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SUMMARY INDEX
HISTORIC DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD

December 10, 2024
 

ITEM ACTION TAKEN PAGE(S)

Call to Order 5:33 pm 3 

Roll Call Quorum Present 3 

Approval of Agenda Approved as amended 4 

Approval of Minutes
May 14, 2024 Approved 4 
October 22, 2024   Approved  
April 29, 2024     Approved 

 
Approval of Findings & 
Conclusions 

Approved or Approved as amended 4

Matters from the Public Comments 5 

Staff Communications Comments 5-7 

Old Business None 7 

New Business 
  

2024-009377-HDRB 
449 Camino Monte Vista  

Approved with Conditions
7-12 

2024-009399-HDRB
465 Camino Manzano 

Partially Denied Partially Approved 

 

12-21

2024-009398-HDRB
346 Hillside Ave 

Partially Denied Partially Approved 
with Conditions
 

21-29

2024-009478-HDRB
614 Paseo de Peralta.

Denied 29-40 

2024-009323-HDRB
312 Pino Road

Postponed 40-41 
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2024-009479-HDRB  
710 Canyon Rd. 

Approved 41-46

Discussion Items None 47

Matters from the Board None 47

Next Meeting Tuesday, January 14, 2025 26

Adjournment 9:58 pm 26-27 
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fence currently stands 86” in height and is planned to be cut down and it also notes the 
maximum allowable height is 59”. Regardless I would say that the fence should be no 
higher than the maximum allowed height that's calculated for the streetscape. I 
appreciate the offer of a compromise with respect to the metal structure that's already 
there but it I think it would be a simple matter to retain that structure and just reweld the 
top railing to a lower height so that it would be minimal in cost this would permit the gate 
to remain because it's completely fenestrated and already in existence and that all other 
aspects of the application be approved
 
Chair Rios then asked Member Bienvenue, in reference to the making of the motion, if 
he’d want to indicate the maximum allowable height.
 
Member Bienvenue stated he thought it was 59” but if that is not accurate, the height 
should be the calculated maximum allowable height.
 
Member Mather seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed by (4-0) roll call vote with Members Mather, Degnan, 
Biedscheid and Bienvenu voting in favor and none voting against. 

 
To view the entire recording of this hearing, see the YouTube video at: 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Vk1h9FgJWNQ (1:58:44 – 2:36:44) 
 
 

4. 2024-009478-HDRB, 614 Paseo de Peralta, Downtown & Eastside 
Historic District, Contributing, Stefanie Beninato, agent for Miriam Leth 
Espensen, owner, proposes to construct a 5’-8” high coyote fence with 
pedestrian gates where the maximum allowable height is 4’-6”. 
Exceptions are requested to 14-5.2(D)(9) to exceed the maximum 
allowable height. (Lani McCulley)

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY
The single-family residence at 614 Paseo de Peralta is listed as contributing to the 
Downtown and Eastside Historic District. The residence is a moderately pitched gabled 
roof, deep set windows, and a large bay of windows on the north where a porch has 
been enclosed. It is obvious that the northern portal was enclosed sometime after 1985 
because the photo of the 1985 HCPI shows an open portal. There is no case for that 
enclosure on file with the Historic Preservation Division office. 
 
The property has held several fences along the street frontage of Paseo de Peralta over 
the years. Figure 1, shows photographic proof of a blue board fence present from 2007 
through 2014, and a wood framed wire fence present from 2015 through 2023. The new
coyote fence was constructed in 2023. There is no record of an approval from Historic 
Preservation and there are no permits on record for the changes to the fencing over 
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time. 
 
The streetscape along Paseo de Peralta was built after the Anglo-American arrival and 
the houses in this area reflect the Anglo-American style of architecture, including low 
front yard fences. There is a consistent grade change between the properties on the 
south side of the street and those on the north side.  Retaining walls characterize the 
streetscape on the north side, with additional walls that are substantially set back from 
the plane of the retaining walls. The applicant’s proposed coyote fence is not in keeping 
with this streetscape with regard to height and material.  
 
Section 14-5.2(D)(c)(ii) states that, “yard walls and fences shall be limited to a height 
that does not exceed the average of the height of other yard walls and fences in the 
streetscape.”  While the Historic Preservation Streetscape calculation allows for a 4’-6” 
high fence, this property is located within the BCDMAR subdistrict.  In this subdistrict, 
fences are further limited to a maximum height of 4’-0” per 14-7.4(A)-1 Table of 
Dimensional Requirements for Townscape Districts. Per Section 14-1.7 the more 
restrictive code would apply which means the maximum allowable height at this property 
is the 4’-0” height per zoning code for the BCDMAR. 
 
Section 14-5.2(C)(1)(a) states that, “Each structure to be recognized as a physical 
record of its time, place, and use. Changes that create a false sense of historical 
development, such as the addition of conjectural features or architectural elements from 
other buildings, shall not be undertaken.”  
 
A photograph from the 1985 HCPI (See Figure 2) illustrates that this house, like others 
in the streetscape, had low transparent fencing at the property line. Although it is difficult 
to discern the exact fence material, it is clear that historically the house had a direct 
relationship with the street as do other historic buildings in the streetscape.
 
Section 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) states, “The status of a significant, contributing, or landmark 
structure shall be retained and preserved. If a proposed alteration will cause a structure 
to lose its significant, contributing, or landmark status, the application shall be denied.” 
 
The 5’-8" high coyote fence causes a disruption in how the structure relates to the 
streetscape and if allowed, poses a threat to the building’s historic status and the 
legibility of the streetscape. Additionally, the townscape, as set forth in the BCD design 
standards for the East Marcy/E Palace subdistrict also identifies the unique nature of 
the streetscape by limiting the height of fences and/or walls to a maximum height of 4’-
0”. 
 
The city’s inspections office issued a Stop Work Order (red tag) in August 2023 for the 
construction of the coyote fence without approval from the HDRB, the Historic 
Preservation Division or a construction permit.  
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The applicant now requests approval of the coyote fence by proposing the following 
exterior alterations: 
 

1. Construct a 5’-8” high coyote fence with two wood plank pedestrian gates (one 
on the street frontage and one on the side property line) where the maximum 
allowable height is 4’-6”. An exception to section 14-5.2(D)(9) to exceed the 
maximum allowable height is requested.

 
Ms. Lamboy presented this case in Ms. McCulley’s absence. She stated this 
contributing building has had some changes over time but has retained much of its 
historic integrity. One of the changes includes the enclosure of the front porch that was 
originally there, as well as an addition that was done on the south elevation. However,
the coyote fence that is currently standing was not approved administratively or by the 
Board. To provide some reference to the Board the fence can be seen on the far left 
here. It is the edge of the coyote fencing of that subject property. Looking west towards 
the Scottish Rite Temple and Kearney Avenue the fences are either retaining walls with 
no fencing on top or low walls with some potentially wrought iron on the top of the fence 
or the walls. So, looking the other way and with the subject property being on the right-
hand side, you can see the development pattern illustrates low fences along the 
streetscape on the south side of the street, without the retaining walls. There is some 
coyote fencing that is higher, but it is set back from the street and is a side property line, 
not a front property line. This is an illustration of what the applicant is proposing which 
is the fencing that was constructed without a permit. This is that part of the street that is 
adjacent to or in between the subject property to the I guess south as well as the 
adjacent property to the north. Maybe my directions are wrong, but on both sides of the 
subject property. This is an illustration of the drawings of the proposed fence. The 
underlying zoning is something of a unique story here. So, with the Business Capital 
District a unique approach was taken with reference to the zoning and it all related to 
townscape districts So, not only was there a Historic Districts Review Board review 
required at one time but also a Business Capital District Review Board review as well. 
The townscapes’ character of the downtown changes radically from one block to 
another and those changes you know are reflected in the plaza area which is in the BCD 
Plaza Subdistrict. This property is part of the East Marcy/East Palace Subdistrict. 
There's also the BCD Capital Subdistrict with its unique character. So, there's underlying 
zoning that relates to the general dimensional standards and there's also underlying 
zoning that also relates to the character of the district, and in this particular case with 
the BCD East Marcy/East Palace subdistrict in which the site is located the maximum 
height for front yard fencing is 4 feet and that acknowledges the development pattern of 
which I've been speaking. Which is that there are low or no fences in the front yard of 
the properties therefore that's the reason for the maximum height of four feet and you 
can see that in the streetscape generally along that corridor this is an illustration of the 
development pattern. As seen on an aerial and you can see clearly Fort Marcy as well 
as a development pattern of the East Marcy/East Palace area. The Paseo de Peralta 
and Hillside intersection is there. So, if this case were to be approved by the Board 
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tonight as it is submitted then the case will have to be heard by the Board of Adjustment. 
It's just a reminder to the applicant and for the public's information that this isn't the only 
hearing that would take place. Also, the board of adjustment would have to hear the 
case to allow for a variance to allow the additional height over the underlying zoning. 
The staff’s recommendation is that the exception criteria have not been met. It will be 
deleterious to the streetscape; it will impact the overall character of the Downtown and 
Eastside Historic District streetscape in this area and can impact potentially the overall 
character of the building to which it is adjacent which is contributing. The staff 
recommends denial in this case.
 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff finds that the exception criteria of Section 14-5.2(D)(9) have not been met and 
does not recommend approval of the application as it does not comply with 14-5.2(D) 
General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and 14-5.2(E) Downtown and 
Eastside Design Standards.   

While the applicant is requesting an exception from the HDRB to the streetscape height 
standard of 4’-6”, Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(a) states that, “if the applicant requests approval 
of a height in the historic district that exceeds the underlaying zoning district 
requirement, the applicant shall first receive an exception to this Section 14-5.2.  If 
approved by the historic district board, the applicant shall proceed to the board of 
adjustment for consideration of the proposed variance.”    
The underlying zoning district for this property is Business Capital District East 
Marcy/East Palace (BCDMAR) which permits a maximum height of 4’-0” for fences, per 
Table 14-7.4 (A)-1.  Therefore, if the HDRB approves the exception, the applicant shall 
proceed to the Board of Adjustment for a variance to the standards of the underlying 
zoning.  If the Board denies the exception, the applicant must produce a new proposal 
which complies with both the underlying zoning and historic design standards.  One 
motion will be required in this case.  
 

APPLICANT PRESENTATION

Ms. Beninato came forward to present, as she is the applicant. She stated she found 
herself in an unfortunate situation as they did submit a request for Member Biedscheid
to recuse herself and stated she was curious how Member Biedscheid was going to 
respond. 
 
Member Biedscheid stated she did see a copy of that request and discussed it with the 
City Attorney’s office and that she has no bias against Ms. Beninato’s client. She doesn’t 
know her client. She knows Ms. Beninato pretty well from the hearings, but she has no 
bias against her. Her husband’s job has absolutely nothing to do with her responsibilities 
on the Board. They work to keep things separate and respect ethical boundaries. In 
fact, she understands that her husband doesn’t hear H-Board Appeals as part of his 
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job, as a State District Judge. She stated she was insulted for herself and all working 
women that are part of a marriage or partnership that it would be assumed she cannot 
be independent and capable of an intellectual border between hers and her husband’s 
job duties. She is not influenced by her request, and she will hear this case impartially 
like all other cases.  
 
Ms. Beninato stated that it was not at her instigation, but at her clients request and the 
wording is primarily from their sources. I just want to be clear that my client did have a very 
poor experience and with the other party, and that the complaining party here (for this project) 
are the same. It just builds that kind of sense of distrust on the part of my client and I. 

Chair Rios stated member Biedscheid has been on the Board for quite some time and 
she agrees with Ms. Biedscheid’s comments. She believes Ms. Biedscheid can be 
impartial and thinks she indicated that her husband’s work has nothing to do with this 
Board and she is a person that will be impartial in this case as she is with every other.
 
Ms. Beninato thanked them for those considerations and reasons and then proceeded 
to state that she doesn’t agree with Staffs recommendations and does think that her 
client has met the exception criteria.  The fence should not affect whether this is a 
contributing building or not. This property belonged to the Anton family and was built in 
1920 based by hand and is not a home kit Sears. The brothers Alonso and James 
inherited and split the property in 1935. At that time, both addresses were on Hillside. 
This residence was owned by James, who sold it in 1979 to Steven Long. Mr. Long later 
sold to the current homeowner in 1988. The house has been added onto several times 
between 1988 and 1991. The roof may have been asphalt shingles initially but when 
Miriam purchased it, it was rolled asphalt. The homeowner replaced it with approval 
from the Historic office, possibly administratively with a metal roof. She has also had 
approval to enclose the portal on the front of the building. This was enclosed due to the 
salt damage that occurred from the care for the icy road in bad weather which splashes 
onto the property and was damaging the portal. To prevent the salts from damaging the 
residence, the client put up the previous blue colored board fence. There was wire 
fencing behind the board fence when it was removed due to damage to the fence. The 
client tried to incorporate the wire and metal fencing in place of the board fence. 
However, as a result her property has been subject to a lot of trespassing and people 
have actually broken into her residence while she has been there. These houses are 
designed for work/live. The BCD was only introduced in the 1980s. I now see that it is 
divided into smaller sections, which makes understanding it more confusing. I do 
question the status of this building. I do not believe it should be a contributing structure. 
Either way, the fence should not affect the status of the structure. Again, this shouldn’t 
affect the streetscape because the fences in existence are already a variety of fences. 
She feels it’s a necessity to have the fence there, so she can live there safely. It would 
also be less maintenance from the salt and feels like it will be more durable and tried to 
make it more visibly interesting.
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Ms. Beninato also felt it was important to point out the timeline of going through the 
process. The fence was put up in August of 2023 by contractor Fabian Nava who told the 
client that she did not require a permit if the fence was under 6 feet in height. My client met with 
the Historic Preservation Division in September of 2023 along with her representative, Eric 
Sommer. They discussed what needed to be done for the client to come into compliance. An 
inspector issued a red tag on the property in February 2024. My client went to the Historic offices 
and met with a planner who explained what paperwork she needed to present to Historic. There 
has not been a single planner assigned to the case for any length of time. 

As for the exception criteria: staff seem to be pushing for a white picket fence to match the 
neighbors fencing, which is also not historic. They are from the 1980s and the 1990s. There is 
a variety of fencing in the streetscape including the picket fences, masonary walls, stone walls, 
and coyote fencing. Therefore, a coyote fence will not harm the district (criteria 1). Regarding 
the hardship (criteria 2): the homeowner is a longtime resident who is in close proximity to two 
parks, Cross of the Martyrs and Tommy Masson Parks. She has had to call 911 on several 
occasions for break-ins. A higher fence to keep trespassers off the property, will help her be 
able to continue to live in this location because a four-foot fence or wall can be stepped over. 
Regarding the third criteria, this residence is closer to the street than most on the streetscape, 
the squashed wire fencing is replaced with a coyote fence which is on the streetscape in a 
height that will keep the homeowner safe from trespassers and the fence type will help protect 
the building from damage from salts. Maintenance costs are very high when damage is to the 
residence. Most of the front area of the streetscape changed when Paseo de Peralta was put 
in by the government in the 1960’s. This is unique to this streetscape and is not the cause of 
Ms. Epsensen. The issue with the care and maintenance of the road, the location proximity to 
the parks, and the rise in crime are not the homeowners cause either.  

Ms. Beninato continued: the Board has issued exceptions for safety reasons at Girls Inc most 
recently for a 6’ fence on that streetscape due to safety concerns for the girls and their family’s 
due to the proximity to Tommy Masson Park. My client’s safety should be a concern and a 
reason for approval of this exception as well. Ms. Beninato gave several other examples of 
higher fences at properties for safety concerns including a significant structure on Saint Francis. 

Ms. Beninato concluded that this request is for a safety concern of the elderly owner, and she 
was sorry that the homeowner was given bad advice from the contractor.

Ms. Espensen stated that when she moved in the fence was a white fence and before 
it was a white fence it was a natural fence. She didn’t know anything about Historic but 
after a few years of getting all the dirt and salt on the fence, it looked terrible, so every 
spring she would sand, wash and repaint it, but after a while the white became too 
difficult to maintain. So, it then changed into the blue fence that everyone has seen in 
the pictures. It became tiresome to care for and she really wanted a coyote fence. She 
couldn’t afford it, so she went with a wire fence and the issue with the wire fence is that 
it did not prevent people from jumping over it. She had a lot of strangers and homeless 
that would pass through her property and even though she locked the gate people would 
still jump over it. She was informed that if the fence wasn’t 6 feet or taller she wouldn’t 
need a permit, so based off of that information she put in the coyote fence with the help 
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of Fabian Nava. She felt that the fence was a solution to dealing with the increased 
traffic, tourists, and criminal elements of the city.
 
Chair Rios acknowledged and stated she always appreciates it when the owners of the 
property come to speak to the Board. She thinks even though the owners have 
representatives, it’s important to hear from the owners and she feels for Ms. Espensen’s 
situation. She doesn’t know what the Board will decide in terms of the height, 
unfortunately she does think this fence impacts the street in a negative way, but that is 
her opinion. She would recommend something shorter and that the coyote fence, while 
popular through the city is not in keeping with this particular streetscape. 
 
Ms. Beninato stated there are coyote fences in that area, for instance there is one 
directly across from her client’s residence and one for Girls Inc. and the picket fence is 
not historic. 
 
Ms. Espensen stated that allowing the neighbors to have coyote fencing but not her 
makes absolutely no sense to her and she believes that it is discrimination. 
 
Chair Rios stated the main question here was height and asked to hear from other 
members of the Board. 
 
Member Degnan stated she appreciates that Ms. Espensen has been able to maintain 
a successful business in this town all these years. She just thinks it’s their role is to try 
to honor what the rules and regulations are and certainly sometimes it requires flexibility 
which is why you applied for an exception. She just thinks that while there may be 
another example of a tall coyote fence that generally speaking, tall fences are like 
creating a wall. I respect the fact that you want to be safe and understand that entirely. 
However, that due to all of the access around the property just having the coyote fence 
on Paseo de Peralta isn’t going to keep people out of the property. It is her opinion that 
it will not be effective, and the fence is too tall. 
 
Member Bienvenue stated that he felt this is a strikingly unattractive feature on the 
streetscape and it really would be aesthetically nicer if it was a small picket fence just 
like the neighbors even if they're not historic in that area though they certainly are. Even 
if the particular ones nearby are not historic that's certainly a historic feature for the style 
of architecture in that area, but I do see your situation as being unique and that is what 
is to me feeling the most important consideration in this particular case. We have in 
recent times gone beyond the boundaries of what both the code say and what I think 
our personal aesthetic choices would be in an ideal world with respect to safety issues 
and that has come up both in terms of neighborhood safety for a residential house and 
that was the case for the significant structure and then most recently with respect to the 
Girls Inc where an extremely tall fence was approved. That literally towers over the 
streetscape purely for safety reasons and that was the only reason it was allowed. Your 
property does strike me, the more I looked at it today and also hearing tonight has 
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similarly unique situation because of the fact that it's on such an incredibly narrow 
section of Paso de Peralta that your house is located so very close to the street. This is 
most likely because of the reconfiguration of Paeo de Peralta and its location with 
respect to very public areas both the park nearby and the park across at the martyr’s 
walkway. On top of it you're using it as a residence which is also unusual in that 
particular location which is something that I think we want to encourage in our 
downtown. So, I am inclined to think that because of all of those very unique 
circumstances even though I do believe that this is not aesthetically a very good design 
solution to your difficulties; I'm not I'm not certain there is a really good design solution; 
you need a certain height where 4 feet will probably not be sufficient for purposes of 
your safety concerns. I would prefer it to be fenestrated in some way like picket fences 
are but that would also perhaps be a little averse to the safety issues that you have and 
in addition to safety it does seem that you do have some issues with respect to the 
maintenance of the road that's impacting on your property. The fencing all of which 
strike me as a little bit not as applicable to the immediate properties surrounding you 
which are commercial properties that are set back more from the street and therefore 
can accept that kind of more aesthetically appealing picket fence. So, I do think with the 
precedence we've set in some of these other cases that your circumstances may be 
unique enough to suggest that we should grant an exception, I don’t know how the rest 
of the board feels. I think they might feel different but if we were to go down that path is 
there any kind of a compromise that can be reached from what you have right now such 
as any kind of lowering of the fence that would still give you sufficient privacy? I mean I 
note for one thing it's a fairly it's cut straight across as far as the top of the fencing goes. 
You probably know that we usually mandate that there be staggering of the latillas which 
hasn't happened here. If it were staggered by three or four inces would bring some of 
the height down. So, I'm wondering if you could live with something that's more like a 5- 
foot coyote fence or a 5ft. or 5ft 2in. coyote fence with some staggering involved. Also, 
we could suggest that you and could also add plantings on top of the fencing, which will 
bring it up in height. This is one of the things that our fence guidelines permit or even 
suggest and encourage as a possibility for privacy purposes without it being so dramatic 
from the point of view of the passerby. 
 
Chair Rios stated she thought Stephanie indicated that there was another possibility of 
another type of fence and then asked Ms. Beninato if she heard her say that. 
 
Ms. Beninato stated that was not correct and what she said was that the gate is a 
different material than the fencing to try and visually break up the coyote fencing. She 
believed her client would be willing to make it irregular, but she doesn’t think a 5’-2” is 
sufficient and anything less than that doesn’t give protection. She thinks 5’-5” might work 
with a couple of inches variations, but nothing less than that will give the protection 
needed. Generally, she likes lower fences as well, but she believes as it was stated this 
is a unique situation and all the other properties are being rented out and not needing 
the same exception. 
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Chair Rios clarified that Ms. Beninato said 5½’. 

Ms. Beninato stated 5’-6” but not 3” or 4” in variation, so 5’-4” or 5’-6” will give Ms. 
Espensen the safety she needs. 
 
Ms. Lamboy stated in reference to the width of the street she presented the 1930 
Sanborn map and stated that when it was Hillside Avenue you could see the subject 
property at that curve and the street neck down to 28 feet but here it was 30’, So the 
street itself in its width has not changed very much over time. 
 
Member Biedscheid stated she does believe there are a few other residential properties 
on this street, especially at the intersection of Otero and Paseo De Peralta which have 
fences that are higher but are fenestrated on the top with wrought iron. This fence, the 
material is definitely out of character for the streetscape. A fenestrated fence or even a 
wire fence would be more appropriate so that it could be seen through. She doesn't 
think there's a wall that's even 3’ on this street. It's very out of character but she does 
understand the safety concerns. She doesn’t think this is the right solution for that. 

 
PUBLIC HEARING 

 
Mr. Mann stated that his family also lives in a house built by the Anton family on 618 
Paseo De Peralta and the 4-foot white fence has been there for 36 years. The history 
of the Anton family built both houses around 1900 and 1912. He recently talked with 
Waldo Anton who is now 97 years old, and they discussed the house that he grew up 
in. He also spoke with Sarah Melton who had lived in the area, stated she spoke for the 
houses because the houses didn’t have a voice. He’s heard a lot discussion about what 
someone needs and how in fact it will dimmish the historic character of a contributing 
structure. His structure where he resides is contributing, the house next door is 
significant, and it is his understanding that Ramon Sarason delivered Ms. Espenson a 
report telling her what style and height the fence would need to be. He personally 
objects to the coyote fence, as it is ugly on a primary façade, and it would diminish the 
architectural and historic view of their properties.  The idea that you can put that fence 
up and then plead necessity puts a personal need ahead of a federal historic structure 
and I personally feel that all that testimony about need should be put aside and to the 
point made that she's the only one who lives there we have a tenant living upstairs. I 
lived up there. We raised our child there. I certainly understand people's necessity for 
security, but do we want to sacrifice the way a building looks and maybe have the federal 
government look at the way we maintain our historic district and say we're willing to 
compromise so easily. I'm sorry I wish that it could be a win-win when you deliberately 
say I didn't know I needed a permit. However, that's no excuse. 
 
 
John Eddy, previously sworn, stated that on occasion you do get cases like this and 
one thing that needs to be said is that this house is too close to Paseo De Peralta. The 
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biggest problem being its 6’ away from the curb of this street and that will continually be 
affected by weathering of the traffic on that road. As we keep repaving the roads they 
continue to get higher, extenuating the potential damage being splashed onto this fence 
and house. He is very conflicted and thinks the needs of the people living in houses 
should be addressed and is a valid concern. 
 
Ms. Beninato stated she wanted to clarify that she has known many contractors who do 
not get permits even when they’re supposed to. Her client relied on a licensed 
contractor, Fabian Nava, who informed her that she didn’t need a permit. Her client was 
just given bad advice. She is being pushed and pushed that she has to have a picket 
fence which is actually not true. Ms. Beninato understands that some people may think 
that this (the coyote fence) doesn't really work, but this works in terms of maintenance. 
Ms. Beninato thinks this is one of the issues. Also when you look at the streetscape, it's 
not just the south side of the street it is the entire streetscape; north and south of that 
street. Overall, what you see are some retaining walls that are about 4’ high, a 10’ high 
retaining wall, for some distance, and then right across the street at Otero there's an 8’ 
retaining wall. So, if you're looking at the streetscape within 300’ from her property, you 
will see these high retaining walls that are massive. Ms. Beninato pointed out that as 
Member Bienvenue stated, it’s a unique situation. 
 
 

BOARD DISCUSSION/ACTION:
 
Member Degnan asked Ms. Beninato for clarification that it was mentioned that perhaps 
it would be amendable, or agreeable to a 5’-6” fence to satisfy to some extent their 
concerns. 
 
Ms. Beninato said yes, they believe a 5’-6” for the safety concern could still be effectively 
met. Her client is even willing to make it vary every couple of inches so it would be the 
5’-4” to the 5’-6”. 
 
Member Degnan moved to suggest that the fence be amended or adjusted or redone 
lowered to 5’-6”. No second was given so the motion died. 
 
Member Bienvenue stated he has had concerns as the hearing has gone forward about 
trying to do a redesign on the fly because the issues are both height and the materials. 
He thinks a compromise solution can be reached someplace but it is going to have to 
address both the height the materials and some kind of fenestration because it really is 
very important section of our historic district where this is located. I do think that some 
design work on the part of the applicant in conjunction with staff is probably the only 
way we're going to be able to find a solution that would be acceptable to all of the Board 
members. So unfortunately, I think that leaves us in my mind no choice but to deny the 
application as submitted with the hope that the applicant will resubmit with a new 
proposal that will address their legitimate concerns in a manner that will be acceptable 
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to staff. 
 
 

MOTION: In Case 2024-009478-HDRB, 614 Paseo de Peralta, Member Bienvenue 
moved that findings be entered by adopting the reasoning set forth in 
staff's report that the exception criteria have not been made met, for the 
application as submitted and the fence as currently existing and that the 
application therefore be denied without prejudice to a resubmittal. 
Member Mather seconded the motion. 

VOTE: The motion passed by (4-0) roll call vote with Members Mather, Degnan, 
Biedscheid and Bienvenu voting in favor and none voting against. 

 
Chair Rios explained after the motion that this had been denied but without prejudice, 
which means that you can come back before the board with a different application that's 
indicates exactly the kind of material you're going to use, the exact height, or you can 
appeal it to the city council. 
 
Ms. Beninato stated that’s right because what the Board is asking her to do is take down 
the coyote fencing even though her property has coyote fencing on it now. You don't 
want the same fencing that she actually has all over her property she's supposed to do 
a new type of fencing and then asked if that’s what they're stating and would not approve 
a coyote fence. 
 
Chair Rios stated she did not hear that in the motion. 
 
Ms. Beninato then stated the Board said something about the materials being 
unacceptable. 
 
Chair Rios stated she believed that was a personal statement she gave earlier in case 
and asked Member Bienvenue for clarification. 
 
Member Bienvenue stated his motion stated but I did say that there were concerns with 
respect to both height and materials and that I would hope that the applicant could 
address those concerns and redesign. That doesn't mean there is direction as to what 
material materials have to be, or what the exact height needs to be. I truly believe 
something can be designed here that will meet the needs of your client as well as the 
board and the staff but and I'm not and purposefully did not want to get involved in trying 
to design from this perspective which is you came in you asked for exactly what you 
have and that's been denied. There may be someplace other that you can find a solution 
that the board will approve. 
 
Ms. Beninato stated she wanted clarity that the board was basically rejecting the coyote 
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material because it’s being said that they should look at other material and proceeded 
to ask if that is correct. 
 
Chair Rios stated that options are open in other words if they would want to resubmit 
with that then she does not know if the applicant would get a denial. The Board is just 
saying there’s other options. 
 
Ms. Beninato stated that was not much direction. 
 
Ms. Lamboy stated this case has gone to municipal court and the Applicant is before 
the Board based on some direction that this be considered by the H-Board. Since this 
particular design was denied, Ms. Lamboy would like to just communicate to the 
applicant that they can come back to the Board within 90 days, or remove their fence 
within 90 days. She wanted to provide them with some parameters, as to what the next 
City action would occur since it is being considered by the Court. She stated Mr. Frank 
Ruybalid could affirm they have three months either to come back to the Board, or then 
they will need to remove the fence to comply with the code. 
 
Mr. Ruybalid stated as he understood at that time. He asked if a red tag had been 
issued. 
 
Ms. Lamboy stated yes, and a citation to Municipal Court, so the applicant has been to 
court already regarding this issue. 
 
Mr. Ruybalid stated he would have to look at the Municipal Court order, he didn’t know 
what the municipal court order said. 
 
Ms Beninato stated she just wanted it to be on record that her client is being treated 
differently in this manner than many other people. 
 
Mr. Ruybalid stated this was out of order. 
 
Chair Rios stated this case was over and thanked them for stating their concerns and 
stated to have a discussion with Staff and they will guide them through the process. 
 
To view the entire recording of this hearing, see the YouTube video at: 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Vk1h9FgJWNQ  (2:36:54 – 3:51:11) 
 
 
 

6. 2024-009479-HDRB, 710 Canyon Rd., Downtown & Eastside Historic 
District, Contributing, Conron & Woods Architects, agent for Anna Marie 
Hamilton, owner, proposes to remove a portion of the portal, raise parapets, 
relocate a door, re-roof the portal and residence, replace skylights and 
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DATE: December 10, 2024 

TO: Historic Districts Review Board Members 

  

FROM:  Lani McCulley, Senior Planner, Historic Preservation Division 

  

 

2024-009478-HDRB, 614 Paseo de Peralta, Downtown & Eastside Historic District, 

Contributing, Stefanie Beninato, agent for Miriam Leth Espensen, owner, proposes to construct 

a 5’-8” high coyote fence with pedestrian gates where the maximum allowable height is 4’-6”. 

Exceptions are requested to 14-5.2(D)(9) to exceed the maximum allowable height. 

 

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially): 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff finds that the exception criteria of Section 14-5.2(D)(9) have not been met and does not 

recommend approval of the application as it does not comply with 14-5.2(D) General Design 

Standards for all Historic Districts, and 14-5.2(E) Downtown and Eastside Design Standards.   

 

While the applicant is requesting an exception from the HDRB to the streetscape height standard 

of 4’-6”, Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(a) states that, “if the applicant requests approval of a height in the 

historic district that exceeds the underlaying zoning district requirement, the applicant shall first 

receive an exception to this Section 14-5.2.  If approved by the historic district board, the applicant 

shall proceed to the board of adjustment for consideration of the proposed variance.”    

The underlying zoning district for this property is Business Capital District East Marcy/East Palace 

(BCDMAR) which permits a maximum height of 4’-0” for fences, per Table 14-7.4 (A)-1.  

CITY SUBMITTALS  

 
   x      District Standards & yard wall 
               & fence standards. 
 
   x    Historic Inventory Form 
 
   x     Zoning Review Sheet 
 
         Other:  

APPLICANT SUBMITTALS 
 

   x     Proposal Letter 
 
   x     Site Plan/Floor Plan 
 
   x     Elevations 
 
   x    Photographs 
 
    x    Other: exception criteria 

EXHIBIT D-1
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Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2024-009478-HDRB 
Page 2 of 9 

Therefore, if the HDRB approves the exception, the applicant shall proceed to the Board of 

Adjustment for a variance to the standards of the underlying zoning.  If the Board denies the 

exception, the applicant must produce a new proposal which complies with both the underlying 

zoning and historic design standards.  One motion will be required in this case.  

 

Sample motion: 

A. Approve or deny Case #2024-009478 to allow an exception to 14-5.2(D)(9) to  

 construct a coyote fence to a maximum height of 5’-8” where a maximum allowable 

 height of 4’-6” is allowed.   

 

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:  

The single-family residence at 614 Paseo de Peralta is listed as contributing to the Downtown and 

Eastside Historic District. The residence is a moderately pitched gabled roof, deep set windows, 

and a large bay of windows on the north where a porch has been enclosed. It is obvious that the 

northern portal was enclosed sometime after 1985 because the photo of the 1985 HCPI shows an 

open portal. There is no case for that enclosure on file with the Historic Preservation Division 

office.  

 

The property has held several fences along the street frontage of Paseo de Peralta over the years. 

Figure 1, shows photographic proof of a blue board fence present from 2007 through 2014, and a 

wood framed wire fence present from 2015 through 2023. The new coyote fence was constructed 

in 2023. There is no record of an approval from Historic Preservation and there are no permits on 

record for the changes to the fencing over time. 

 

The streetscape along Paseo de Peralta was built after the Anglo-American arrival and the houses 

in this area reflect the Anglo-American style of architecture, including low front yard fences. There 

is a consistent grade change between the properties on the south side of the street and those on the 

north side.  Retaining walls characterize the streetscape on the north side, with additional walls 

that are substantially set back from the plane of the retaining walls. The applicant’s proposed 

coyote fence is not in keeping with this streetscape with regard to height and material.  

 

Section 14-5.2(D)(c)(ii) states that, “yard walls and fences shall be limited to a height that does 

not exceed the average of the height of other yard walls and fences in the streetscape.”  While the 

Historic Preservation Streetscape calculation allows for a 4’-6” high fence, this property is located 

within the BCDMAR subdistrict.  In this subdistrict, fences are further limited to a maximum 

height of 4’-0” per 14-7.4(A)-1 Table of Dimensional Requirements for Townscape Districts. Per 

Section 14-1.7 the more restrictive code would apply which means the maximum allowable height 

at this property is the 4’-0” height per zoning code for the BCDMAR. 
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Figure 1: Board fence 2007-2014, Wire fence 2015-2023, and Coyote Fence 2023 

  

Section 14-5.2(C)(1)(a) states that, “Each structure to be recognized as a physical record of its 

time, place, and use. Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such as the 

addition of conjectural features or architectural elements from other buildings, shall not be 

undertaken.”   

 

A photograph from the 1985 HCPI (See Figure 2) illustrates that this house, like others in the 

streetscape, had low transparent fencing at the property line. Although it is difficult to discern the 

exact fence material, it is clear that historically the house had a direct relationship with the street 

as do other historic buildings in the streetscape. 
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Figure 2: Photo from the 1985 HCPI 
 

Section 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) states, “The status of a significant, contributing, or landmark structure 

shall be retained and preserved. If a proposed alteration will cause a structure to lose its 

significant, contributing, or landmark status, the application shall be denied.”  

 

The 5’-8" high coyote fence causes a disruption in how the structure relates to the streetscape and 

if allowed, poses a threat to the building’s historic status and the legibility of the streetscape. 

Additionally, the townscape, as set forth in the BCD design standards for the East Marcy/E Palace 

subdistrict also identifies the unique nature of the streetscape by limiting the height of fences 

and/or walls to a maximum height of 4’-0”. 

 

The city’s inspections office issued a Stop Work Order (red tag) in August 2023 for the 

construction of the coyote fence without approval from the HDRB, the Historic Preservation 

Division or a construction permit.  

 

The applicant now requests approval of the coyote fence by proposing the following exterior 

alterations: 

 

1) Construct a 5’-8” high coyote fence with two wood plank pedestrian gates (one on the 

street frontage and one on the side property line) where the maximum allowable height is 

4’-6”. An exception to section 14-5.2(D)(9) to exceed the maximum allowable height is 

requested. 
 

EXCEPTION CRITERIA AND RESPONSES: 

Exception to Section 14-5.2(D)(9): The applicant requests an exception to exceed the maximum 

allowable height of a fence. 
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(i) Do not damage the character of the district; 

Applicant Response: The streetscape has a variety of fencing types from stone and solid 

masonry walls to wood fencing including coyote and picket fencing. There are 8 and 10 ft 

retaining walls less than half block away at the intersection of Paseo and Otero (NW and NE 

corners) and several coyote fences across the street. 

 

Staff Response: Staff does not agree with this statement.  The coyote fence as proposed 

damages the character of the district, is a violation so the streetscape standards and the 

underlying BCDMAR zoning standards. The heights of the walls and fences along this 

streetscape of Paseo de Peralta range in height from 24” (2’-0”) and 108” (9’-0”) and the walls 

and fences vary from retaining walls constructed of rock or stuccoed concrete masonry on the 

north side of the street. The tallest wall is a retaining wall with yard wall on top. The 

combination of a yard wall with retaining wall is allowed at a height greater than properties 

with no retaining wall. There is a grade change between the properties on the south side of the 

street and those on the north side.  Retaining walls characterize the streetscape on the north 

side, with additional walls that are substantially set back from the plane of the retaining walls. 

The south side of the street is lined with lower yard walls and fences with stepped heights or 

wrought iron creating an open fenestration of the yard wall, two picket fences, one wire fence, 

and at the edge of the streetscape there is a single coyote fence located on the Girls, Inc. 

Property.  The Girls, Inc property is part of the Hillside streetscape rather than the Paseo de 

Peralta streetscape, and is visually disrupted from the property, as it is located around the curve 

from the subject property. Furthermore, the Girls, Inc. property is part of a different zone 

district than the subject streetscape. 

 

Streetview images have been provided to illustrate the streetscape and context of yard walls 

and/or fences in the streetscape. 
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Figure 3: Streetview looking west 

 

Figure 4: Streetview looking east 

 

(ii) Are required to prevent a hardship to the applicant or an injury to the public welfare; 

Applicant Response: The owner is and has been a full-time resident at the address since 1988 

and in order to continue to reside there safely needs to raise the fence to its current built height. 

There have been several 911 calls and a break in at the residence which is located in close 

proximity to two parks-the Cross of the Martyrs and the Tommy Macione Park.  

 

The owner had replaced a blue wood fence with a lower chain link fence that supported the 

older wire fencing in 2003. However, with the increase in trespass and robbery at her residence, 

the owner felt her only recourse was to replace the damaged wire fencing with a fence made 

of stronger material that will deter unwanted entries.  

 

The coyote fencing will also be easier to maintain given the heavy barrage of salt that it gets 

in the winter due to the location of the residence at a curve and its extreme proximity to Paseo 

de Peralta. 

 

Staff Response: This criterion has not been met.  There is no hardship that is unique to this 

property; other residences/shops in the streetscape have direct access to the street.  Through 

the establishment of the Downtown & Eastside Historic District and the adoption of the historic 

districts ordinances, it was determined by the community that the preservation of historic 

streetscapes and buildings is important to retain the overall character of Santa Fe.  

 

The proposed coyote fence is a threat to the historic status of the historically contributing 

residence, and furthermore it disrupts the streetscape as is regulated by both the Historic 

Districts Ordinance and the Business Capitol East Marcy/East Palace subdistrict standards.    

 

(iii) Strengthen the unique heterogeneous character of the City by providing a full range of design 

options to ensure that residents can continue to reside within the historic districts; 
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Applicant Response: The streetscape has a variety of fencing types from stone and solid 

masonry walls to wood fencing including coyote and picket fencing. The increased height will 

allow the continued use of the structure as a residence since it will increase the owner's personal 

safety and decrease maintenance costs. 

 

Staff Response: The Applicant’s response does not address the approval criteria. While safety 

and security are concerns for all residents within the city, they are not a valid reason to violate 

the height and preservation standards established in the ordinance, which inherently considers 

the welfare and safety of residents.  Other security measures could be employed that would not 

violate the ordinance.  

 

(iv) Are due to special conditions and circumstances which are peculiar to the land or structure 

involved and which are not applicable to other lands or structures in the related streetscape; 

Applicant Response: Other structures have more setback from the street. This lot lost most of 

its setback when Paseo de Peralta was created in the 1960s. Additionally this structure is the 

only one that still serves as a live workspace, which has been the historic use of these homes 

since the 1960s. 

 

Staff Response: The Applicant’s response does not address the approval criteria and staff 

disagrees with this statement. While most of the properties on the north side of Paseo de Peralta 

are set back further from the road, all the properties on the south side of Paseo de Peralta are 

set back similarly to the subject property. The setback is not peculiar to this lot. Staff does 

recognize that some of the properties are commercial such as the art galleries, but the use of 

the property can change and is not peculiar to the land or structure, other uses are permitted, 

and other structures could be converted to live work as well, or the existing property could be 

similarly repurposed.  

 

Street map and aerial images have been provided to illustrate the streetscape and context of 

yard walls and/or fences in the streetscape. 
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Figure 5: 1912 Kings map of the vicinity 

 
Figure 6: 1957 Aerial of the vicinity 
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(v) Are due to special conditions and circumstances which are not a result of the actions of the 

applicant; and  

Applicant Response: The owner is not responsible for the rise in property crime and drug use. 

Her property is located near two parks which at times serve as magnets for these types of 

behavior. 

 

Staff Response: The Applicant’s response does not address the approval criteria.  While staff 

recognizes that the property owner is not responsible for crime rates, the presence of crime or 

an incidence of crime is not a justification to violate the preservation or height standards of 

the ordinance, which is the law of the city. All residents may consider responsible and code 

compliant safety measures to secure their homes and businesses. The applicant should be held 

to the same standard as all other structures in the streetscape, which must follow the height 

and design restrictions set in the ordinance.   It should be noted that this exception request is 

due to the action of the applicant to build a fence without a permit and Historic Districts 

Review Board approval. Had the applicant proceeded through the typical review process there 

may not have been a need for this request. 

(vi) Provide the least negative impact with respect to the purpose of this section as set forth in 

Subsection 14-5.2(A)(1).  

Applicant Response: The owner understood from the contractor that if she kept the fence below 

six feet, she would not need a permit. She deliberately kept the fence to 5 ft 8 inches for its 

entire length whether on the street or on a sideline. It is the minimum she feels will deter entry 

onto her property from Paseo. The type of material being used is compatible with the existing 

streetscape. There are fences and walls in close proximity that are or will be higher 

 

Staff Response: The Applicant’s response does not address the approval criteria. The applicant 

and her contractor are not in a position to set the rules for permitting, or for height standards 

and design standards within the historic district, and ignorance of the appropriate processes 

and standards is not valid justification for violating those standards. 

 

The proposed coyote fence negatively impacts the historic streetscape and a design that does 

not negatively impact the streetscape has not been considered or proposed by the applicant.   
 
 

APPROVED AS TO FORM BY THE PLANNING AND LAND USE DEPARTMENT: 

Title Name Initials 

Department Director Heather Lamboy HLL 

Assistant Department Director Maggie Moore MRM 

Planning Manager Gary Moquino GM 

Planner Senior Lani McCulley 
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Streetscape looking west 
from neighbor to the east 
to the stop sign and then 
beyond the stop sign
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Streetscape looking east from the residence COSF 0059
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MCCULLEY, LANI J.

From: LAMBOY, HEATHER L.
Sent: Monday, December 2, 2024 7:37 PM
To: MOORE, MARGARET; MOQUINO, GARY S.; MCCULLEY, LANI J.
Subject: FW: Your facts differ from my client's  614 Paseo de Peralta 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hi all, 
 
I think we need to provide some background on the red-tag process and how Ms. Leth-Espensen has 
been a scofflaw.  That is an important point to share with the HDRB. Please see below. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Heather L. Lamboy, AICP 
Director, Planning & Land Use Department 
200 Lincoln Ave, Box 909 
Santa Fe, NM  87505 
(505) 470-5281 
 
 

 
 
From: LAMBOY, HEATHER L.  
Sent: Monday, November 4, 2024 12:25 PM 
To: Stefanie Beninato <info@nmmediate.com> 
Cc: info@havephd-willtravel.com; VENDITTI, CARLY A. <cavenditti@santafenm.gov>; ESQUIBEL, DANIEL A. 
<daesquibel@santafenm.gov>; MOQUINO, GARY S. <gsmoquino@santafenm.gov>; HIBNER, KYLE J. 
<kjhibner@santafenm.gov>; CLOUSER, REBEKAH E. <reclouser@santafenm.gov> 
Subject: RE: Your facts differ from my client's 614 Paseo de Peralta  
 
Hi Stefanie, 
 
This is the link that I was referring to – the file size was too large to send via email. 
 
Here's the attachment as a link for your review: 
Citations and Photos 614 PdP.pdf 
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Sincerely, 
 
Heather L. Lamboy, AICP 
Director, Planning & Land Use Department 
200 Lincoln Ave, Box 909 
Santa Fe, NM  87505 
(505) 470-5281 
 
 

 
 
From: LAMBOY, HEATHER L.  
Sent: Wednesday, October 30, 2024 5:51 PM 
To: Stefanie Beninato <info@nmmediate.com> 
Cc: info@havephd-willtravel.com; VENDITTI, CARLY A. <cavenditti@santafenm.gov>; ESQUIBEL, DANIEL A. 
<daesquibel@santafenm.gov>; MOQUINO, GARY S. <gsmoquino@santafenm.gov>; HIBNER, KYLE J. 
<kjhibner@santafenm.gov>; CLOUSER, REBEKAH E. <reclouser@santafenm.gov> 
Subject: RE: Your facts differ from my client's 614 Paseo de Peralta  
 
Good afternoon, Stefanie, 
 
The property was red tagged by Kevin Smith, a citation was given by Anthony Maestas, and finally a 
citation referring the matter to court was issued (please see file link below with the paperwork).   
 
While Paul may have assisted Ms. Leth-Espensen with scanning some paperwork, she did not do 
anything further.  The first step is to obtain a preliminary zoning review (PZR) to assure that the proposed 
use and height is permitted in the zone district. The Code reference that Ms. Clouser cited has to do the 
with Business Capitol District (BCD) zone district standards. We do not accept an application without 
the PZR form, as that communicates that Current Planning has reviewed the proposal and that there are 
no zoning issues. The map below is from the City’s Geographic Information Systems (GIS) zoning map, a 
link to which can be found on the City’s website: 
https://gis.santafenm.gov/portal/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=8cbbefaf87d44d99b4f379564e9f3
c83. On a related matter, the Girls Inc property is in an R-2 zone district and not subject to the same 
standards as the East Marcy/East Palace BCD subdistrict. 
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As you can see, the subject property is in the Business Capitol District. The subdistrict is East Marcy/East 
Palace.  The BCD has many subdistricts which reflect the unique character of each district; for example, 

COSF 0074



4

a subdistrict for the Capitol campus, Cerrillos Road, Don Gaspar, etc.  The table of dimensional 
standards for the BCD Zone District can be found in Section 14-7.4(A) SFCC 
1987.  https://library.municode.com/nm/santa_fe/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH14LADE_ART
14-7BUENOPSPSTME_14-7.4BUPIDI 
 

COSF 0075



5

 
Ms. Leth Espensen was originally given a red tag by Kevin Smith (our Zoning Inspector) in August 2023 
and January 2024. Anthony Maestas issued a citation on February 23 noting that Ms. Leth-Espensen had 
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not submitted an application and had not removed the fence. Anthony reinspected on April 26 and the 
fence remained and yet no application had been submitted.  That is when Anthony referred this issue to 
municipal court.  Since then, Assistant City Attorney Kyle Hibner has been processing this case.  When 
the fence was originally constructed in August 2023 Constituent Services received a complaint from a 
community member, which was investigated and as a result the red tag issued. 
 
Here is a snip from our computer system documenting dates: 
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We do try to work with applicants so they can come into compliance with the Historic Districts 
Ordinance.  Over the past year, there have been several interactions with Ms. Leth-Espensen with staff 
as well as with the attorney at municipal court.  Mr. Hibner shared with me that the judge most recently 
requested that Ms. Leth-Espensen make application to the City. As of yet, all that we have processed is a 
PZR.  Even if the Historic Districts Ordinance permits a higher height, the underlying zoning permitted 
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height of 4 feet still applies; therefore, a variance to the height permitted by zoning (4 feet) will need to be 
reviewed and acted on by the Board of Adjustment. If a variance is granted, then the Historic Districts 
Review Board may then review the case. 
 
Finally, you will find the application for a variance on this web page:  https://santafenm.gov/land-
use/current-planning/application-forms-and-fees. 
 
Here's the attachment as a link for your review: 
Citations and Photos 614 PdP.pdf 

I hope this helps your understanding of the process and Code standards. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Heather L. Lamboy, AICP 
Director, Planning & Land Use Department 
200 Lincoln Ave, Box 909 
Santa Fe, NM  87505 
(505) 470-5281 
 
 

 
 
  
Sincerely, 
 
Heather L. Lamboy, AICP 
Director, Planning & Land Use Department 
200 Lincoln Ave, Box 909 
Santa Fe, NM  87505 
(505) 470-5281 
 
 

 
 
From: Stefanie Beninato <info@nmmediate.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, October 30, 2024 9:04 AM 
To: LAMBOY, HEATHER L. <hllamboy@santafenm.gov> 
Cc: info@havephd-willtravel.com; VENDITTI, CARLY A. <cavenditti@santafenm.gov>; ESQUIBEL, DANIEL A. 
<daesquibel@santafenm.gov>; MOQUINO, GARY S. <gsmoquino@santafenm.gov>; HIBNER, KYLE J. 
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<kjhibner@santafenm.gov>; CLOUSER, REBEKAH E. <reclouser@santafenm.gov> 
Subject: Your facts differ from my client's 614 Paseo de Peralta  
Importance: High 
 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Heather  Apparently my client and her son have a difference of opinion with your staff.  I don’t see Paul Duran’s name 
on this thread. He is the one who on 1 March 2024 sent Miriam’s application in—I believe he helped her scan the 
documents.  See email below 
It should be noted that Ms Clousure is citing fence heights for E Marcy and E Palace.  This property is not located on 
either street. It is located on Paseo de Peralta. There is a 4 ft 8 inch picket fence at 618 visible from the street. 
Also Ms Leth-Espensen is adamant that her fence was never redtagged.  I am not surprised since there are people in my 
neighborhood who have been reported for unpermitted work and NEVER redtagged such as at 1008, 1023, 1025 Don 
Diego and 1030 Don Cubero. 
My goal is to move this case to a resolution so Ms Leth-Espensen can live there safely. 
What is the next step?  I would like a clear pathway to resolution—no changes seven months later…like going to BOA 
instead of Historic… 
If it is really necessary to go to the BOA, why was your staff ready to schedule this for a HBoard meeting?  Really it seems 
even with digitalized files the right and left hands in your dept do not know what the other is doing.  Please send all 
necessary applications today to avoid even more delay.  I have submitted the PZR application; perhaps you can find the 
1 March 2024 H Board application or I can submit a new one.  Otherwise please send correct application for variance 
with instructions. 
Thank you 
Stefanie Beninato 
 
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Robert Kohn <rkohn@outlook.com> 
To: Stefanie Beninato <info@nmmediate.com> 
CC: Miriam Leth-Espensen <miriamsf@me.com> 
Subject: FW: 614 Paseo del Peralta Historic Districts Application 
Date: Tue, 29 Oct 2024 23:45:59 +0000 
Message-ID: <BL0PR02MB3700C0CD36EF0D5B3F6804D3AC4B2@BL0PR02MB3700.namprd02.prod.outlook.com> 
 
Dear Stefanie, 
 
It is wrong for Heather Lamboy to say that Miriam supposedly caused delays because she supposedly “has not formally 
applied for a permit.”  (As stated by Ms. Lamboy in her email sent to lots of people on Oct. 28, 2024.) 
 
Miriam applied for a permit on March 1, 2024.  (Please see below.)  Would you please consider noting this fact to Ms. 
Lamboy and her colleagues? 
 
Thank you, 
-Rob 
 
From: Miriam Leth-Espensen <miriamsf@mac.com> 
Date: Saturday, April 20, 2024 at 8:05 AM 
To: Robert Kohn <rkohn@outlook.com> 
Subject: Fwd: 614 Paseo del Peralta Historic Districts Application 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Begin forwarded message: 
From: Miriam Leth-Espensen <miriamsf@me.com> 
Date: March 1, 2024 at 5:02:09 PM MST 
To: "DURAN, PAUL A." <paduran@santafenm.gov> 
Subject: Re: 614 Paseo del Peralta Historic Districts Application 
Thanks for all your help. 
Enjoy the week-end. 
Miriam 
Sent from my iPad 
 
On Mar 1, 2024, at 4:16 PM, DURAN, PAUL A. <paduran@santafenm.gov> wrote: 
 
Hi Miriam, 
 
Attached is the historic districts application. I have sent a copy to the 
hpdsubmittal@santafenm.gov<mailto:hpdsubmittal@santafenm.gov> 
 
Thank you for coming in today and have a great weekend, 
 
Paul 
<614 Paseo Del Peralta.pdf> 
 

From: Stefanie Beninato [mailto:info@nmmediate.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 29, 2024 5:30 PM 
To: 'hllamboy@santafenm.gov' 
Cc: 'info@havephd-willtravel.com'; 'cavenditti@santafenm.gov'; 'daesquibel@santafenm.gov'; 
'gsmoquino@santafenm.gov'; 'kjhibner@santafenm.gov'; 'reclouser@santafenm.gov' 
Subject: New Requirement for 614 Paseo de Peralta  
 
LAMBOY, HEATHER Thank you for city's history of the case.  Would you cite the ordinance re BCD height variations by 
variance? And also what zone is Girls Inc in since it just got an exception to raise the height of its coyote fencing beyond 
what is allowed by the HBoard. Same concerns as Ms Leth-Espensen. 
Thank you 
Stefanie Beninato 
 
 
  L. writes: 
 
> Hi Stefanie, 
> 
> Many of the delays have been caused by Ms. Leth-Espensen.  She has not   
> formally applied for a permit even though the preliminary contact was   
> months prior to Ramon leaving (the meeting was held on September 14,   
> 2023).  When he did not get timely responses from her, I even reached out   
> to Eric Sommer as he was present at the initial meeting. 
> 
> As she has not done her due diligence, the zoning standards were not   
> reviewed until this point.  Previously we have only discussed the project   
> as it relates to the height standards, preservation and design standards   
> of the Historic Districts Ordinance.  Chapter 14 clearly states the   
> following:  Section 14-5.2(A)(5): 
> 
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> (5)Zoning District Regulations 
> The property in an historic district shall be subject to the   
> requirements, uses, and other regulations of the zoning district of which   
> the property is a part, except for height as regulated in Subsection 14-5.2(D). 
> 
> Typically, the permitted height according to the Historic Districts   
> Ordinance is lower than the permitted zoning district height.  In this   
> case, the BCD standards apply in addition to the Historic Districts   
> Ordinance.  The only body permitted to vary dimensional standards as set   
> forth by the zone district is the Board of Adjustment.  If she wants to   
> maintain the current height, a variance will be required first and then   
> the Historic Districts review board may approve this case. 
> 
> I am sure that you know that a non-conforming condition (the height of   
> the fence she replaced) may not be created again with new construction.    
> The non-conforming condition was removed with the removal of the previous fence. 
> 
> I have included a copy of the email correspondence that Gary and I sent   
> to Ms. Leth-Espensen in September 2024 outlining the application process,   
> which included the statement that she should apply for her PZR immediately. 
> 
> Finally, Ms. Leth-Espensen has regularly removed the red tags from the   
> fence, which is not permitted according to Code. She has been severely   
> deficient in her response to the red tags and citation. 
> 
> Sincerely, 
> 
> Heather L. Lamboy, AICP 
> Director, Planning & Land Use Department 
> 200 Lincoln Ave, Box 909 
> Santa Fe, NM  87505 
> (505) 470-5281 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> -----Original Message----- 
> From: info@swguides.com <info@swguides.com> 
> Sent: Monday, October 28, 2024 10:11 AM 
> To: CLOUSER, REBEKAH E. <reclouser@santafenm.gov> 
> Cc: info@havephd-willtravel.com; LAMBOY, HEATHER L.   
> <hllamboy@santafenm.gov>; VENDITTI, CARLY A. <cavenditti@santafenm.gov>;   
> ESQUIBEL, DANIEL A. <daesquibel@santafenm.gov> 
> Subject: Re: 614 Paseo de Peralta PZR status 
> 
> CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not   
> click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know   
> the content is safe. 
> 
> 
> CLOUSER, REBEKAH The client is asking for an exception to the Historic   
> standards. She does not want the fence to the accepted height of 4 ft 8   
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> inches.  That is on the PZR application. 
> Please can we go forward? This case has been open for over a year and   
> delayed because of alleged staff shortages etc.  Now it seems that you   
> all are not in the loop on why this case is going to Historic. 
> Thank you 
> Stefanie Beninato 
> 
> 
> 
>   E. writes: 
> 
>> Good Morning, 
>> 
>> Staff has received your legal lot of record for the property. 
>> Per 14-7.4(A)-1 Table of Dimensional Requirements for Townscape 
>> Subdistricts for East Marcy/ East Palace "Walls, fences, and hedges 
>> permitted to maximum of 4 feet." 
>> Please lower the proposed fence height to 4'. 
>> 
>> Thanks, 
>> Rebekah Clouser 
>> City of Santa Fe Land Use 
>> Land Use Planner 
>> 
>> 
>> The City of Santa Fe is initiating a review and update of the Land 
>> Development Code, and invites you to participate! 
>> Please visit http://www.santafeldcupdate.org/ to learn more, take our   
> survey and join the mailing list. 
>> 
>> 
>> 
>> -----Original Message----- 
>> From: info@havephd-willtravel.com <info@havephd-willtravel.com> 
>> Sent: Friday, October 25, 2024 1:48 PM 
>> To: VENDITTI, CARLY A. <cavenditti@santafenm.gov> 
>> Cc: LAMBOY, HEATHER L. <hllamboy@santafenm.gov>; CLOUSER, REBEKAH E. 
>> <reclouser@santafenm.gov> 
>> Subject: Re: 614 Paseo de Peralta PZR status 
>> 
>> CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do 
>> not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender 
>> and know the content is safe. 
>> 
>> 
>> VENDITTI, CARLY On Wednesday Dan Esquibel contacted you and sent you 
>> verification of the legal lot of record status for 614 Paseo de Peralta. 
>> Since that is the only item you pointed out as missing, I was 
>> expecting the review to be approved shortly after you received that 
>> confirmation. I am trying to make the 28 Oct deadline for the HBoard. 
>> Please advise me of status of PZR Thank you Stefanie Beninato 
>> 
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>> 
>> A. writes: 
>> 
>>> Good morning, 
>>> 
>>> The PZR for 614 Paseo de Peralta is currently incomplete, please 
>>> submit legal lot of record for the property so we may move forward with our review. 
>>> https://sant/ 
>>> afenm.gov%2Fland-use%2Flegal-lot-of-record&data=05%7C02%7Creclouser%4 
>>> 0 
>>> santafenm.gov%7C34c15c891c784dc8bdc308dcf52dfb6a%7C77b69f5a55ed436386 
>>> 1 
>>> 64867b0bc707f%7C0%7C0%7C638654825426728306%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8ey 
>>> J 
>>> WIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C600 
>>> 0 
>>> 0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=dermLbR4exoKYs4BNzN4W09%2BMFa%2FvrZrOHvdYPPJ%2F58%3D 
>>> & 
>>> reserved=0 
>>> 
>>> Thank you, 
>>> Carly 
>>> 
>>> Carly Venditti 
>>> Senior Planner 
>>> City of Santa Fe 
>>> cavenditti@santafenm.gov 
>>> Cell: 505.795.0675 
>>> Office: 505.955.6656 
>>> 
>>> 
>>> [cid:17ece933-1a05-43f1-9654-eb3fc77f0440] 
>>> 
>>> The City of Santa Fe is initiating a review of the Land Development 
>>> Code, and invites you to participate! 
>>> 
>>> Please visit 
>>> http://www/. 
>>> s%2F&data=05%7C02%7Chllamboy%40santafenm.gov%7Ca5c2b9bfcbf24b758eec08 
>>> dcf76b1bcc%7C77b69f5a55ed436386164867b0bc707f%7C0%7C0%7C6386572872632 
>>> 86508%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJ 
>>> BTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C60000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=jhy2ioRmUsp5%2BQqN 
>>> vBZLbLDgPVJm7UK9bCJtjwxufsk%3D&reserved=0 
>>> antafeldcupdate.org%2F&data=05%7C02%7Creclouser%40santafenm.gov%7C34c 
>>> 1 
>>> 5c891c784dc8bdc308dcf52dfb6a%7C77b69f5a55ed436386164867b0bc707f%7C0%7 
>>> C 
>>> 0%7C638654825426743191%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLC 
>>> J 
>>> QIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C60000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Tb 
>>> G 
>>> O6AKFHSqIbAt55Ov5CQRoLHsH0iIzDtjkSdn7zXk%3D&reserved=0<https://gcc02. 
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>>> safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fgcc02.s%2F&data=0 
>>> 5%7C02%7Chllamboy%40santafenm.gov%7Ca5c2b9bfcbf24b758eec08dcf76b1bcc% 
>>> 7C77b69f5a55ed436386164867b0bc707f%7C0%7C0%7C638657287263304651%7CUnk 
>>> nown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haW 
>>> wiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C60000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=7pfnAj0cZPawwugsCH1mUmWSELtmU 
>>> x3MoYBxAYQ19gc%3D&reserved=0 
>>> afelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.santafeldcupdat 
>>> e 
>>> .org%2F&data=05%7C02%7Creclouser%40santafenm.gov%7C34c15c891c784dc8bd 
>>> c 
>>> 308dcf52dfb6a%7C77b69f5a55ed436386164867b0bc707f%7C0%7C0%7C6386548254 
>>> 2 
>>> 6753194%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiL 
>>> C 
>>> JBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C60000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=p2T6XjYU0HokSyQYZ 
>>> 1 OSGTZOY8yxAQK7dG%2F0%2BZwJuT8%3D&reserved=0> 
>>> to learn more and join the mailing list. 
>>> 
>>> ________________________________ 
>>> From: Stefanie Beninato <info@nmmediate.com> on behalf of 
>>> info@havephd- willtravel.com <info@havephd-willtravel.com> 
>>> Sent: Saturday, October 19, 2024 4:41 PM 
>>> To: Land Use Zoning Counter <zoningcounter@santafenm.gov> 
>>> Subject: 614 Paseo de Peralta preliminary zoning review work sheet 
>>> 
>>> 
>>> CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do 
>>> not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender 
>>> and know the content is safe. 
>>> 
>>> 
>>> Attached please find preliminary zoning review work sheet for 614 Paseo de Peralta. 
>>> 
>>> The owner built the fence based on bad advice of a contractor and is now seeking a permit. 
>>> 
>>> Photo attached shows already existing fence that is part of the subject of the permit. 
>>> 
>>> If you need anything else to complete the application, please let me know. 
>>> 
>>> I would like to help the owner move forward-she has been working on 
>>> resolving the issue for over a year now. 
>>> 
>>> Thank you. 
>>> 
>>> Stefanie Beninato 
>>> 
>>> Agent for Miriam Leth-Espensen 
>>> 
>>> 505 988 8022 
> Stefanie Beninato 
> PO Box 1601 
> Santa Fe, NM 87504 
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> 505 988 8022 
> 
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7 October 2024

Historic Design Review Board

Proposal Letter

Coyote Fencing at 614 paseo de peralta

The owner mistakenly put up a 5ft 8 in coyote fence based on the advice of the contractor
(FabianNava) who installed the fence.

It is made of wood coyote fencing approximately 2 inches in diameter. The frame is 2 3/8 steel
vertical bars placed every 4 feet and I inch steel pipes for the cross bracing at top and bottom of
fence. Bracing is on the inside of the fence as it faces the street. The vertical bars are placed, in 2
% inch steel pipes in the ground. On the W side, there is l5 ft of coyote fencing starting at the
corner of Paseo de Peralta that is connected by a 5 ft extension to the residence. The elevation
drops sharply at this point on the W side. The fence extends the 35 ft length of the property
facing Paseo de Peralta with a white-painted, three-foot wide, solid wood gate with a curved top
placed approximately midway down that line. The fence then angles behind a utility pole and
extends another 60 feet with the elevation dropping at approxim ately 20 ft from the street. There
is a second gate at the lower elevation just where the elevation change occurs on the E side. The
fence runs approximately 36 ft past the gate on the E side and attaches to the pre-existing coyote
fencing on the lower part of the property. The fence is partially hidden on the E side by the
existing picket fence on the neighboring property. Other than the top, it is not visible
approximately 20 feet from the street on the E side because of the elevation chanse.

vlu

EXHIBIT D-3
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614 Paseo de Peralta
Miriam Leth-Espensen, owner

REQUEST FOR AN EXCEPTION TO FENCE HEIGHT
Historic Districts and Historic Landmarks
Height, Pitch, Scale, Massing, and Floor Step backs Exception Criteria

(i) Do not damage the character of the streetscape

Response: The streetscape has a variety of fencing types from stone and solid
masoffy walls to wood fencing including coyote and picket fencing. There are 8
and l0 ft retaining walls less than half block away at the intersection of Paseo and
Otero Q.{W and NE corners) and several coyote fences across the street.

(ii) Prevent a hardship to the applicant or an iniury to the public wellare

Response: The owner is and has been a full time resident at the address since 1988
and in order to continue to reside there safely needs to raise the fence to its current
built height. There have been several 911 calls and a break in at the residence which
is located in close proximity to two parks-the Cross of the Marlyrs andlthe Tommy
Macione park.
The owner had replaced a blue wood fence with a lower chain link fence that
supported the older wire fencing in 2003. However with the increase in trespass and
robbery at her residence, the owner felt her only recourse was to replace the
damaged wire fencing with a fence made of stronger n-raterial that will deter
unwanted entries.
The coyote fencing will be also be easier to maintain given the heavy barrage of salt
that it gets in the winter due to the location of the residence at a curve and its
extreme proximity to Paseo

(iii) Strengthen the unique heterogeneous character of ttre city by providing a full
range of design options to ensure that residents can continue to reside within the
historic districts

Response: The streetscape has a variety of fencing types from stone and solid
masonry walls to wood fencing including coyote and picket fencing. The increased

height will allow the continued use of the structure as a residence since it will
increase the owner's personal safetv and decrease maintenztnce costs.

(i") Are due to special conditions and circumstances which are peculiar to the

land or structure involved and which are not applicable to other lands or structures in
the related streetscape

Response: Other structures have more setback from the street. This lot lost most of
its setback when Paseo de Peralta was created in the 1960s. Additionally this
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structure is the only one that still serves as a live work space which has been the

historic use of these homes since the 1960s.

(v) Are due to special conditions and circumstances which are not a result of the

actions of the applicant

Response: The owner is not responsible for the rise in property crime and drug use.

Her property is located near two parks which at times serve as magnets for these

types ofbehavior

(vi) Provide the least negative impact with respect to the purpose of this section
as set forth in Subsection 14-5.2(AX1)

Response: The owner understood from the contractor that if she kept the fence below
six feet, she would not need a permit. She deliberately kept the fence to 5ft 8 inches

for its entire length whether on the street or on a side line. It is the minimum she

feels will deter entry onto her property from Paseo. The type of material being used

is compatible with the existing streetscape. There are fences and walls in close

proximity that are or will be higher
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Frorn: Mirbm Leth-Espensen mirianrJ@mac'

s|rbiect: The lerrce
Ilatc: Augus'i 18, 2023 al 925 AM

To: Lani J. Mcrulley linrcculley@sat[alenm
Cc: Miriam Leth-Espensen minamsj@me

Good momingl
l':ouldn't fall asleep last night. till I

$Jhen lcame in 1988, there was a wooclen

started tc' deter'lorate, in parl beca6e
nry fence So, for a coupler of y€ars in the

enough and thought that il I replaced it

I did go to the permil oflice to make sure
I dkJ not need a permat. As it tumed out I

cfpap wire lenc€.
I don't remember exactly how many

and similar in hbht to lhe new Jence

The rules Inay have changed since that

I hope everythirE wlll tum out okay'

see a large police presenc€. 'fhere are

several times, including when ! was

lhank you lor your help and consideralion

Miriam

bU/ h,lt^ o^jr^^I-v\ Eh^^-$ s{"te

why lthought. i dU mt neerl a permil lor the Perafta ience

on my Peraha property, tt was nalural wood. Atter a couple ol yeats the fence

it Snows and lhe city ttuck spra!6 sall on the streel, it sptay$ the nasly san mD(ltrre onlo

I would clean it ofi, and then I began painting it whate to make il look nice. I rrnally had

a colote tence, which I wouliln'l have to paanl

was Ok asd i'*as tob that as long as tip new tene db not exce€d the old orxr in night'

d mt ilfioro the oryote fence at the time with two kids slill in college. so lopled lor th€

the wooden fenc€ rneasured. but it was tall enough, so I didn't need curtains lor privacy

. and lshouh have clrecked back- | a@bgize.

in addition b aesd'idils. I aho have security ocnaeffE ln tirc second pictufe I i''ent you

911 calts hom this area. I mlsefi had to call three limes durirg COVID, and br:tore that

at by horne

wltzr
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614 Paseo de Peralta
Miriam Leth-Espensen owner
HDRB Application Supplement
TIME LINE ACCORDING TO O

Ms Leth-Espensen (Miriam) hired F
myself out as a licensed contractor.
was under 6 ft tall. She chose to

The first LUD meeting was with Eri
McCullen, Ramon Sarason ancl one
Miriam's neighbor, filed a complaint
complaint. At that meetins Miriam
street were not allowed in the Ifistori
allowed was a 4'6,,white picket fenc

Anthony Maestas inspected the fence
permit because it would cause a lot o
and 4/17124 from Mr. Maestas follow
property and Miriam did not remove

After the first redtag by mail, Miriam
form (Email 3ll/2024). The email fro
without a permit and at that time he al
application.
Mariam prepared the documents but
was assigned and that a planner woul

Miriam and her son Rob Kohn met wi
appearance in municipal court when
against her for construction of the
assigned shortly. Gary Moquino told
picket fence.

Miriam hired Stefanie Beninato as her
movement by the city to assign a plan

Beninato requested a planner for the
the matter ancl was assisned HDRB

Beninato submitted the pZR on l0l2l
to first go to the BOA and that dual a

Alter speaking with Beninato on 1l/
first and then send it to the BOA. DRB application was submitted on llllll2024

4)U'
7)

ER,s DOCUMENTATION

ian Nava in August 2023 to build the fence. Nava, holding
ured Miriam that she would not need a permit if the fence-

ft 8 inches.

and told Miriam not to change the current fence without a
trouble. Miriam received 2 red tags by mail dated2/23124
ng his inspection. NO redtag was ever posted on tlre -'
ny redtag.

et with Paul Duran who helped her with the application
Mr. Duran indicates that a 4g,,coyote fence was ok

Sommer who accompanied Miriam to the meeting, Lani
her member from zoning on 9/1,!!02!. Mr Mannl
about the fence. This meeting *urirr..-sponse to the
ls told by Lani that coyote fences visible from the
district and the only fencing in that area that would be

told Miriam what documents to prepare for the

ts told by Mr. Duran not to bring them in until a planner
be assigned shortly. 318/2024 email.

h Gary Moquino on 511512024 following her court
e pleaded not guilty to the criminal charge the city lodgecl

Again Gary Moquino assured them a planner would be
n he could administratively approve a 6 ft high white

gent on approximately 9.26.2024 when there was no
r and resolve this issue.

and followed up with the LUD (9/3012024 email) on
Lani McCulley in the beginning of October 2024.

land was told on 1012312024 that the case would have
val was needed.

24,the LUD agreed to have the HDRB decide the case

COSF 0104
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City of Santa Fe
Land Use Department

200 Lincoln Ave.
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-0909

PROJECT 
DESC: 

2024-009478-HDRB, 614 Paseo de Peralta, Downtown & Eastside Historic District, 
Contributing, Stefanie Beninato, agent for Miriam Leth Espensen, owner, proposes to construct 
a 5’-8” high coyote fence with pedestrian gates where the maximum allowable height is 4’-6”. 
Exceptions are requested to 14-5.2(D)(9) to exceed the maximum allowable height.

LOCATION: 614 PASEO DE PERALTA
Santa Fe, NM 87501

RemodelPROJECT TYPE: 

CASE NUMBER: 2024-009478--HDRB

Leth-Espensen TrustApplicantCONTACTS: 614 paseo de peralta
SANTA FE, NM 87501-1957

Leth-Espensen TrustProperty Owner/Builder 614 paseo de peralta
SANTA FE, NM 87501-1957

This is to certify that the Historic Districts Review Board (HDRB) acted on your request at their hearing on 
Dec 10, 2024. The decision of the Board was to deny the application without prejudice finding the exception criteria 
have not been met for the application as submitted, citing the fencing material, the height, as well as the impact on the 
streetscape as the three primary concerns. A new application with a different design must be submitted within 90 
days from the hearing date. The existing fence must be removed within 90 days.

For further information please call 505-955-6605. 

BOARD ACTION

Lani McCulley

Sincerely,

NOTE: Applicant can use this action letter to apply for construction permit, but the permit shall not be released until the end of the appeal period 

which starts on the date of filing of the Findings and Conclusions in the City Clerk’s office (SFCC 14-3.17(D)). Your permit will be denied if any 

changes on plans that were not approved by the HDRB or if conditions of approval are not met. Please attach copies of this letter to all sets 

when submitting for construction permits. 
Ver. 12           1/14/2020
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EXHIBIT H
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EXHIBIT I
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