to facilitate accurate estimating, but make no 
representations of actual cost. We have not identified all non-structural costs required to create a 
habitable structure. We only mentioned those items related to structural repairs. It is possible that 
repairs will reveal additional damage. Please consult an experienced remodeling contractor or a 
professional estimator for accurate cost data. We also did not address function or aesthetics, which 
are within an architect’s scope of service. 

Thank you for allowing us to provide this service.  If you have any questions or need further 
assistance, please contact our office. 

Sincerely,     

John P. Dupre, PE1  10-14-20

1 Author’s qualifications: B.S. Civil Engineering, M.S. Engineering (Structures), Registered Professional Engineer in 
Texas (61498) since 1987, twenty years experience in residential structural/foundation assessment. 
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