
 

 

 
HDRC CASE NO: 2016-012 
ADDRESS: 501 E DEWEY PLACE 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: NCB 2964 BLK 3 LOT 1&2 
ZONING: MF33 H 
CITY COUNCIL DIST.: 1 
DISTRICT: Tobin Hill Historic District 
APPLICANT: Melanie Castillo 
OWNER: Melanie Castillo 
TYPE OF WORK: Demolish Existing Accessory Structure 
REQUEST: 

The applicant is requesting a Certificate of Appropriateness for approval to demolish the existing accessory structure.  

 
APPLICABLE CITATIONS: 
 
Sec. 35-614. - Demolition. 
Demolition of a historic landmark constitutes an irreplaceable loss to the quality and character of the City of San Antonio. 
Accordingly, these procedures provide criteria to prevent unnecessary damage to the quality and character of the city's 
historic districts and character while, at the same time, balancing these interests against the property rights of landowners. 
 
(a) Applicability. The provisions of this section apply to any application for demolition of a historic landmark 
(including those previously designated as historic exceptional or historic significant) or a historic district. 
 
     (1) Historic Landmark. No certificate shall be issued for demolition of a historic landmark unless the applicant 
     demonstrates clear and convincing evidence supporting an unreasonable economic hardship on the applicant. 
     In the case of a historic landmark, if an applicant fails to prove unreasonable economic hardship, the 
     applicant may provide to the historic and design review commission additional information regarding loss of 
     significance as provided is subsection (c)(3) in order to receive a historic and design review commission 
     recommendation for a certificate for demolition. 
      
     (2) Entire Historic District. If the applicant wishes to demolish an entire designated historic district, he has to 
     provide clear and convincing evidence of economic hardship on the applicant if the application for a 
     certificate is to be approved. 
 
     (3) Property Located in Historic District and Contributing to District Although Not Designated a 
     Landmark. No certificate shall be issued for property located in a historic district and contributing to the 
     district although not designated a landmark unless the applicant demonstrates clear and convincing evidence 
     supporting an unreasonable economic hardship on the applicant if the application for a certificate is 
     disapproved. When an applicant fails to prove unreasonable economic hardship in such cases, the applicant 
     may provide additional information regarding loss of significance as provided is subsection (c)(3) in order to 
     receive a certificate for demolition of the property. 
 
(c) Loss of Significance. When an applicant fails to prove unreasonable economic hardship the applicant may provide 
      to the historic and design review commission additional information which may show a loss of significance in 
      regards to the subject of the application in order to receive historic and design review commission recommendation 
      of approval of the demolition. If, based on the evidence presented the historic and design review commission finds 
      that the structure or property is no longer historically, culturally, architecturally or archeologically significant it may 
      make a recommendation for approval of the demolition. In making this determination, the historic and design review   

commission must find that the owner has established by a preponderance of the evidence that the structure or 
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property has undergone significant and irreversible changes which have caused it to lose the historic, cultural,
architectural or archeological significance, qualities or features which qualified the structure or property for such 
designation. Additionally, the historic and design review commission must find that such changes were not caused either 
directly or indirectly by the owner, and were not due to intentional or negligent destruction or a lack of maintenance rising
to the level of a demolition by neglect. The historic and design review commission shall not consider or be persuaded to 
find loss of significance based on the presentation of circumstances or items that are not unique to the property in question
(i.e. the current economic climate). For property located within a historic district, the historic and design review 
commission shall be guided in its decision by balancing the contribution of the property to the character of the historic 
district with the special merit of the proposed replacement project.

FINDINGS:

a. The primary and accessory structure located at 501 E Dewey were built circa 1913 by architect Charles T. Finchman
in what is now known as the Tobin Hill Historic District. The accessory structure is constructed mainly of brick,
which is a primary material seen on the main structure. Both the accessory structure and the main house share a
similar hipped roof and the orientation of the accessory structure is similar to that seen on a 1922 Sanborn Fire
Insurance map. Due to these findings, staff finds that the accessory structure located at 501 E Dewey is contributing to
the character of the neighborhood and the property.

b. The accessory structure is located along the west side of the lot and features a double wide entrance that faces
Gillespie Street. It is two stories, and is constructed of brick and wood and has a hipped roof. Upon completing a site
visit, staff noted the slab foundation is cracked in several places and has begun to lift upwards, away from the ground.
Several sections of the brick require repointing and general repairs. The structure also had double sliding doors at one
point in the past.

c. The loss of a historic landmark constitutes an irreplaceable loss to the quality and character of San Antonio.
Demolition of any contributing buildings should only occur after every attempt has been made, within reason, to
successfully reuse the structure. Clear and convincing evidence supporting an unreasonable economic hardship on the
applicant if the application for a certificate is disapproved must be presented by the applicant in order for demolition
to be considered. The criteria for establishing unreasonable economic hardship are listed in UDC Section 35-
614(b)(3). The applicant must prove by a preponderance of the evidence that:

A. The owner cannot make reasonable beneficial use of or realize a reasonable rate of return on a structure 
or site, regardless of whether that return represents the most profitable return possible, unless the highly 
significant endangered, historic and cultural landmark, historic and cultural landmarks district or 
demolition delay designation, as applicable, is removed or the proposed demolition or relocation is 
allowed; 

[The applicant claims that without the demolition of the accessory structure at 501 E Dewey Place, they
would not be able to fully insure their property through USAA. According to the home inspection 
report provided by the applicant, USAA instructed the applicant to have the accessory structure
reviewed for condition and to make the necessary repairs. The estimate submitted by the applicant for
repairing the accessory structure includes foundation and structural repair, but also includes plumbing, 
electrical, new windows and other finishing materials that ����more in line with a rehabilitation of the
structure and not strictly structural repairs.]

B. The structure and property cannot be reasonably adapted for any other feasible use, whether by the 
current owner or by a purchaser, which would result in a reasonable rate of return;

[This does not apply. The owner has not expressed any interest in selling the property or utilizing the 
accessory structure as an income producing property.]

C. The owner has failed to find a purchaser or tenant for the property during the previous two (2) years, 
despite having made substantial ongoing efforts during that period to do so. The evidence of unreasonable 
economic hardship introduced by the owner may, where applicable, include proof that the owner's 



 

 

affirmative obligations to maintain the structure or property make it impossible for the owner to realize a 
reasonable rate of return on the structure or property. 
 
[This does not apply. The owner has not expressed any interest in selling the property or utilizing the 
accessory structure as an income producing property.]  

d. The applicant has provided concept replacement plans for the accessory structure. They include extending the existing 
wrought iron fence to secure the property and create a courtyard in the rear yard.   

RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff does not recommend approval of demolition based on findings a through c.  

CASE MANAGER: 

Katie Totman 
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The City of San Antonio does not guarantee the accuracy, adequacy, completeness or usefulness of any information. The City does not warrant the completeness, timeliness, or positional, 
thematic, and attribute accuracy of the GIS data. The GIS data, cartographic products, and associated applications are not legal representations of the depicted data. Information shown on 
these maps is derived from public records that are constantly undergoing revision. Under no circumstances should GIS-derived products be used for final design purposes. The City provides 
this information on an "as is" basis without warranty of any kind, express or implied, including but not limited to warranties of merchantability or fitness for a particular purpose, and assumes 
no responsibility for anyone's use of the information.



Narrative 

We Purchased 501 E Dewey Place in February 2015 for use as our lifetime residence and family home. We have already 
rewired the house, put in a new HVAC system, insulated the house, refinished the wood floors and evicted the pigeons 
living in the home. Prior to our purchasing the home, it was vacant for several years.  

Detached from the home is a small garage with an upstairs room. The garage and room do not have functioning electric 
or plumbing and is essentially a shell. The three supporting walls are all bowed out and beginning to bend and crumble. 
The garage entrance is supported solely by one beam and the garage floor is lifted and cracked. The room upstairs is also 
a wooden shell with three windows that all need replacing. There are no walls and the floor is just the wood that forms 
the structure. The entire structure is in danger of falling and is beyond repair. Even if we could take down two of the 
walls, the brick will crumble and have to be replace with new brick. Our insurance company, USAA, informed us that 
they would no longer insure the structure because it is a huge liability (Exhibit A). We have one estimate to rebuild and 
finish out the structure, which exceeds $100,000 (Exhibit B) and is almost 150 times the Bexar County Appraisal value 
of $9,950.00 (Exhibit C). The insurance replacement cost of the structure “as is” is currently estimated at $28,549.00, 
nearly three times the current value (Exhibit D). It is financially impossible for us to rebuild the structure to serve as a 
garage, as we just refinanced the residential structure and have invested over $100,000.00 to bring it up to code and to 
allow us to use the house as our home.  

 Based on our research of the neighborhood, the structure is also not likely original to the home. It appears to be an 
addition added many years later than when the home was built in 1899. Typically, carriage homes and garage 
structures were built to come off the alley way and were located to the rear of the lot. Our structure is located off 
Gillespie, a side road traversing Dewey. Additionally, the windows do not match the windows on our home and there 
are no building materials which are the same as those in our home. Finally, the property survey dated February 1999 
indicates there was once a wood shed next to the brick garage which had been demolished prior to our purchase of the 
home (Exhibit E). 

Based on the above information, we would like the HDRC to approve our request to safely demolish the structure. We 
have received two quotes to knock down the structure and remove all of the debris (Exhibits F & G). Once the structure 
is removed, this will allow us to continue properly insuring our home through USAA. We do not intend to replace the 
structure in the near future. Instead we would like to continue the custom built wrought iron fence along the fence line 
and create a nice courtyard in our backyard. We would also like to line the fence with foliage so that the yard cannot be 
seen from the side street.  

Removing the structure will also assist with keeping out the homeless people and stray animals that have occasionally 
sought shelter in the open, but dangerous, garage space. Please see the attached photographs of the exterior and 
interior of the structure, in addition to photographs of the exterior and interior of the home, for comparison (Exhibit H). 






















































































































