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CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO

PO BOX 909/200 LINCOLN AVE
SANTA FE, NM 87504-0909

HISTORIC DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
APPEAL APPLICATION

Date: lb# lﬁ [2007 Case #: M‘/'//‘/

Appellant’s Name:&a@ﬁmmmone #: 433 f:a? xR
Address: 44t Galisteo Shrecfs , Swute Br &

Agent’s Name: %W l@zq Ve 820 %00
Subject Property Address: 2/ Pd,f(é Y, /2 erZ S

Appeal Summary (use additional paper if necessary)

SUBMITTAL CERTIFICATION

I hereby certify that the documentation submitted jor review and consideration by the City
Council has been prepared in accordance with the attached verified appeal. Iunderstand that

Failure to couaglete the minimum submittals may result in a delay in the scheduling of my
application. ,
/ éﬁ ‘ z{éaﬂw% Sat/o7

Appellant’}Sﬁnature/Date gent’s Signature/T¥f
; R
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
- Date Received: Historic District:
Comments: ‘

Date of Public Hearing:
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e PO BOX 909/200 LINCOLN AVE
=S SANTA FE, NM 87504-0909

PRECEDURE FOR APPEALING HISTORIC BOARD DECISIONS FOR CITY
COUNCIL PUBLIC HEARING

case#_f{=04-114

Once a Historic decision has been rendered, the appellant must complete the following:

1. Public notice one time in legal advertisements (Section 14-3.17 (A) of the code.
Publication date at least 15 days prior to City Council hearing on
,20

New Mexican needs ad by close of business on , 20

2. Post notice on property, visible from street (Section 14-3.17 (A) of the code. Date at
least 15 days prior to City Council hearing on , 20

3. Return to staff by close of business on , 20

4, Attend City Council hearing on , 20

I hereby certify that the above instructions have been explained to me and I understand
the requirements. Failure to complete the above requirements will result in the
renotification and rescheduling of the public hearing.

Suanse Wiy '
APPLICANT’S SIGNAYTUREBATE STAFF’S SIGNATURE/DATE



City of Santa Fe, New Mexico
f Notice of Public Hearing

(For Official Use Only)
Case # H{=0 =1/

Notice is hereby given that the City Council of the City of Santa Fe, New Mexico

will hold a public hearing in the City Hall Council Chambers, 200 Lincoln Avenue on
,20 at 7:00 P.M. for the purpose of acting on an

regarding the Historic Design Review Board’s

appeal by
,20 , on Case #

- decision at their meeting of

- The decision of the Board was to

This request is as set forth in the Section 14-3.17(D) of the Code as they apply for

the following described location in the City of Santa Fe, New Mexico, to Wit:
, 20

DATED AT SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO, THIS ____DAY OF

Yolanda Y. Vigil, City Clerk

Note: New Mexico law requires the following administrative procedure to be followed by zoning boards conducting
“quasi-judicial” hearings, all witnesses must be sworn in, under oath, prior to testimony and will be subject to cross
examination. Witnesses have a right to have an attorney present at the hearing. The zoning board will in its discretion,
grant or deny requests to postpone hearings

Since room location may be subject to change, it is recommended that interested parties contact the
Planning Division prior to hearing at 505-955-6605.

, 20

Date to be Published:

The New Mexican to mail affidavit of publication to the City of Santa Fe, Planning Division,
PO Box 909, Santa Fe, NM 87504 — Prior to meeting date.



CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO

PO BOX 909/200 LINCOLN AVE
SANTA FE, NM 87504-0909

VERIFIED PETITION

e, Keal Gtate Bavestmunt Barfruss . the undersigned first being swomn

on my/our oath depose and hereby submit to the governing body this petition duly
verified pursuant to Section 14-3.17 (D) (2) of the code setting forth the followmg

1. How such petition constitutes an appeal

hlehhmer s umnmwﬂwdmméqﬂwd
willnetallw BerBames ook Hunadrivewas permit fowt Puslic Works:

2. How such decision is illegal in whole or in part.

s dlegatin et We Pehihmer has met ﬁtzSpt

&x otlr / s dhv.
2 oes not. othar 4 eannot sbtacns
3. The specific grounds of the 1llega11ty WW < -

W@Mﬁwe&mmzﬂuz
mdaeﬂmm_y«mmm e Works + Hts

and applcatm L ASH T Slanderds.

lease use additional paper if necessary)

VERIFICATION

STATE OF NEW MEXICO
SS.
COUNTY OF SANTA FE

Iiwe 777/% (WSSW . being duly sworn, deposes and
says: That he/she has readlthe foregoing appeal and kngws . of, and that
the same are true of he/her own knowledge. /

_ PETI R
Subscribéd and sworn to me before this 2 qﬂ’ day of ”744 . ,200 Z
2/

=\ Rosanna C. Véazquez

AT

b 2% NOTARY PUELIC
RS STATE OF NEW MEXICO
' Commission Expires:,

My commission expires: z'/ 10/ 0[



Law OFFICES OF

ROSANNA C. VAZQUEZ

May 29, 2007
VIA HAND-DELIVERY
City Council
City of Santa Fe
P.O. Box 909

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504

Re:  Appeal of Decision for Paseo Compound
Real Estate Investment Partners

Dear City Council members: |

On behalf of owners of Real Estate Investment Partners owners of Paseo
Compound, I submit an appeal to City Council from a decision made by historic
Review to deny a request to remove a stone wall. We would respectfully request this
item to be placed on the June agenda.

As background for this particular request, Paseo Compound initially went
before the Historic Board in Fall of 2004, requesting a special exception for the
partial removal of a wall, in order to create a driveway entrance. The Board
approved a partial removal of the wall, to accommodate access to the driveway.
After such approval, the owners obtained a driveway permit (February 8, 2005),
which was signed off by then Public Works Director John Nitzel. After obtaining a
driveway permit, Real Estate Investment Partners, were told by Planning and Zoning
that a development plan would need to be submitted and approved. This was
complied with, and we were in the midst of obtaining signatures on such
development plan, when Public Works concern of safety was brought to the forefront
and our attention.

The concern raised by John Romero, was that the existing configuration as
previously approved by Historic Review did not provide sufficient intersection sight
distance to comply with AASHTO. Public Works cites AASHTO standards stating -
“a sufficient sight triangle be provided for vehicles wanting to exit the development.”
In order to obtain sufficient sight distance, the existing wall will need to be removed
and replaced with a lower stucco wall. The previous Traffic engineer had applied
principles found in Section 14, found that the driveway cut had complied, and
granted a permit for the driveway entrance in February 8, 2005. As such we are
submitting this request for a special exception to remove the wall as a result of such
public safety concerns raised by Public Works. '

o o M ret1arte TIWRIVE SITE 500 « PO BOY 2425 SANTA Fi. NM 8704 - (<0<) 820-6400 - FAX (505) 820-6487



The case currently before Historic, brought forth the request recommended by
Public Works for removal of the wall to obtain proper site distance. The Historic
Board denied the request.

The owners are caught between the concerns of the two departments focusing
on their own concerns. Historic is concerned with protecting the historic nature of
the city, and the integrity of the wall; whereas Public Works’ concern is focused on
site distance and public safety of citizens of Santa Fe.

The decision previously made by Historic did not allow for a sufficient sight
distance to protect passerby’s and those exiting the driveway. The design submitted
herewith removes the entire wall, and replaces the wall with a stucco wall. In our
previous hearings with Historic Review, when the issue was raised as to what type of
wall should replace the existing wall, there was very clear direction given that
Historic did not look favorably on a wall re-constructed to look like an old wall, and
rather preferred a stucco wall.

We respectfully request City Council to weigh the interests of Historic Board
and the interests of Public Works and make a decision. We cannot move forward
without such a decision.

In this last meeting Historic Review asked us if there were any other options.
While there is a dnveway behind the lot, it des not currently meet City standards and
cannot be widened as it is private property. There are also historic walls that prohibit
its expansion.

Real Estate Investment Partners tried to offer other solutions, keeping in
mind, Historic Review Board direction of not creating a faux historic wall, but we
were directed to submit a plan that complied with the site distance requirements as
set forth in AASHTO. We are continuing the dialog to find a solution.

On behalf of Real Estate Investment Partners, I thank you for your attention
to this matter. I ask you to resolve this issue so that we may move forward with this
project. This project has been in the approval process for approximately two and half
years. We would like direction as to whether the wall stays, or goes. Should you
have any questions, please do not hesitate to call.

Very truly yours,
s Vo

Rosanna C. Vazquez

cc: Real Estate Investment Partners
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14.2.7 HISTORIC DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

(A) Powers and Duties

The Historic Design Review Board shall have the review and decision-making
responsibilities set forth in Table 14-2.1-1, to be carried out in accordance with the terms
of this chapter. In addition, the Board shall have the following additional responsibilities
under this chapter:

(1) The Board shall review and approve or deny all applications for new
construction, exterior alteration, and demolition of structures, except signs, in the
Historic District in accordance with the standards set forth in this chapter. Staff
shall review signs in accordance with §14-3.10(D).

(2) The Board shall hear appeals of parties aggrieved by the City Planning and Land
Use Department's approvals or denials.

(3) The Board may recommend to the Governing Body the erection of appropriate
plaques and markers designating various historical sites and points of interest in

the City.

(4) The Board may make recommendations to the Governing Body relating to the
purchase, acquisition by gift, grant, bequest, devise, or otherwise, of any real or
personal property of historical background and interest;

(5) The Board may make recommendations to the Governing Body as to the
exercise of the Governing Body's power of eminent domain in the acquisition of
real property of historical background and significance and the proposed ways
and means of compensation;

(6) The Board shall advise and assist officials, committees and commissions of the
municipal government in making recommendations to the Governing Body;

(7) The Board shall compile and maintain a list of historical sites and structures;

(8) The Board shall perform such other acts providing that such acts relate
specifically to this section as may be requested by the Governing Body; and

(9) The Board may conduct field trips upon request of the applicant, or as
determined by the chair.

(B) Creation; Membership

(1) To carry out the purposes of this section, there is created a Historic Design
Review Board, hereinafter referred to as the "Board."

(2) The Board shall consist of seven members appointed by the mayor with the
consent of the Governing Body. All members shall be persons who, in the
opinion of the mayor, have demonstrated interest and knowledge in the historic
character of the City. One member shall be a licensed architect, one shall be a
qualified historian, one shall represent some aspect of the construction industry,
and one shall have a business in the Historic District. One member shall be a
member of the Old Santa Fe Association, and there shall be two members-at-
large. Members of the Governing Body may serve as at-large members.

(3) The following organizations are encouraged to recommend to the mayor up to
three persons each for the appropriate position as designated in this section:

Ttba IO 120 ANE 11 Tamednta e Tmacvt A1 TnfAathaca2/afld a2 Wi O h=AAnctrimenf-frame ht £/70/27007
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(a)  Santa Fe chapter of the American Institute of Architects;
(b) Santa Fe Chamber of Commerce and Hispanic Chamber of Commerce,

(c) Museum of New Mexico; and

(d) Building Contractor's Association and Associated General Contractors of
America, Building Branch (jointly).

Persons recommended are not required to be members or staff of the
organization recommending them. This provision is in no way intended to
prevent other organizations from recommending members, or to limit the
appointment power of the Governing Body.

(4) The initial term of three of the seven members appointed shall expire on the date
of the first regular Governing Body meeting in January one year after their
appointment, and the initial term of the other four members shall expire on the
date of the first regular City council meeting in January two years thereafter.
Following the initial terms, the terms of all members shall be two years. An
appointment to fill an unexpired term shall be only for the remainder of the term.
Any member failing to attend three consecutive Board meetings or a total of six
meetings in one year without a justified reason shall be considered to have
resigned. Members serve at the pleasure of the Governing Body and may be
removed with or without cause.

(5) A quorum shall consist of a majority of the members. The Board shall meet
regularly twice a month and on the call of the chair. The Board shall follow

Robert's Rules of Order.
(C) Functions of the Planning Division

The planning division shall provide administrative and advisory assistance to the Board,
conduct site inspections, carry out reviews as set forth in §14-5.2, and shall have the
authority to initiate all appropriate legal proceedings to enforce all provisions of this

section and §14-5.2 (Ord. No. 2002-37 § 5)
(Ord. No. 2001-38 § 2)

1 490 1IMmMA A O AN 117 2 £ M e ATl oo 1A A e OO L T A Arrenn et entan o e IvaleYolalawi



LAMUCIV AT ANy YV AL VY SAUNLS £FAL L ANV Y ALy LNV U INAAD 1daghvy 1 Ul 1

(D)  Appeals in the Historic Districts
1 Appeals from Decisions of Planning and Land Use Department

Appeals based on action taken by the Planning and Land Use Department

regarding the H District shall be heard by the Historic Design Review Board at its
: next regular meeting after the appeal is filed. Appeals may be filed by the
) applicant and must be filed within 7 days of the Division's action. The grounds
for any such appeal shall be limited to a disagreement with the determination
made by the Division under the procedures or required standards set forth in this
section. Notice of the time and place of each such appeal shall be given by the
Division. All appeals shall be in writing and shall state the specific standard or
procedure that is being appealed.

2) Appeals from Decisions of Historic Board

(a) Appeals from decisions of the Historic Board regarding the H District may
be taken by any person aggrieved or by any officer, department, Board or
bureau of the City affected by any decision of the Board in enforcement of
this section or applicable rules or regulations. Such an appeal when
taken shall stay all proceedings unless the officer, department, Board or
bureau from whom the appeal is taken certifies that a stay would cause
imminent peril to life or property. Appeals from the findings and
recommendations of the Board on all matters under this section shall be
taken to the Governing Body and the procedure, including the
requirement of a public hearing, shall be the same as prescribed under
paragraph (A) above and by the laws of the state.

(b) The grounds for the appeal shall be limited to a disagreement with the
determination made by the Board under the procedures or standards set
forth in this section. Appeals shall be in writing and shall state the
specific standard or procedure that is being appealed. The appeal shall
be filed within seven calendar days of the meeting at which the Board
made the decision being appealed. Building permits shall not be granted
until the appeal filing period is completed.

(Ord. No. 2001-38 § 2)

E3

“Editor's Note: Former subsection 14-3.1(D), New Building Permit Applications; Exceptions; New
Development Approvals Other than Building Permits, previously codified herein and containing
portions of Ordinance No. 2002-29 was repealed in its entirety by Ordinance No. 2003-36, § 4.
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DATE: June 26, 2007

TO: Historic Design Review Board Members

VIA: Reed Liming, Long-Range Planning Division Director

FROM: David Rasch, Supervising Planner in Historic Preservation
———————————————————————————————————
CASE # H-04-114 ADDRESS: 511 Paseo de Peralta

Historic Status: Contributing/Non-contributing
Historic District: Downtown & Eastside

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially):

CITY SUBMITTALS APPLICANT SUBMITTALS
__X__Case Synopsis ‘ ‘ _X__Proposal Letter
___District Standards & Yard wall
& fence standards. ____Vicinity Map
__x__Historic Survey Forfn | __X__Site Plan/Floor Plan
- _X__Zoning Review Sheet __X__Elevations N
_X___Other: Chapter 14 visibility triangles _X__Photographs |

Public works letter
code citations »
previous case minutes X__ Other: exception responses

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends denial of the exception required for this application
which does not meet Sections 14-5.1 General Purpose and Relationship to
General Use Zoning Districts, 14-5.2 (C, 1, a, ¢, and d) Regulation of
Contributing Structures, 14-5.2 (D, 1, a and b) General Design Standards for All
H Districts, and 14-5.2 (D, 5, a, ii and b) Design Standards for Windows, DOOTrs,
and Other Architectural Features, unless the Board has a positive finding of
fact to grant the exception to demolish 16 additional feet down to 3’ high
and approximately 22 additional feet with a height taper of an historic stone
wall along the streetscape in the core historic district.




" BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 2 is a brick apartment building that was
constructed before 1890 in the Neoclassical — Terr.itorial Style. The building is
finished with textured stucco and brick coping at the parapets. The building
has undergone moderate historic alterations and is listed as Contributing to
- the Downtown & Eastside Historic District. There are associated historic
~ buildings and stone walls on the property that were constructed at

approximately the same date. The streetscape wall runs the length of the
property right at the curbline, except for a driveway at the east end and a
stone stair access at approximately the mid point.

Tract 1, also known as 511 Paseo de Peralta, is a 20,350 square foot lot to
the west of Trac_t 2 and with a slope down toward the street. This lot includes
part of the streetscape stone wall and other stone retaining walls further
back from the street.

The HDRB approved an application on September 13, 2005 to construct
seven single-family residences designed in the Spanish-Pueblo Revival style
with rounded parapets, second-floor balconies, projecting vigas, exposed
wooden headers, and portals with carved corbels.

The applicant provided the following responses for an exception that -
was granted in order for a minimal section of the historic streetscape stone
wall to be demolished for driveway access into the site.

1. The proposed exception does not damage the character of the
streetscape. '

The proposed demolition of 30 feet of wall represents approximately
11% of the total length of the stone wall at the street. The applicant
proposes to reuse the stone salvaged from the demolition to retain the
side of the proposed a driveway in the area of the demolition.

2. The proposed exception prevents a hardship to the applicant or an
injury to the public welfare.

The proposed demolition allows the applicant to access the project site
in an area where it is topographically possible to put in a driveway with
a slope that meets the city code. The location of the proposed
demolition, at the very western end of the property, is the best
location from a traffic standpoint, according to the City traffic
engineer. '



3. The proposed exception will 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 district.

This project will add seven housing units to the historic 'district.
Without the exception, it would be difficult or impossible to add these
residences. |

4. The exception is due to special conditions and circumstances which
are peculiar to the land or structure involved in which are not
applicable to other land or structures in the related streetscape.

The request for demolition of a portion of the stone wall is to allow
access to this site for a driveway. This is a condition that is umque to
this site.

5. The exception is due to special conditions and circumstances which
are not the result of the actions of the applicant.

The site and topographic conditions are part of this parcel. They were
not a result Of the actions of the applicant.

6. The exceptlon will provide the least negative impact with respect to
the purpose of this section as set forth in section 14 -5. 2 (a) (1).

The area for the proposed demolition has the least negative impact
visually, in that it is located at the western end of the wall rather than
somewhere in the middle of the wall's length. The western end of the
wall is located directly adjacent to a large concrete retaining wall and a
surface parking lot. Construction of a new driveway in this location will
reduce the height of the existing concrete retaining wall at the.
property line.

On April 12, 2007, Public Works Department staff found problems with
traffic safety at the requested driveway access to the site, although Public
Works staff had previously approved the design. Staff requires that a federal
standard published by the American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) be used. That standard, which requires a
sight triangle measuring 17' x 280, is being applied even though there are no
federal funds being used on the project, the Paseo de Peralta is not a state
highway, and the Chapter 14 driveway visibility triangle standards have been
applied on numerous other projects both within and outside of the historic
districts.



The driveway access, as approved by exception by the HDRB, used one
of the legal standards in Section 14-7.4 (D). The standard used requires 10’ of
clearance along the street beyond the driveway with nothing obscuring
vision between 3’ and 8' high. The standard used was for a “public street”
with a sidewalk or “parkway.” Since no parkway exists at this site, perhaps the
standard for “private streets” without a parkway should have been used. That
standard requires a 26’ clearance beyond the driveway.

On May 22, 2007, the HDRB denied a request to demolish an additional
72 feet of the historic wall to meet AASHTO federal highway standards for
sight visibility safety and requested that other options be researched. The
applicant filed an appeal to the Governing Body on May 29, 2007. City staff
has worked with the applicant to propose additional alternatives for
consideration before the appeal is heard.

_ Now, the applicant proposes one more additional option for

remodeling of the historic wall. An additional 16’ of the wall will be altered to
retain only a 36" high wall. Then, for an additional approximately 22', the wall
- Wwill be gradually tapered up to the existing height to mimic the taper on the
east end. The applicant has submitted the following responses to the
exception criteria.

1. The proposed exception does not damage the character of the
streetscape.

The request of Public Works is to demolish most of the historic stone
wall in order to provide site safety triangle for exiting the property.
That request was denied by historic in May 2007. This current request
angles the existing wall and requires the wall to be lowered to 36 inches
from the ground elevation at an angle lowering the wall height but
allows the remaining wall to be left in tact. Thus maintaining the
character of the streetscape for which the wall is an important part of.

2. The proposed exception prevents a hardship to the applicant or an
injury to the public welfare. -

By angling the stone wall, we believe sufficient sight distance would be
maintained and there would be no adverse impact on public safety to
the citizens of Santa Fe.



3. The proposed exception will 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 district.

This proposal allows a greater portion of the historical wall to be
maintained along property ling, thus maintaining the historic feel of
Paseo de Peralta.

4. The exception is due to special conditions and circumstances which
are peculiar to the land or structure involved in which are not
applicable to other land or structures in the related streetscape.

The topography and the narrowness of the lot make it very difficult to
achieve a safe line of sight, and maintain the integrity of the existing
wall. Also there is no other ingress or egress available to this property
except for the driveway as proposed.

5. The exception is due to special conditions and circumstances which
are not the result of the actions of the applicant.

The wall as it stands does not allow sufficient sight distance to allow
safe egress from the lot. There are no other entry points to the lot.

6. The exception will provide the least negative impact with respect to
the purpose of this section as set forth in section 14 -5. 2 (@) ().

If approved the lowering of the wall would require the wall to be
removed stone by stone in order to preserve the lower portion of the
wall. The wall is approximately 125 feet wide and 18 inches thick,
making it impossible to cut through and lowered. A special precaution
would need to be taken care of in order to protect the wall and allow it
to withstand such impact.

Historic Districts applicable code citations are as follows:
14-5.1 General Purpose; Relationship to General Use Zoning Districts

“The requirements of an overlay district shall apply whenever they are in
conflict with those in the general use district.” The Historic Districts Zoning
Overlay is intended to preserve the unique character of the historic districts
and historic structures which may not be compliant to current zoning
regulations. ‘



14-5.2 (C, 1, 3, ¢, + d) Regulation of Contributing Structures

“Changes that create a false sense of historical development...shall not be
undertaken.” The driveway visibility triangle is not a traditional or an historic
principal for walls on an historic streetscape.

"Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of
craftsmanship that characterize a structure be preserved.” This type of
historic stone wall right along the right of way is very rare in the historic
districts.

“New additions and related or adjacent new construction be undertaken in
such a manner that if removed in the future, the original form and integrity
of the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.” Once
this historic stone wall is removed, it cannot be replaced and the property
cannot be returned to its original integrity.

14-5.2 (D, 1, a + b) General Design Standards for All H Districts

“The status of a contributing structure shall be retained and preserved. If a
proposed alteration will cause a structure to lose its contributing status, the
application shall be denied. The removal of historic materials or alteration of
architectural features and spaces that embody the status shall be prohibited.”
And, "If a proposed alteration or new construction will cause an adjacent
structure to lose its contributing status, the application may be denied.” This
wall is a significant feature in this streetscape which, along with several other -
walls in the nearby streetscape, narrows the Paseo more than anywhere else
on the Paseo.

14-5.2 (D, 5, 3, i + b) Desi'gn Standards for Other Ar_chitectural Features .

“NO new opening shall be made where one presently does not exist...” and
“For all facades of contributing structures, architectural features, finishes,
and details other than doors and windows, shall be repaired rather than
replaced...” The proposed substantial demolition of this historic streetscape
wall would set a precedent that could profoundly aiter the character of the
historic districts. The HDRB previously found that the applicant had a
hardship for access to the site and met the criteria required for an exception
to remove a small section of the historic wall. This proposal will remove more
than a small portion for a standard which is not in Chapter 14.
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Mr. Newman said on the drawings the Board saw Sept 26t he remembered very
well and commented on the applicant improving it by removing the shed.

M. Polese said the drawing showed a radius of 10". They were in error. Those
drawings were in error and they understood any addition had to be set back ten feet.

Chair Woods said that was not at issue. She said the issue was what was brought to
the Board was not what was built. '

There were no further speakers from the public regardihg this case.

M:s. Rios moved to approve Case #H 06-088 with the following conditions:

That the applicant submit precise drawings that match what was being built,
That the stucco be cementitious and match existing,

That there be no rooftop appurtenances on this building or garage,

That the garage door windows be cedar having division on the outside and inside
with spacers in between (simulated divided lights) with drawings submitted to
staff, '

5. That all lighting plans and fixtures be brought to staff.

Ms. Shapiro seconded the motion.
Mr. Rasch explained to the applicant that Pop in muntins were not allowed.
The vote on the motion resulted in a tie with Ms. Rios and Ms. Shapiro voting in

favor and Mr. Frost and Mr. Newman voting against. Chair Woods voted in favor and
the motion passed. ' '

. 6. ;‘Qa‘sz #H 04-114.’ 511 Paseo de Peralta. Downtown & Eastside Historic District.

Roger Hunter, agent for Blessey, Fuentes, & Zeug, proposes to remodel an historic
stone wall along the streetscape. An exception to remove historic material was
requested to Section 14-5.1 General Purpose and Relationship to General Use Zoning
- Districts, 14-5.2 (C, 1, a, ¢, and d) Regulation of Contributing Structures, 14-5.2 (D, 1,
a and b) General Design Standards for Windows, Doors, and Other Architectural
- Features.

Mr. Rasch presented the staff report for this case as follows:

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

“515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 2 is a brick apartment building that was constructed

Historic Design Review Board June 26, 2007 Page 15
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before 1890 in the Neoclassical - Territorial Style. The building is finished with textured
stucco and brick coping at the parapets. The building has undergone moderate historic
alterations and is listed as contributing to the Downtown and Eastside Historic District.
There are associated historic buildings and stone walls on the propetty that were
constructed at approximately the same date. The streetscape wall runs the length of the
property right at the curb line, except for a driveway at the east end and a stone stair
access at approximately the midpoint.

“Tract 1, also known as 511 Paseo de Peralta, is a 20,350 square foot lot to the west of
Tract 2 and with a slope down toward the street. This lot includes part of the
streetscape stone wall and other stone retaining walls further back from the street.

“The HDRB approved an application on September 13, 2005 to construct seven -
single-family residences designed in the Spanish Pueblo Revival style with rounded
parapets, second-floor balconies, projecting vigas, exposed wooden headers, and
portals with carved corbels.

“The applicant provided the following fesponses for an exception that was granted
in order for a minimal section of the historic streetscape stone wall to be demolished for
driveway access into the site.

“1. The proposed exception does not damage the character of the streetscape. The
proposed demolition of 30 feet of wall represents approximately 11% of the total
length of the stone wall at the street. The applicant proposes to reuse the stone
salvaged from the demolition to retain the wall site of the proposed a driveway
in the area of the demolition. '

“2. The proposed exception prevents a hardship to the applicant or and in the jury to
the public welfare. The proposed demolition allows the applicant to access the
. project site in an area where it is topographically it possible to put in a driveway
with a slope that meets the city code. The location of the proposed demolition, at
the very western end of the property, is the best location from a traffic
standpoint, according to the city traffic engineer. -

“3. The proposed the exception will 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 district. This project will add seven
housing units to the historic district. Without the exception, it would be difficult
or impossible to add these residences.

* “4. The exception is due to special conditions and circumstances which are peculiar
to the Jand or structure involved in which are not applicable to other land or

Historic Design Review Board June 26, 2007 Page 16



structures in the related streetscape. The request for demolition of a portion of
the stone wall is to allow access to this site for a driveway. This is a condition
that is unique to this site. -

- “5. The exception is due to special conditions and circumstances which are not the
result of the actions of the applicant. The site and topographic conditions are
part of this parcel. They were not a result of the actions of the applicant.

“6. The exception will provide the least negative impact with respect to the purpose
of this section as set forth in section 14-5.2(a, 1). The area for the proposed
demolition has the least negative impact of visually, in that it is located at the
western end of the wall rather than somewhere in the middle of the wall’s
length. The western end of the wall is located directly adjacent to a large
concrete retaining wall and a surface parking lot. Construction of a new
driveway in this location will reduce the height of the existing concrete retaining
wall at the property line.

“On April 12, 2007, Public Works Department staff found problems with traffic
safety at the requested driveway access to the site, although public works staff had
previously approved the design. Staff requires that a federal standard published by the
American Association of State Highway (AASHTO) and transportation officials be
used. That standard, which requires a site triangle measuring 17' x 280", is being
applied even though there are no federal funds being used on the project, the Paseo de
Peralta is not a state highway, and the chapter 14 driveway visibility triangle standards
have been applied on numerous other projects both within and outside of the historic
districts.

“The driveway access, as approved by exception by the HDRB used one of the legal
- standards in section 14-7.4 (D). The standard used requires 10 feet of clearance along
‘the street beyond the driveway with nothing obscuring vision between 3' and 8' high.
The standard used was for a “public street with a sidewalk or parkway.” Since no
parkway exists at this site, perhaps the standard for ‘private streets’ without a parkway
should have been used. That standard requires a 26-foot clearance beyond the
driveway.

“On May 22, 2007, the HDRB denied their request to demolish an additional 72 feet
of the historic wall to meet the federal highway standards for site visibility safety and
requested that other options be reached researched. The applicant filed an appeal to the
governing body on May 29, 2007. City staff has worked with the applicant to propose
additional alternatives for consideration before the appeal is heard. -

“Now, the applicant proposes one more additional option for remodeling of the
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historic wall. An additional 16 feet of the wall will be altered to retain only a 36-inch
. high wall. Then, for an additional approximately 22 feet, the wall will be gradually
 tapered up to the existing height to mimic the taper on the east end. The applicant has
submitted the following responses to the exception criteria. -

“1. The proposed exception does not damage the character of the streetscape. The
request of public Works is to demolish most of the historic stone wall in order to
provide site safety triangle for exiting the property. That request was denied by
historic in May 2007. This current request angles the existing wall and requires
the wall to be lowered to 36" from the ground elevation at an angle lowering the
wall height but allows the remaining wall to be left intact. Thus maintaining the
character of the streetscape for which the wall is an important part.

“2. The proposed exception prevents a hardship to the applicant or an injury to the
public welfare. By angling to stone wall, we believed sufficient sight distance
would be maintained and there would be no adverse impact on public safety to
the citizens of Santa Fe.

“3. The proposed exception will 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 district. This proposal allows a greater
portion of the historic wall to be maintained along property line, thus
maintaining the historic feel of Paseo de Peralta.

“4. The exception is due to special conditions and circumstances which are peculiar
to the land or structure involved in which are not applicable to other land or
structures in the related streetscape. The topography and the narrowness of the
lot make it very difficult to achieve a safer flying of sight, and maintain the
integrity of the existing wall. Also there is no other ingress or egress available to
this property except for the driveway as proposed.

“5. The exception is due to special conditions and circumstances which are not the
result of the actions of the applicant. The wall as it stands does not allow
sufficient sight distance to allow safe egress from the lot. There are no other
entry points to the lot.

“6. The exception will provide them the least negative impact with respect to the
purpose of this section as set forth in section 14 - 5.2 (a, 1). If approved the
lowering of the wall would require the wall to be removed storie by stone in
order to preserve the lower portion of the wall. The wall is approximately 125
feet wide and 18 inches thick, making it impossible to cut through and lowered.
A special precaution would need to be taken care of in order to protect the wall
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and allow it to withstand such impact.
“Historic districts applicable code citations are as follows:
“14 - 5.1 General purpose; relationship to general use zoning districts

“The requirements of an overlay district shall apply whenever they are in conflict

- with those in the general use district. The historic districts zoning overlay is intended
- to preserve the unique character of the historic districts and historic structures which
. may not be compliant to current zoning regulations.

“14-52(C, 1, a, ¢, +d) Regulation of Contributing Structures

“Changes that create a false sense of historical development shall not be undertaken.
The driveway visibility triangle is not a traditional or an historic principle for walls on
an historic streetscape. : :

“Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of
craftsmanship that characterize a structure be preserved. This type of historic stonewall
right along the right of way is very rare in the historic districts. -

“New additions and related or adjacent new construction be undertaken in such a
manner that if removed in the future, the original form and integrity of the historic
property and its environment would be on impaired. Once this historic stonewall is
removed, it cannot be replaced and the property cannot be returned the to its original

integrity.
“14-52(D, 1, a + b) General Design Standards for All H Districts

“The status of a contributing structure shall be retained and preserved. If a

- proposed alteration will cause a structure to lose its contributing status, the application

shall be denied. The removal of historic materials or alteration of architectural features
and spaces that embody the status shall be prohibited. And, if a proposed alteration or
new construction will cause an adjacent structure to lose its contributing status, the
application may be denied. This wall is a significant feature in this streetscape which,
along with several other walls in the nearby streetscape, narrows the Paseo more than
anywhere else on Paseo.

“14-52(D., 5, a,ii, + b) Design Standards for Other Architectural Features

- “No new opening shall be made where one presently does not exist. And, for all
facades of contributing structures, architectural features, finishes and the details other
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than doors and windows, shall be repaired rather than replaced. The proposed
substantial demolition of this historic streetscape wall would set a precedent that could
profoundly alter the character of the historic districts. The board previously found that
the applicant had a hardship for access to the site and met the criteria required for an
exception to remove a small section of the historic wall. This proposal will remove
more than a small portion for a standard which is not in Chapter 14.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

“Staff recommends denial of the exception required for this application which does
not meet Sections 14-5.1 General Purpose and Relationship to General Use Zoning |
Districts, 14-5.2 (C, 1, a, ¢, and d) Regulation of Contributing Structures, 14-5.2 (D., 1,
and b) General Design Standards for All H Districts, and 14-5.2 (D., 5, a, ii, and b)
Design Standards for Windows, Doors, and Other Architectural Features, unless the
Board has a positive finding of fact to grant the exception to demolish 16 additional feet
down to 3 feet high and approximately 22 additional feet with a height taper of an
historic stone wall along the streetscape in the core historic district.” ‘

Ms. Rios asked if the removal of this portion of the wall keep the status of this wall.

Mr. Rasch said the footprint must be kept, rather than demolishing all of it. It would
have a natural look and would not be as severe.

Ms. Rios asked if the taper would be similar to across the street.
Mr. Rasch agreed.

Mr. Katz apologized to the Board and commented how right the Board was to say
last time, “maybe we should try to work something out” because the issue was not one
motivated by the applicant but a conflict between departments. He said the City really
did have to work it out. It was a very beautiful wall and there was now a plan to
minimize the destruction. The Public Works Department was not happy about the
safety involved. Their work was based on science. But this was based on what was in
the code. '

Mr. Katz said if the City wants to incorporate federal standards, it would require
changing the Code. This plan would bring three additional safety features: A speed
limit sign could have a mirror on it for people in the driveway. The City could prohibit
left turns from the drive, and they also looked at reduced speed, flashing lights, etc. He
suggested that a signal when the car exits the drive for those on the street would help
ensure safety.
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Chair Woods said those lights were out of the Board’s jurisdiction.-

Mr. Katz said that was true but he wanted the Board to be comfortable with those
conditions. , :

Ms. Shapiro asked if this case was so unique that they applied the federal standards
or if the Board would see a lot more of these in the future.

Mr. Katz said Public Works staff were trying to do their job. He thought the Board
would see a lot more of this and it was in conflict with how the east side was built. He
said if it were applied, the east side would soon ook like San José California. He said it

- was ultimately up to the Governing Body but clearly, the overlay does trump the rest.

Chair Woods asked if AASHTO standards were part of the code.
Mr. Katz said they were not but were a standard to look to. He noted that in Plaza
Chamisal on Acequia Madre a number of accommodations were made so as not to have

to remove the wall but part of it was closed off. He felt they wanted a balance.

Chair Woods said she appreciated the precedent to look to safety but not to destroy
the community. :

Present and sworn was Ms. Rosanna Vasquez, P. O. Box 2435, Santa Fe.

Chair Woods said there were things in letters she wrote that needed to be clarified.
She felt it was important to set the record straight.

She referred to Ms. Vasquez’ submitted June 8 letter to Mr. Rasch, hand delivered as
an exhibit [attached as Exhibit E].

Chair Woods suggested that it was inaccurate to say the applicants were at the
whim of the two departments. She asked Ms. Vasquez not to use the word “whim.”

Ms. Vasquez apologized and said she was not referring to this Board but to the City
departments. She said she believed by her apology it was corrected in the record.

Chair Woods noted that in the letter to Council, on page 2, it referred to a faux wall.
Ms. Vasquez said the reference was brought in at the May Board meeting,.

Chair Woods asked for clarification.
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Ms. Vasquez said there was a strong message given to us (applicants) “that the
Board did not want us to create a faux wall and it was not an option to rebuild it.” She
said that was where the term came from.

Ms. Vasquez said she wanted to thank the Board and Frank Katz who had been very
instrumental and Mr. Rasch that they were able to come up with an idea. She said Mr.
Katz came to the property and spent considerable time there and he came up with this
idea for the proposal being presented. ’ ' '

For purposes of the record, she said they tried to keep to the Chapter 14
requirements but also be sensitive to the Public Works concerns. She said this would
retain the entire length of the wall and it was very old. The concern at the May meeting
was that it might fall down. |

She believed they had a compromise that balanced the Board’s interests and Public
safety concerns. She said they did not believe the federal standards applied here but this
respected the concerns of public safety. -

~ She said if the proposal received approval here, they would go to Public Works for a
driveway permit and would discuss those issues with them.

Ms. Rios asked her if any portion of the wall other than the part to be cut would be
altered. ‘

Ms. Vasquez said no.

Ms. Rios thanked them for working together and coming up with a solution. She felt
it was a very good solution.

- Ms. Shapiro asked what they planned for the rock that was removed.

Ms. Vasquez said the original approval from HDRB asked them to use if for the
driveway and was not sure of any other intent for using it.

Present and sworn was Mr. Ron Blessing, 444 Galisteo Street. He said, for the record, -
at his last appearance before this Board, he was very frustrated. He thought this was
clearly an excellent compromise that should satisfy both HDRB and Public Works. As
far as what comes out of the wall, he said they were considering using it for the drive in
the shadow line but also in the upper slope as well.

_ Ms. Shapiro thought it was great to use it there or somewhere else on the site and
not taken to the dump. She felt some sentimentality about those old rocks.
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Mr. Rasch said he would like clarification on the rest of the drive.

Mr. Blessing said it would be ’asphélt.

Ms. Rios said she éould ﬁot recall the prior decision of the Board about it.
Mr. Rasch said it was that the wall footprint be retained across the driveway.
Chair Woods asked for further clarification.

Mr. Rasch said the previous approval was to keep the footprint of the original wall
by keeping visible the rock base across the driveway.

Mr. Blessing said that was their intent.

. PUBLIC COMMENT

Present and sworn was Ms. Marilyn Bane, 622%2 B Canyon Road, who said that, as
President of the Old Santa Fe Association, the Board asked her to come before the
HDRB. She said Mr. Katz called them and several of the members walked the property.
She expressed gratitude for what she saw as an honorable intent to keep the footprint
and as much of the wall as possible. She said she flinched every time the cut was
mentioned and noted that at one time, there was a proposal to use a saw. She said they
wanted it to be done stone by stone with the utmost of care. She said they would want
to keep every stone there but sympathized with the situation. And in no way did they
wish to give the impression that the overlay was not important but do understand a
need for safety. She said the OSFA was in favor of the solution and hoped the Board
would consider it seriously. ‘ '

* There were no further speakers from the public regarding this case.

Ms. Vasquez said Ms. Bane was correct. They were proposing to take it down stone
by stone so it could be used again. She said this testimony would put that on the record.

Chair Woods said she too, wanted to thank Mr. Katz and Mr. Rasch. She knew it

- was hard for the applicants to be caught between two different City departments. It was
~ difficult and appreciated it not being confrontational.

Mr. Newman said he understood there was no agreement between departments at

this time. :
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Chair Woods said that was right but they would do what they could and it was then
out of their hands.

Mr. Frost moved to approve Case 04-114 as submitted and granting the exceptions
as noted pertaining to Section 14-5.2 (C, 5, I-vi): Damage the character of the

streetscape - I believe this particular modification to the original plan is a much

better plan from a streetscape standpoint; Prevent a hardship to the applicant or an
injury to the public welfare ~ that the ending of the stone wall will hopefully provide
sufficient sight line aforementioned added safety features for the driveway;
strengthen the heterogeneous character of the City - allows to maintain this old
straight wall as much as possible; due to special circumstances beyond their control is
that the wall was already there and the topography does require that they have some
sight coming out; that the conditions and circumstances are not the result of the
applicant - the fact that the wall was there; and provide the least negative impact

- with the purposes of this section - that the lowering of the wall would require that

the wall be removed stone by stone in order to preserve the wall and I believe that
does meet that as far as providing the least negative impact.

Ms. Rios seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice vote.

7. Case #H 07-12. 1433 Canyon. Downtown & Eastside Historic District. Philip Kozely,
agent for Peter Kozely, proposes to remodel a Contributing building by constructing
approximately 141 sq. ft. of additions, increase the basement by approximately 1,551
sq. ft., an approximately 165 sq. ft. deck, raising a non-historic addition to a height of
14' 3" where the maximum allowable height was 17' 5", replace windows, re-stucco,
construct a 451 sq. ft. garage to a height of 11' 1" where the maximum allowable
height was 17' 5", and construct walls and fences. Four exceptions were requested to -
create a new opening on a primary elevation (Section 14-t.2, D, 5, ii), to alter opening
dimensions on a primary elevation (Section 14-5.2, D, 4), to replace historic material
(Section 14-5.2, D, 5, a), and to construct an addition less than 10' back from a

- primary elevation (Section 14-5.2, D, 2, d).

Ms. Barrett presented the staff report for this case as follows:

BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY:

. “The approximately 3,171 square foot Spanish Pueblo revival style single-family
residence was first constructed in the 1940s and has undergone additions and -
alterations around 1985 (addition on the west elevation and window alterations). The
Official Map lists the structure as contrlbutmg to the Downtown and Eastside Historic
District. :
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DATE: May 22, 2007

TO: Historic Design Review Board Members

VIAR: . Reed Lim'i'ng, Long-Range Planning Division Director
FROM: David Rasch, Supervising Planner in Historic Preservation
CASE # H-04-114 ‘ ADDRESS: 511 Paseo de Peralta

Historic Status: Contributing/Non-contributing
Historic District: Downtown & Eastside

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially):

CITY SUBMITTALS B APPLICANT SUBMITTALS
_X__Case Synopsis , " _x__Proposal Letter
___ District Standards & Yard wall |

& fence standards. ____Vicinity Map
__x__Historic Survey Form __X__Site Plan/Floor Plan
__X__2Zoning Review Sheet __X___Elevations |
_X__ Other: Chapter 14 visibility triangles =~ x__ Photographs

Public Works letter
code citations : .
previous case minutes X__ Other: exception responses

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends denial of the exception required for this application
which does not meet Sections 14-5.1 General Purpose and Relationship to
General Use Zoning Districts, 14-5.2 (C, 1, 3, ¢, and d) Regulation of
contributing Structures, 14-5.2 (D, 1, a and b) General Design Standards for All
H Districts, and 14-5.2 (D, 5, a, ii and b) Design Standards for Windows, Doors,
and Other Architectural Features, unless the Board has a positive finding of
fact to grant the exception to demolish approximately 72 additional feet of
an historic stone wall along the streetscape in the core historic district.



BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 2 is a brick apartment building that was
constructed before 1890 in the Neoclassical — Terr itorial Style. The building is
finished with textured stucco and brick coping at the parapets. The building
has undergone moderate historic alterations and is listed as Contributing to
the Downtown & Eastside Historic District. There are associated historic
“buildings and stone walls on the property that were constructed at
approximately the same date. The streetscape wall runs the length of the
property right at the curbline, except for a driveway at the east end and a
stone stair access at approximately the mid point.

Tract 1, also known as 511 Paseo de Peralta, is a 20,350 square foot lot to
the west of Tract 2 and with a slope down toward the street. This lot includes
part of the streetscape stone wall and other stone retalnlng walls further ’
back from the street.

The HDRB approved an application on September 13, 2005 to construct
seven single-family residences designed in the Spanish-Pueblo Revival style
with rounded parapets, second-floor baiconies, projecting vigas, exposed
wooden headers, and portals with carved corbels.

The applicant provided the following responses for an exception that
was granted in order for a section of the historic streetscape stone wall to be
demolished for driveway access into the site.

1. The proposed exception does not damage the character of the
streetscape.

The proposed demolition of 30 feet of wall represents approximately
11% of the total length of the stone wall at the street. The applicant
proposes to reuse the stone salvaged from the demolition to retain the
side of the proposed a driveway in the area of the demolition. '

2. The proposed exception prevents a hardship to the applicant oran
injury to the public welfare. .~

The proposed demolition allows the applicant to access the project site
in an area where it is topographically possible to put in a driveway with
a slope that meets the city code. The location of the proposed
demolition, at the very western end of the property, is the best
location from a traffic standpoint, according to the Clty traffic
engineer.



3. The proposed exception will strengthen the unigue heterogeneous

character of the City by providing a full range of design options to
ensure that residents can continue to reside within the historic district.

This project will 2add seven housing UnlitS' to the historic district.
Without the exception, it would be difficult or impossible to add these
residences.

4. The exception is due to special conditions and circumstances which
are peculiar to the land or structure involved in which are not
applicable to other land or structures in the related streetscape.

The request for demolition of a portion of the stone wall is to allow
access to this site for a driveway. This is a condition that is unique to
this site.

5. The exception is due to special conditions and circumstances which
are not the result of the actions of the applicant.

The site and topographic conditions are part of this parcel. They were
not a result of the actions of the applicant. ‘

6. The exception will provide the least negative impact with respect to
the purpose of this section as set forth in section 14 -5. 2 (@) (1).

The area for the proposed demolition has the least negative impact
visually, in that it is located at the western end of the wall rather than
somewhere in the middle of the wall's length. The western end of the
wall is located directly adjacent to a large concrete retaining wall and a
surface parking lot. Construction of a new driveway in this location will
reduce the height of the existing concrete retaining wall at the
property line.

On April 12, 2007, Public Works Department staff found problems with
traffic safety at the requested driveway access to the site. -Staff requires that
a federal standard published by the American Association of State Highway
and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) be used. That standard, which requires
a sight triangle measuring 17’ X 280’, is being applied even though there are
no federal funds being used on the project, the Paseo de Peralta is not a state
highway, and the Chapter 14 driveway visibility triangle standards have been
applied on numerous other projects both within and outside of the historic
districts.



The driveway access, as approved by exception by the HDRB, used one
of the legal standards in Section 14-7.4 (D). The standard used requires 10’ of
clearance along the street beyond the driveway with nothing obscuring
vision between 3’ and 8 high. The standard used was for a "public street”
with a sidewalk or “parkway.” Since no parkway exists at this site, perhaps the
standard for “private streets” without a parkway should have been used. That
standard requires a 26' clearance beyond the driveway.

Now, the applicant proposes to remove 72' of the streetscape wall in
order to comply with AASHTO standards. The area behind the large triangle
will need retaining and a stuccoed masonry wall is proposed along the
diagonal line of the triangle. An exception to remove this historic material is
required and the exception criteria responses are attached.

Historic Districts applicable code citations are as follows:
14-5.1 General Purpose; Relationship to General Use Zoning Districts

“The requirements of an overlay district shall apply whenever they are in

~ conflict with those in the general use district.” The Historic Districts Zoning
overlay is intended to preserve the unique character of the historic districts
and historic structures which may not be compliant to current zoning
regulations. ’

14-5.2 (C, 1, a, ¢, + d) Regulation of Contributing Structures

“Changes that create a false sense of historical development...shall not be
undertaken.” The driveway visibility triangle is not a traditional or an historic
principal for walls on an historic streetscape. .

“Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of |
craftsmanship that characterize a structure be preserved.” This type of
historic stone wall right along the right of way is very rare in the historic
districts.

“New additions and related or adjacent new construction be undertaken in
such a manner that if removed in the future, the original form and integrity
of the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.” Once
this historic stone wall is removed, it cannot be replaced and the property
_cannot be returned to its original integrity.



14-5.2 (D, 1, a + b) General Design Standards for All H Districts

“The status of a contributing structure shall be retained and preserved. If a
proposed alteration will cause a structure to lose its contributing status, the
application shall be denied. The removal of historic materials or alteration of
architectural features and spaces that embody the status shall be prohibited.”
And, “If a proposed alteration or new construction will cause an adjacent
structure to lose its contributing status, the application may be denied.” This
wall is a significant feature in this streetscape which, along with several other
walls in the nearby streetscape, narrows the Paseo more than anywhere else
on the Paseo.

14-5.2 (D, 5, a, ii + b) Design Standards for Other Architectural Features

“No new opening shall be made where one presently does not exist...” and
“For all facades of contributing structures, architectural features, finishes,

and details other than doors and windows, shall be repaired rather than
replaced...” The proposed substantial demolition of this historic streetscape
wall would set a precedent that could profoundly alter the character of the
historic districts. The HDRB previously found that the applicant had a
hardship for access to the site and met the criteria required for an exception
to remove a small section of the historic wall. This proposal will remove more
than a small portion for a standard which is not in Chapter 14.



OLD BUSINESS TO REMAIN POSTPONED

None.

Chair Woods explained to the public that anyone disagreeing with a decision of the

Historic Design Review Board had seven days to file and appeal. She encouraged
anyone contemplating an appeal to contact staff for further details. :

OLD BUSINESS

1. Case #H-04-114." 511 Paseo de Peralta.! Downtown & Eastside Historic District.
Roger Hunter, agent for Blessey, Fuentes, & Zeug, proposes to remodel an historic
stone wall along the streetscape. An exception to remove historic material was
requested to Sections 14-5.1 General Purpose and Relationship to General Use
Zoning Districts, 14-5.2 (C,1,a,¢c, and d) Regulation of Contributing Structures, 14-5.2
(D,1,a and b) General Design Standards for All H Districts, and 14-5.2 (D,5,a,ii and b)
Design Standards for Windows, Doors, and Other Architectural Features.

Present and sworn were Mr. Ronald Blessey, 444 Galisteo, and Ms. Rosanna
Vasquez. '

Chair Woods made a disclosure of past involvement and left it to the discretion of
the applicant if she should recuse herself.

Mr. Blessey had no objection.

Mr. Rasch presented the staff report for this case as follows:

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY

“515 Paseo de Peralta, Track 2 was a brick apartment building that was constructed
before 1890 in the Neoclassical - Territorial Style. The building was finished with
textured stucco and brick coping at the parapets. The building has undergone moderate
historic alterations and was listed as Contributing to the Downtown & Eastside Historic
- District. There were associated historic buildings and stone walls on the property that
were constructed at approximately the same date. The streetscape wall runs the length
of the property right at the curbline, except for a driveway at the east end and a stone
stair access at approximately the mid-point. :
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“Tract 1, also known as 515 Paseo de Peralta, was a 20,350 square foot lot to the west
of Tract 2 and with a slope down toward the street. This lot includes part of the
streetscape stone wall and other stone retaining walls further back from the street.

“The HDRB approved an application on September 13, 2005 to construct seven
single-family residences designed in the Spanish-Pueblo Revival style with rounded
parapets, second-floor balconies, projecting vigas, exposed wooden headers, and
portals with carved corbels. |

- “The applicant provided the following responses for an exception that was granted
in order for a section of the historic streetscape stone wall to be demolished for
driveway access into the site.

“1. The proposed exception does not damage the character of the streetscape.

“The proposed demolition of 30 feet of wall represents approximately 11% of the
total length of the stone wall at the street. The applicant proposes to reuse the
stone salvaged from the demolition to retain the side of the proposed driveway
in the area of the demolition. ‘

“2. The proposed exception prevents a hardship to the applicant or an injury to the
public welfare. :

“The proposed demolition allows the applicant to access the project site in an
area where it was topographically possible to put in a driveway with a slope that
meets the City code. The location of the proposed demolition, at the very western
end of the property, was the best location from a traffic standpoint, according to
the City traffic engineer.

“3. The proposed exception will 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 district.

“This project will add seven housing units to the historic district. Without the
exception, it would be difficult or impossible to add these residences.

“4. The exception was due to special conditions and circumstances which were
peculiar to the land or structure involved and which were not applicable to other
land or structures in the related streetscape.

“The request for demolition of a portion of the stone wall was to allow access to
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this site for a driveway. This was a condition that was unique to this site.

“5. The exception was due to special conditions and circumstances which were not
the result of the actions of the applicant.

“The site and topographic conditions were part of this parcel. They were nota
result of the actions of the applicant.

“6. The exception will provide the least negative impact with respect to the purpose
. of this section as set forth in Section 14-5.2 (a) (1).

“The were for the proposed demolition has the least negative impact visually, in
that it was located at the western end of the wall rather than somewhere in the
middle of the wall’s length. The western end of the wall was located directly
adjacent to a large concrete retaining wall and a surface parking lot. Construction
of a new driveway in this location will reduce the height of the existing concrete
retaining wall at the property line.

“On April 12, 2007, Public Works Department staff found problems with traffic
safety at the requested driveway access to the site. Staff requires that a federal standard
published by the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
(AASHTO) be used. That standard, which requires a site triangle measuring 17' x 280"
was being applied even though there were no federal funds being used on the project,
the Paseo de Peralta was not a state highway, and the Chapter 14 driveway visibility
triangle standards have been applied on numerous other projects both within and
outside of the historic districts.

“The driveway access, as approved by exception by the HDRB, used one of the legal
standards in Section 14-7.4 (D). The standard used requires 10 of clearance along the .
street beyond the driveway with nothing obscuring vision between 3' and 8' high. The
standard used was for a ‘public street,” with a sidewalk or “parkway.’ Since no parkway
exists at this site, perhaps the standard for “private streets’ without a parkway should
have been used. That standard requires a 26' clearance beyond the driveway.

“Now, the applicant proposes to remove 72" of the streetscape wall in order to
comply with AASHTO standards. The area behind the large triangle will need retaining
and a stuccoed masonry wall was proposed along the diagonal line of the triangle. An
exception to remove this historic material was required and the exception criteria
responses were attached.

“Historic Districts applicable code citations were as follows:
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14-5.1 General Purpose; Relationship to General Use Zoning Districts

. “The requirements of an overlay district shall apply whenever they were in conflict
with those in the general use district.” The Historic Districts Zoning Overlay was
intended to preserve the unique character of the historic districts and historic structures
which may not be compliant to current zoning regulations.

14-5.2(C, 1, a, ¢, + d) Regulation of Contributing Structures

“Changes that create a false sense of historical development... shall not be -
undertaken.” The driveway visibility triangle was not a traditional or an historic
principle for walls on an historic streetscape.

“Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of
craftsmanship that characterize a structure be preserved.” This type of historic ston
wall right along the right of way was very rare in'the historic districts. '

“New additions and related or adjacent, new construction be undertaken in such a
manner that if removed in the future, the original form and integrity of the historic
property and its environment would be unimpaired.” Once this historic stone wall was
removed, it cannot be replaced and the property cannot be returned to its original

integrity.
14-52(D, 1, a + b) General Design Standards for All H Districts

“The status of a contributing structure shall be retained and preserved. If a proposed
alteration will cause a structure to lose its contributing status, the application shall be
denied. The removal of historic materials or alterations of architectural features and
spaces that embody the status shall be prohibited.” And, “If a proposed alteration or
new construction will cause an adjacent structure to lose its contributing status, the
application may be denied.” This wall was a significant feature in this streetscape which
along with several other walls in the nearby streetscape, narrows the Paseo more than
anywhere else on the Paseo.

14-5.2(D, 5, a, ii + b) Design Standards for Other Architectural Features
“No new opening shall be made where one presently does not exist....” and “For all
fagades of contributing structures, architectural features, finishes, and details other than

doors and windows, shall be repaired rather than replaced ...” The proposed substantial
demolition of this historic streetscape wall would set a precedent that could profoundly
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alter the character of the historic districts. The HDRB previously found that the
applicant had a hardship for access to the site and met the criteria required for an
exception to remove a small section of the historic wall. This proposal will remove more
than a small portion for a standard which was not in Chapter 14.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

. “Staff recommends denial of the exception required for this application which does
not meet Sections 14-5.1 General Purpose and Relationship to General Use Zoning
Districts, 14-5.2 (C, 1, a, ¢, and d) Regulation of Contributing Structures, 14-5.2 D,1,a
and b) General Design Standards for All H Districts, and 14-5.2 (D, 5, a, ii and b) Design
Standards for Windows, Doors, and Other Architectural Features, unless the Board has
a positive finding of fact to grant the exception to demolish approximately 72 additional

feet of an historic stone wall along the streetscape in the core historic district.”

Chair Woods asked if there had been a precedent coming before the Board that was
similar.

Mr. Rasch said there was another a year and a half ago on Acequia Madre. The
applicant came to request altering the wall. They appealed the Board’s denial and
Council upheld the denial. ,

Mr. Barrow had questions on jurisdiction on the requirements of an overlay and
understood that overlay requirements took precedent.

Mr. Rasch agreed that they had precedence over general requirements. He said
Public Works cited Chapter 23 and he was not sure how that pertained.

Ms. Vasquez said it was really an issue in which they were in the middle. The Board
gave them approval and they obtained a permit but then they were required to geta
development plan and the permit lapsed during that time. She explained that Public
Works would not give them a driveway permit so unless the Board denied their request
they didn’t have any place to go and were stuck.

She believed they met the exception criteria most of which dealt with public safety
that was beyond the control of the owner. She said the application of AASHTO
standards was a policy decision the City must make. She said the City should be
presenting because this was a disagreement of one City department with another. But
they just needed a decision to get their project done.

Mr. Barrow recalled that the Board agonized over it because thef didn’t want to lose
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any part of the wall. He said that during the site visit today, they didn't see this since
part of the work had not been done. .

Ms. Vasquez said they had only moved some of the dirt. She said they were going to
use the stones but had not been able to get a permit to do any of that work.

Ms. Shapiro said that when looking at the plat, she thought there was another
section of property with an entrance above the existing building.

Mr. Blessey explained that the lot was bigger and they did a lot split and sold the
upper part to the neighbor. He said that part was now landlocked so the Board allowed
them to cut 35' of the wall to allow access. '

Mr. Frost asked what the height gradient of the wall was back 2'
Mr. Blessey said it was 52".

Chair Woods asked for someone from Public Works to address the issue. Mr.
Romero was not present nor any other staff member who could address Chapter 23.

Chair Woods asked if the applicant had addressed any other scenarios with Public
Works like lowering the wall so part would be retained.

. Mr. Blessey said they discussed the possibility but were told by the former Board
that they could not do anything to the wall. That it had to stay the way it was now.

: Chair Woods asked if other scenarios for safety factors had been addressed with the
Traffic Engineer.

Mr. Blessey said they had but were told they couldn’t do others. He said they were
very concerned that if they cut it, it might fall down.

Mr. Newman asked if it wasn't also possible or likely that the wall would fall down
in the process of construction.

Mr. .Blessey agreed.

Mr. Frost said he should do whatever was needed to shore it up to prevent it from
being destroyed.

Mr. Blessey said that would be fine but just needed to know which way he could go.
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PUBLIC COMMENT

Present and sworn was Ms. Marilyn Bane, 6221, B Canyon Road, who said she was
here speaking as President of the Old Santa Fe Association. She said her Board asked
her to address this case and asked the Board to deny this. She did not believe that

positive findings on each criterion could be made.

She specifically noted #1, and #6. She said this would be a massive change in the
way the City would be approaching its historic neighborhoods. Half if not all would be
affected if they had to use federal standards.

She said if the Board decided not to deny she would ask that it be postponed
because there were legal issues. The federal ordinance has not been made available to
the public. '

Chair Woods asked Mr. Katz how the Board should address the overlay issue,
especially since the applicant was caught in between.

Mr. Katz agreed that it was not easy and he sympathized. He said he strongly
supported Mr. Rasch’s position that the overlay controls. He said the historic district

- was not safe from the traffic engineer. He felt it was a shame that the alternative access

was sold off. He said he didn’t know if there was talk with the bank about using their
parking lot as access but clearly the historic overlay did control the other aspect.

Ms. Vasquez pointed out that there was no other access when the Board first
approved this case. She said they agreed with Ms. Bane on this. She added that the bank
was really across the street and it was not a viable option. She agreed the overlay took
precedent but they needed She said the case as presented here was the design that

- Public Works wanted.

Ms. Shapiro asked if they had explored going in from Loma Street by easement. -

Mr. Blessey said the owner was going to develop that property so that would not be
an option. He said they also explored the alleyway for Magdalena but it doesn’t meet
fire code.

Chair Woods asked the Board how they wanted to proceed.

Mr. Newman said he was very frustrated that neither Mr. Romero nor anyone from
his department was present.
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Mr. Barrow said the Board’s considerations hadn’t changed much but hopefully
there were alternatives. He felt their options were to deny or postpone to consider one
of them.

Ms. Vasquez said if that were the direction, they would ask the Board to deny it so
we could consider other options. So they could work with staff. :

Chair Woods disagreed, noting that staff had given lots of direction. She felt that to
postpone would be so they could meet with the applicant to find something that would

work.

Ms. Shapiro said she didn’t want to decide without hearing from Mr. Romero. She.
wondered if they could find a date and have him here.

Chair Woods said the Board didn’t want to have this be a stand against another
department but to get it resolved and appealing to City Council was not necessarily the
best way to go.

Ms. Vasquez said they had been going back and forth between Historic and Public
Works and had numerous meetings and even a meeting with the City Attorney, the
City Manager, the PLUD Director, and the Public Works Director. She said they didn’t
want to go against what the Board wanted. She said she asked herself why she was
presenting because this was between Public Works and Historic.

Mr. Rasch said if the Board denied the request and asked them to work with staff, he
would require that the whole wall remain. He explained that because it was a historic
wall it required an exception and staff could not grant that exception.

Mr. Jack Hiatt said he regretted that they had not been able to find a solution before
coming to the Board. He said Ms. Vasquez was right and he could not think of any issue
they spent more time on with no resolution. He said he asked Public Works to be here
and didn’t know why John Romero wasn't here. He apologized, saying he understood
the applicant’s frustration.

Chair Woods asked Mr. Hiatt if he saw it in best interests to deny it or postpone it
and work directly with Mr. Romero.

Mr. Hiatt thought they had engaged in enough solutions and had not been able to
find the right one. He thought it conflicted with the statute itself. He didn’t think it
would benefit anybody to postpone it and it probably should be denied.
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Mr. Barrow said they thought about reducing that wall down to three feet but there
might be other options, perhaps a mirror could work. He questioned that this had to be -
the only way to solve it.

Mr. Hiatt said the City’s obligation was to uphold the Code and thought the Board's
denial would allow them to continue to talk and seek solutions.

Mr. Katz thanked the Board for their effort in trying to prevent this from coming to
Council. He acknowledged that it was a dispute between functions of the City and it
might be most appropriate to go to Council. He noted that Mr. Rasch asked if this case

would be heard by the Public Works Committee.
Mr. Hiatt said he did not see a reason for it to go to Public Works.

* Mr. Rasch said he didn’t understand why the HDRB was involved in it and Public
Works was not.

Chair Woods said she hoped the minutes would clearly reflect the City Attorney’s
position on the matter. ,

Mr. Boaz asked if the statement by Mr. Katz should be attached to the record.

Mr. Katz assumed it would be part of the record [attached as Exhibit B].

Chair Woods explained that a motion to deny needed to address findings of fact.

Mr. Barrow moved to deny Case #H 04-114 be denied per staff recommendations,
finding that criterion #1 had not been met because taking down the historic wall
would damage the streetscape and recommending that the applicant diligently

pursue alternatives. Mr. Frost seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice
vote. | '

NEW BUSINESS

- 1. Case #H-07-57. 417 E. Palace. Downtown & Eastside Historic District. Christopher
Purvis, agent for Tommy Gardner & Darlene Strait, proposes to rehabilitate historic
materials, remodel, and construct a 420 sq. ft. addition on a Significant building,
replace non-historic windows and restore primary elevation opening dimensions on
a Contributing garage, and re-design parking areas with screening of wire fence and
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. DATE: August 10, 2004

TO: Historic Design Review Board Members
- VIA: Reed Liming, Acﬁng Planning & Land Use Department Director
FROM:- David Rasch, Acting Supervising Planner in Historic Preservation

#—_———

CASE # H-04-114 ) ADDRESS: 515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 1
Historic Status: Contributing/Non-contributing
Historic District: Downtown & Eastside

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially):

CITY SUBMITTALS : ' APPLICANT SUBMITTALS
__X__Case Synopsis " X Probosal Letter
____District Standards & vard wall

& fence standards. ____Vicinity Map
_x___Historic Survey Form | | _X__Site PIan/Floor. Plan
_X__Zoning Review Sheet - _X__ Elevations
_X___Other: bldg height calculation ____Photographs

| _____Other:
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The applicant is requesting preliminary review at this time. Staff is
of the opinion that the building heights exceed the maximum allowable
heights for this location. Also, the demolition of the west end of the
historic stone wall for vehicle access and the interior retaining walls for
building location is problematic, however necessary. Otherwise, this
application would comply with Section 14-5.2 (E) Downtown & Eastside
Historic District design standards.



BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

.. 515 Paseo de Peraita, Tract 2 is a brick apartment building that was .
constructed before 1890 in the Neoclassical - Terr itorial Style. The
building is finished with textured stucco and brick coping at the
parapets. The building has undergone moderate historic alterations and
is listed as Contributing to the Downtown & Eastside Historic District.
There are associated historic buildings and stone walls on the property.

- The streetscape wall runs the length of the property, except for a
driveway at the east end and lacks space for a sidewalk.

Tract 1 is a 20,350 square foot lot to the west of Tract 2 and with a
‘slope down toward the street.. This lot includes part of the streetscape
stone wall and other stone retaining walls further back from the street.
The applicant proposes to construct eight single-family residences on this
lot for a total of 11,176 square feet in four building blocks, two along the
streetscape and two along the rear of the lot.

The buildings will be desighed in the Spanish - Pueblo Revival Style
with rounded parapets, second-floor balconies, projecting vigas, exposed
wooden headers, and portals with carved corbels.

The buildings will be approximately 20' high from finished ar. 0
top of parapets. The heights from naturdl'grade to top of parapets may
be as much as 24' to 26’ high, as shown on the south elevation drawing of
unit 8. .

The maximum allowable height for this location iS@ as
determined by a linear calculation. Although topographic irfformation
was not submitted, there is DFWW enough slope on th r the
Board to approve an additional 2’ jn height, for a total of{(19' 6"

The westernmost section of the streetscape stone wall will be
removed for driveway access to the lot. The lot interior stone walls will
be partially or entirely removed. The stones will be reused to construct
additional walls.



O

Ms. Rios asked if the garage doors would be of wood. Mr. Jordan agreed and said
they would be finished with a natural sealer. .

Ms. Farrar moved for approval of Case #H 04-113 per staff recommendations.
Mr. Montoya seconded the motion which passed by majority voice vote with all
voting in favor except Mr. Barrow, who abstained. |

Ms. Farrar excused herself from the meeting at this time.
7. \Case #H 04-114. Tract I, Paseo de Peralta. Downtown and Eastside Historic

District. Lorn C. Tryk, agent for Erik Fuentes, proposes a residential compound
consisting of 8 units at a total of 11,176 sq. ft.

© Mr. Rasch presented the staff report for this case [attached 1 as ]_Zgugt K]. The staff
report did not recommend approval of this project, {ie'terffliﬁiﬁg that the building
heights exceeded the maxiriuan allowable height and Gifing problems with demblitior

of \tl'l_g-pgrg'_oﬁﬁf an historic wall. _i

Present and sworn was Mr. Lorn Tryk, 206 McKenzie, who said he brought
drawings. He explained that these were really multi-family units. He pointed out that

-they planned to put the units behind the very large trees on the property and added

that there would be two detached units on the street.

As he described the site plan, he said the walls behind were 6-8' above grade. He
said the proposal included taking out the first twenty feet of the stone wall. He said the
dilapidated stone wall through the middle would be demolished and the stones reused.

Regarding lot coverage, Mr. Tryk said the proposal was for 7,000 square feet where |
the maximum allowed was 14,000. He said they were putting in eight units and were
allowed to put in ten.

Mr. Tryk said they met with the affected neighbors and agreed to pull back the
second floors. .

Mr. Tryk explained that this was a preliminary review and they would submit
details at a later day. He shared additional photos with the Board.

In response to Ms. Rios, Mr., Tryk said the eight units varied from 800 square feet to 7

1,400 square feet and the height was 19' 6" maximurn. /
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Ms. Rios asked how close they were to the street. Mr. Tryk said they were located
10 to 25' away on the west. | 4

Mr. Tryk said the lot coverage was approximately 35% and described the open

space provided. -

Mr. Barrow asked him to compare the density with the property adjacent. Mr. Tryk
said the Campanille Compound was maxed out and many others nearby were on a zero
lot line. He added that to the west another compound was very dense.

Chair Purvis asked if there would be a sight triangle. Mr. Tryk said yes and it
would be thirty feet. ' ' -

Mr. Tryk and Chair Purvis discussed the streetscape heights in that area.
Mr. Bell said he was troubled by losing thirty feet of an historic wall. Mr. Tryk

explained that there were five units already on Loma and that eight total would require
a 38' road.

Mr. Bell said he was also concerned with the number of two-s on
Paseo. Mr. Montoya asked if there was any way to re-design the units there. Mr. Tryk-
said he hoped to demonstrate that they were appropriate. He said they were not as

linear as it appeared on the plans.

Mr. Rasch said that the wall on Tract 2 had to be altered before the curb cut could
be granted.

Ms. Rios asked if there were separate owners for the two tracts, Mr. Tryk agreed.

Mr. Montojra asked about the retaining wall there. Mr. Tryk said it was partially on

' City owned property. Mr. Rasch said staff had no problem with the demolition of this

wall.
PUBLIC COMMENT

Ms. Melton asked what piece the City owned. Mr. Tryk pointed it out, saying it
was the right of way on Loma. He restated that part of the wall was in that right of way.
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Mr. Tryk said he was asking that the Board be specific to them to help make the
project approvable regarding heights at 19' 6" and second floor setbacks at about five
feet. '

Chair Purvis said he thought the second floor areas should be reduced about 25%.

Ms. Rios moved to postpone Case #H 04-114 to the meeting of August 24, 2004
and to suggest to the applicant and units one and two be reduced on the second floor,
to show the drawing without yard walls and to have interruptions in the wall length.
Ms. Shapiro seconded the motion and added that the rock removed from the rock
wall be re-used. At Chair Purvis’ suggestion, she added that the relationship of
second floor to first floor on Unit 4 be changed and that an exception for the
demolition of the rock wall be requested. The motion passed by unanimous voice
vote. Ms. Farrar was not present for the vote.

MATTERS FROM THE BOARD

Ms. Rios said she might not be able to attend the Construction Induistries Advisory
Board meeting.

BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR

. None.

'ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business to appear before the City of Santa Fe Historic
Design Review Board, and the agenda completed, the meeting was adjourned at
approximately 11:45 p.m.

Approved by:

hristopher Purvis, Chair
Submitted by:
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DATE: August 24, 2004

TO: Historic Design Review Board Members

VIA: Reed Liming, Acting Planning & Land Use Department Director
FROM: David Rasch, Acting Supervising Planner in Historic Preservation
CASE # H-04-114 - ADDRESS: 515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 1

Historic Status: Contributing/Non-contributing
Historic District: Downtown & Eastside

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially):

CITY SUBMITTALS APPLICANT SUBMITTALS
__X__Case Synopsis ' _X__Proposal Letter
____ District Standards & Yard wall
& fence standards. ___Vicinity Map
x___Historic Survey Fbrm ' _X__ Site Plan/Floor Plan
__X__Zoning Review Sheet . , "~ _X__ Elevations |
_X__ Other: bldg height calculation ' _X__Photographs
____Ofther:
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The applicant is requesting preliminary review at this time. Staff is
of the opinion that the demolition of the west end of the historic stone
wall for vehicle access and the interior retaining walls for building location
is problematic, however necessary. Otherwise, this application would
comply with Section 14-5.2 (E) Downtown & Eastside Historic District design
standards. ’ ‘



BACKGROUND & SUMMARY: -

515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 2 is a brick apartment building that was
constructed before 1890 in the Neoclassical — Terr itorial Style. The
building is finished with textured stucco and brick coping at the parapets.
The building has undergone moderate historic alterations and is listed as
Contributing to the bowntown & Eastside Historic District. There are
associated historic buildings and stone walls on the property. The
streetscape wall runs the length of the property, except for a driveway at

“the east end and lacks space for a sidewalk.

Tract 1 is a 20,350 square foot lot to the west of Tract 2 and with a
slope down toward the street. This lot includes part of the streetscape
stone wall and other stone retaining walls further back from the street.
The applicant proposes to construct eight Units on this lot for a total of
11,176 square feet in four building blocks, two along the streetscape and
two along the rear of the lot.

The buildings will be designed in the Spanish — Pueblo Revival Style
with rounded parapets, second-floor balconies, projecting vigas, exposed
wooden headers, and portals with carved corbels.

The buildings WI|| be approxnmately 19' 6" high from finished grade
to top of parapets. The maximum allowable height for this location is 17"
6", as determined by a linear calculation. Topographic information
indicates that there is enough slope change on the lot for the Board to
approve an additional 2' in height, for a total of 19’ 6".

o

According to the previous preliminary hearing of this case on August

10, 2004, gypllcant has red ced the second-story massing of Units 1

and 2 by 5%/and Unit 4 by (5% and reduced the new stregtscape wall in
length by breaking it into several segments.

Approximatelv 30’ of the westernmost section of the streetscape
stone wall will be removed for driveway access to the lot. The lot interior
stone walls will be partially or entirely removed. The stones will be reused
to construct additional walls.



Ms. Farrar moved for approval of Case #H 04-110 using Option A. Ms. Shapiro
seconded the motion. The motion passed by majority voice vote with all voting in
favor except Mr. Barrow who voted against. '

- 5. Case #H 04-114. 515 Paseo de Peralta. Downtown and Eastside Historic District.
Lorn C. Tryk, agent for Erik Fuentes, proposes to construct a residential compound
of eight units at a total of 11,176 sq. ft.

Ms. Farrar recused herself from consideration of this case.

Mr. Rasch presented the staff report for this case [attached as Exhibit G]. The staff
report stated that the staff’s opinion was that demolition of the west end of the historic
stone wall for vehicle access and demolition of the interior retaining walls for building
location were problematic but necessary.

Present and sworn was Mr. Lorn Tryk, 206 McKenzie Street, who said he looked at
the Code and did not believe they needed to request an exception. He quoted Section
14-3.14. He explained that the language there was for height exceptions. He said he felt
they just needed approval for a partial demolition.

Mr. Tryk showed some new renderings of the proposed project.

Ms. Rios asked what the height of each floor would bé: Mr. T1§k§%{qa1eif1_1§t~ff0(3?‘
would be 13' and the total height would be 19' 6". He said it would be level from front to. ¢
back. |

Skl

"

Chair Purvis said the drawings made the back look higher than the front.

Ms. Rios asked how far back the structures would be from the wall. Mr. Tryk said
the setback from the wall was ten feet. '

Ms. Rios asked about the open space. Mr. Tryk said he had not calculated it but
would bring it to the next hearing.

{Ms. Shapiro asked about the building height.-Mr. Tryk said the building heighﬁi
@E:Qf_from the existing grade. \

Ms. Rios asked if there would be any rooftop appurtenances. Mr. Tryk said there
would be none.
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Chair Purvis asked if staff concurred with the applicant’s interpretation regarding
the exception. Mr. Rasch said staff felt a design exception was needed because it was a
historic wall.

Mr. Bell asked about the criteria. Mr. Rasch said the wall was structurally unsound;
it was historic; and what goes in its place here was nothing but the stones from the
historic wall would be used in other walls on the property.

Mr. Tryk said he believed the operative Code section was 14-3.14. He said that 14-
5.2C was about exceptions pertaining to height.

Mr. Rasch said they had used this section for exceptions (violations) of all kinds.

Chair Purvis asked about the wording. Mr. Rasch said it was a matter of semantics
whether they used the word “removal,” “alteration,” or “demolition.” The Board
discussed this issue with no clear resolution.

Present and sworn was Mr. Ron Uber, 417 Paseo de Peralta, who said he heard the
driveway mentioned. He said the driveway was on Loma Street and he was concerned
about the impact of increased traffic and parking there.

Mr. Rasch said that Loma Street would be the egress only for Unit 8.

Mr. Uber said there was also a lot of erosion from the houses up above there. He
said he spent lpts of time picking up refuse in that area. He added that there were only
1%2 units for parking there. He showed pictures of the area to the Board. Chair Purvis
said the traffic and parking did not fall under the purview of the Board but the
appearance did.

Present and sworn was Mr. John Burt, 316 Otero Street. He complimented the
developers on their work. He said his property was no the east side next to unit 8. He
said he had several concerns and a comment. '

He said that unit 8 would look quite high from their yard. He said they had agreed
to raise the wall to shield their bedroom. He said it was good that they agreed to set

back the second floor. He said they had been talking with the owner about purchasing
the land where unit 8 would be located.

There were no further speakers from the public regarding this case.
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Mr. Bell said regarding the legal issue on exceptions that he agreed it was needed.
He said that height was only one part on exceptions. He said he believed the staff was
correct in their interpretation. .

Chair Purvis suggested they treat it like that.

Mr. Bell said the maximum allowable height was 17' with two feet allowed for the
terrain. He said it appeared the calculation was at the base of the footprint of the
building and not from street level.

Mr. Rasch said the calculation was to be made from the finished or natural grade,
whichever is more restrictive, to the top of the parapet and said that at Unit 8 there was
a retaining wall far enough away from the building that it was not considered.

Chair Purvis said that at some places the retaining wall almost touched the
structure. Mr. Rash said it was Unit 8 that was under discussion where the wall is about

ten feet away.

Chair Purvis said the testimony was that the retaining wall was to protect a cut, not
to have a fill. He said that visually, it read much higher.

Mr. Rasch asked if there was another point on the property where that was at
issue.

Chair Purvis said that on the east end, it went from 0 to 5%".

Mr. Bell said he agreed and it was his concern that it reads as part of the retaining

- wall. He said there was also a density issue. He said he was concerned with tearing

down part of the historic wall. He added that access should be from the back and the
scale should be reduced.

Mr. Bell asked what the total square footage was. Mr. Rasch said it was
approximately 11,000 square feet. Mr. Tryk said the area of the footprint was 7,023
square feet.

Ms. Shapiro said that from the street, this would read as one massive building. She
asked if he had looked at access from Magdalena.

Mr. Tryk said they did not have legal access from that street. He said there was a
parking lot there at the street level.
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Ms. Shapiro said she also was concerned with Unit 8. She said it scemed
overwhelming and asked if he had considered a one-story there.

Mr. Tryk said there already was a two-story towering over it. He said that
everything there was cut in at the back.

Ms. Rios asked how far it was from the two-story next door. Mr. Tryk said it was

_twenty feet away. He said these units were separated further and set back further than

all of the others on Otero Street. He showed the Board pictures of the wall, pointing out
that it had much more impact at the middle of the site.

Mr. Bell said he disagreed with the engineer’s report interpretation. He said this
wall needed maintenance, not demolition.

Mr. Rasch said the worst part of the wall was at the east end where material was
already lost. He said they were not breaching through the middle but at the end.

Chair Purvis asked if the lot was split and now there was only one access. Mr. Tryk
agreed it had been split but not by the applicant. He clarified that this was not a
condition created by the applicant. '

Mr. Rasch said he would like to know how the City granted a lot split when there
was not any access because of the historic walls. Chair Purvis said they ignored it.

Mr. Bell asked what the result of review by the Traffic Division was. Mr. Rasch said
it was on the review sheet. He explained that the thirty feet for demolition was what
they requested for the view triangle.

Mr. Tryk said he met with John Nitzel in person and reported he had no problem

- with the proposed opening and driveway and parking spaces being proposed. He ‘
clarified that he was not talking about Loma Street which is a private street. He said Mr.

Nitzel asked them to push it all the way to the west.

Mr. Rasch said if he got a chance at City Council, he would clarify that the historic
ordinance was an overlay and took precedence over underlying zoning. He said that
battle has not yet been fought.

Ms. Rios asked for the length of the wall.

Mr. Tryk said the wall was 127" to the end of the property but the entire length was
275 feet.
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Ms. Rios asked the applicant to answer the questions raised in public comment.

Mr. Tryk said they tried to minimize traffic on Loma by having access on the west
side for most of the units. He said the drainage and erosion control was now by
governed by the terrain management standards so they had ponding for the entire
project. He said that trash areas could be controlled. He added that the concrete wall
was being replaced by the stone wall at the foot of Unit 8.

Ms.-Rios asked if the applicant did considér one story units; Mr. Tryk said it would
hurt the open space there but added that they did consider one-story units. He
explained that most of the units were cut into the hillside significantly.

Mr. Barrow agreed about the density and commented that it was losing a sense of
openness. Regarding the wall, he said he would not support the extension of the wall
back into the property. He said he did thlnk the design met the requirements of the
ordinance.

Mr. Bell said he was prepared to move for postponement in order that the case be
properly advertised regarding the demolition.

Mr. Bell moved to postpone Case #H 04-114 to the September 14, 2004 meeting to
allow the project to come back as a requested exception regardmg the demolition of
the historic wall. Ms. Rios seconded the motion.

Mr. Barrow suggested the applicant resolve the issues @

{Ms:-Rios said the Board does have an option on granting 19' 6" or 17' 6

The Board briefly discussed their rights in this matter.
Mr. Bell said he would prefer fewer units.
Mr. Rasch said there were a great variety of uses here.

Mr. Bell said the case was presented as only being accessible from Paseo and asked
why it could not be access on the back side.

Mr. Tryk responded that the Code would require a 37' road because of the number
of units already accessing from Loma.
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The motion passed by majority voice vote with all voting in favor except Ms.
Farrar who had recused herself.

Ms. Farrar rejoined the bench at this time.

NEW BUSINESS

1. Case #H 04-109. 215 Lincoln Avenue. Downtown & Eastside Historic District.
Mark Hogan, agent for The Jones Law Firm, proposes window, door, and balcony
additions to a Non-Contributing building.

Ms. Barrett presented the staff report for this case [attached as Exhibit H]. The staff
report recommended approval of the case with the condition that window and wood
trim color and door color be submitted to staff before issuance of a building permit.

Present and previously sworn was Mr. Mark Hogan who said they agreed with the
conditions recommended by staff.

Ms. Rios asked what colors they would use. Mr. Hogan said they would match
existing colors and would submit them to staff for approval.

There were no spéakers from the public regardihg this case.
Mr. Barrow asked for the balcony detail. Mr. Hogan briefly described the balcony.

Ms. Farrar asked if he had explored other balcony designs, noting that the rest of
the building was Pueblo Revival in style.

Mr. Hogan said they could add the wood element more like the south elevation.
He said they were trying to let light in. He said he would be glad to submit a new
design to staff.

Ms. Rios moved for approval per staff recommendations and the condition that
the balcony design be revised with wood and iron and submitted for staff review and
approval. Ms. Shapiro seconded the motion which passed by unanimous voice vote.

2. Case #H 04-111. 512 Calle Corvo. Downtown & Eastside Historic District. Laura
Van Amburgh, agent for Gloria List, proposes to remodel a 273 sq. ft. Non-
contributing garage.
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DATE: August 24, 2004 Q p ??. 0"{

TO: Historic Design Review Board Members

VIA: Reed Liming, Acting Planning & Land Use Department Director
FROM: David Rasch, Supervising Planner in Historic Preservation

CASE # H-04-114 ADDRESS: 515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 1

Historic Status: Contributing/Non-contributing
Historic District: Downtown & Eastside

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Seguentially):

CITY SUBMITTALS APPLICANT SUBMITTALS
__X__Case Synopsis _X__Proposal Letter
___ District Standards & Yard wall |

& fence standards. _____Vicinity Map
_x__ Historic Survey Form _X__Site Plan/Floor Plan
_X__Zoning Review Sheet _X___Elevations
_X__ Other: bldg height calculation __X__Photographs

X__ Other: letter from neighbor

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

- Staff defers to the Board as to whether the applicant has .
conclusively demonstrated for the Board to have a positive finding of fact
to grant the exception. Otherwise, this application complies with Section
14-5.2 (E) Downtown & Eastside Historic District design standards.



" BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 2 is a brick apartment building that was
constructed before 1890 in the Neoclassical — Terr itorial Style. The
building is finished with textured stucco and brick coping at the parapets.
The building has undergone moderate historic alterations and is listed as
Contributing to the Downtown & Eastside Historic District. There are
associated historic buildings and stone walls on the property. The
streetscape walil runs the length of the property, except for a driveway at
the east end and lacks space for a sidewalk.

Tract 1 is a 20,350 square foot lot to the west of Tract 2 and with a
slope down toward the street. This lot includes part of the streetscape
stone wall and other stone retaining walls further back from the street.
The applicant proposes to construct eight Units on this lot for a total of
11,176 square feet in four building blocks, two along the streetscape and
two along the rear of the lot. '

The buildings will be designed in the Spanish — Pueblo Revival StVIe
with rounded parapets, second-floor balconies, projecting vigas, exposed
wooden headers, and portals with carved corbels.

The buildings will be approximately 19’ 6” high-from finished grade
- to top of parapets. The maximum allowable height for this location is 17’
6", as determined by a linear calculation. Topographic information
indicates that there is enough slope change on for the Board to
approve an additional 2' in height, for a total 01{1 9' 6": )

According to the previous preliminary hearing of this case on August
10, 2004, the applicant has reduced the second-story massing of Units 1
and 2 by 25% and Unit 4 by 15% and reduced the new streetscape wall in
reaking it into several segments.

This application was postponed on August 24, 2004 pending a
request for exception to demolish a portion of the historic stone wall at
the west end of the streetscape.

The exception request has now been submitted. Further alterations
of the application include: reducing the two Units along the streetscape to

single-story buildings; eliminating Unit 8 at th of the property;
and significantly stepping back the westernmost rear unit to reduce its
visibility.



Approximately 30’ of the westernmost section of the streetscape
stone wall will be removed for driveway access to the lot. The lot interior
stone walls will be partially or entirely removed. The stones will be reused
to construct additional walls.

‘ The applicant provided the following responses for an exception to
be granted in order for a section of the historic streetscape stone wall to
be demolished.

1. The proposed exception does not damage the character of the
streetscape.

The proposed demolition of 30 feet of wall represents approximately
11% of the total length of the stone wall at the street. The applicant
proposes to reuse the stone salvaged from the demolition to retain
the side of the proposed a driveway in the area of the demolition.

2. The proposed exception prevents a hardship to the applicant or
an injury to the public welfare.

The proposed demolition allows the applicant to access the project .
site in an area where it is topographically possible to putin a
driveway with a slope that meets the city code. The location of the
proposed demolition, at the very western end of the property, is the
best location from a traffic standpoint, according to the City traffic
engineer.

3. The proposed exception will 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 district.

This project will add seven housing units to the historic district.
Without the exception, it would be difficult or impossible to add
these residences.

4. The exceptibn is due to special conditions and circumstances
which are peculiar to the land or structure involved in which are not
applicable to other land or structures in the related streetscape.

The request for demolition of a portion of the stone wall is to allow
access to this site for a driveway. This is a condition that is unique to
this site. ‘



. 5. The exception is due to special conditions and circumstances
- which are not the result of the actions of the applicant.

The site and topOgraphic conditions are part of this parcel. They
were_not da FSSUlt of the actions of the applicant.

6. The exception will provide the least negative impact with respect
to the purpose of this section as set forth in section 14 - 5.2 (a) (1)

The area for the proposed demolition has the least negative impact
visually, in that it is located at the western end of the wall rather
than somewnhere in the middle of the wall's length. The western end
of the wall is located directly adjacent to a large concrete retaining
wall and a surface parking lot. Construction of a new driveway in
this location will reduce the height of the existing concrete retaining
wall at the property line. - ‘



5. (fé}s?#H 04-114. sTract 1, Paseo de Peralta (adjacent to #515). Downtown and
Eastside Historic District. Lorn C. Tryk, agent for Erik Fuentes, proposes to
construct a residential compou’r_l_c_i__gf‘s,ewnits ata total of 10,168 sq. ft. to the
maximum allowable height of 17! 6" plus 2 additional feet per Board approval. An
exception is requested to partially demolish an historic stone wall per Section 14-
5.2(D,1,a).

Mr. Rasch presented the staff report for this case [attached as Exhibit F]. The staff
report recommended approval of all but the exception request for historic wall
demolition and deferred to the Board on that issue.

Ms. Farrar recused herself from consideration of this case.

Present and sworn was Mr. Erik Fuentes, who said the objective for this property
was to make the best use of it. He said they had talked with all the neighbors around it.
He said the corner piece (formerly Unit 8) was 90% under contract with a neighbor to
purchase it when the remaining issues were worked out. He said the neighbor told him
he was not planning to do anything with it for at least a year.

He briefly introduced the other members of his team.
. Ms. Rios asked if the removal of the wall was the only way this property could be
accessed. Mr. Fuentes agreed and briefly explained all the other possibilities and why
they could not be done. He added that the height of the wall was unsafe.

Ms. Rios asked how the erosion and run off issues would be addressed. She said
she understood the City built the wall to deal with them.

Present and sworn was Mr. Lorn Tryk, 206 McKenzie Street, who said that he

~ wanted to fill ina couple of the blanks. He said the project started in floor area at 11,176

and currently is proposed at 8,091 square feet for a reduction of approximately 20%. He
said they removed about 1,420 square feet of second floor space. He noted that Unit 4
was moved back and stepped back. He said the open space had been increased 1750
square feet which was three to four times what was required.

Mr. Tryk said that by not accessing through Loma Street solved the erosion
problem. He said the impact was considerably less than first proposed.

Regarding exceptions, he said that about 11% at the western end was proposed for
demotion. He reminded them that last time there was a worry about the impact on the
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- street and particularly about Unit 8. He suggested that they had come a long way in

meeting the concerns of the Board.

He said he walked around the neighborhood and he showed the pictures he took
of those neighboring structures, all of which were taller.

Mr. Barrow said the piétures were helpful. He asked how old the wall was.

Mr. Rasch said the wall was the same age as the Contributing building, in the late
19t century. He said he thought the wall would have to be modified. He said he was .
concerned about the design. He said he favored transition to the new wall but did not
favor having the new wall mimic the old one. '

Mr. Rasch said that perhaps they could have the foundation of the wall revealed in
the pavement at the access. He said that would help transition to the new design wall.

Mr. Tryk said they would come back with detail treatments.

Ms. Rios said the transition was a good suggestion to dlstmgulsh the old from the
new. She complimented the applicants for their reductions.

Ms. Rios asked for the setback distance of the second stories. Mr. Tryk said they
were 30', 45', and 37'. He said the impact was low because they were dug into the
hillside. Mr. Rasch agreed. :

Mr. Tryk said he did not find an exact date for the age of the stone wall. He said
the survey said the apartment building was 1890's. -

* Ms. Rios asked what materials of construction would be used. Mr. Tryk said they
would be frame stucco and concrete stucco. He said the entire back of the two-story
buildings were concrete because they were retaining.

Chair Purvis said this was just preliminary. Mr. Tryk said he was seeking final
approval but would bring back the details for approval.

Ms. Rios asked what would be on the rooftops. Mr. Tryk said there would be no
rooftop equipment.

Mr. Barrow asked what lighting would be in the parking area. Mr. Tryk said there
would be no up-lighting. He said it was all down hghtmg and no floodlights would be
used.
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j
Chair Purvis asked for the on-story height. Mr. Trvk said it ws @
urvis as e. Or the on-story heig ryk said i was 13'6%,

Ms. Rios asked for the two-story heights. Mr. Tryk said they
—_— '

Mr. Montoya asked what additional open space there would be besides parking.
- Mr. Tryk said there would be back yards and side yards.

Mr. Montoya asked about vegetation. Mr. Tryk said they would have trees and
other plantings. . : .

There were no speakers from the public regarding this case.

Ms. Rios asked for the square footage of the single story units. Mr. Tryk said #1
- was 1,129 square feet, #2 was 1,178, #3 was 1,198, #4 was 1,199, #5 was 1,198, #6 was
1,191, and #7 was 1,198. '

Mr. Montoya moved for approval of Case #H 04-114 per staff recommendations
with a positive finding of fact for the exception, with the outline of the existing
foundation of the wall to be retained in the drive and details, including details of the
) wall to be brought back to the Board. Ms. Rios seconded the motion. The motion
- passed by majority voice vote with all voting in favor except Ms. Farrar who voted
against.

6. Case #H 04-116. 1104%2 Camino San Acacio. Downtown & Eastside Historic
District. Andy Lyons, agent for Jimmy and Jennifer Day, proposes to construct a
5492 sq. ft. residence to the maximum allowable height of 16' 1" plus 2 additional
feet per Board approval.

~ This case was postponed under Approval of the Agenda.

7. Case #H 04-118. 234-A Rodriguez. Downtown and Eastside Historic District.
Christina Alfieri & Mike Schriber, agents/owners, propose a 1277 sq. ft. single
family residence to a height of 13' 2" where the maximum allowable height is 13' 7".

Mr. Rasch presented the staff report for this case [attached as Exhibit G]. The staff
report recommended approval of this case without any conditions of approval.

Ms. Rios asked how this differed from the previous submittal. Mr. Rash said they
changed the design style with brick coping and window and door surrounds.
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DATE: September 13, 2005

TO: Historic Design Review Board Members
VIA: Reed Liming, Planning Division Director
FROM: David Rasch, Supervising Planner in Historic Preservation

CASE # H-04-114

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially):

CITY SUBMITTALS
X __Case synopsis

District Standards & Yard wall
& fence standards.

x___Historic Survey Form

X__ Zoning Review Sheet

X __ Other: previous case

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

* ADDRESS: 515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 1
Historic Status: Contributing/Non-contributing
Historic District: Downtown & Eastside

APPLICANT SUBMITTALS

X __ Proposal Letter

Vicinity Map

X__Site Plan/Floor Plan

X __ Elevations

__X__Photographs

Other:

Staff recommends approVal of this application which complies with
Section 14-5.2 (E) Downtown & Eastside Historic District design standards.



BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 2 is a brick apartment building that was
~constructed before 1890 in the Neoclassical - Terr itorial Style. The
building is finished with textured stucco and brick coping at the
parapets. The building has undergone moderate historic alterations and
is listed as Contributing to the Downtown & Eastside Historic District.
There are associated historic buildings and stone walls on the property.
The streetscape wall runs the length of the property, except for a
driveway at the east end and lacks space for a sidewalk.

Tract 1 is a 20,350 square foot lot to the west of Tract 2 and with a
slope down toward the street. This lot, also known as 511 Paseo de
Peralta, includes part of the streetscape stone wall and other stone
retaining walls further back from the street.

The HDRB approved an application on November 30, 2004 to
construct seven single-family residences designed in the Spanish-Pueblo
Revival style with rounded parapets, second-floor balconies, projecting
vigas, exposed wooden headers, and portals with carved corbels.

When the permit came in for approval, there were enough changes
to the original approval that staff requested Board review before the
permit could be released. Now, the applicant is requesting the following
changes.

1. There are several slight massing changes. The most notable
change is the loss of the battered and stepped back second floor on the
south elevation of Unit 5. Instead, the second floor has been expanded
to the size of the first floor. There appears to be less battering of walls,
but this may be due to a difference in drafting rather than an intentional
change. '

2. Several stairways have been added to the plan for easier access.
These are located on the west end of Unit 4 and between Units 6 and 7
on the north elevation. The stairways will have simplified railings, but -
details of materials, colors, and finishes were not submitted.

3. Several portals will be altered in size. One larger portal on the
south elevation of Unit 2 will be split into two smaller portals. A portal
on the north elevation of Unit 1 will be reduced to approximately one
half its approved size. Portals on the northeast corner of Unit 2 and on
* the east elevation of Unit 7 will be reduced in size.

™ ———— ————




4. Several window and door open'ing sizes and locations will be
altered. The most notable changes are in Unit 7. Although, in general,
the overall character of the fenestrationisinchanged throughout.

5. The exterior lighting fixtures are drawn differently from the
previously approved drawings. But, the numbered notes still list the
approved Artesanos NUGVO. Mexico sconces.



Mr. Bell asked that the motion be amended to have the lights turned off at night.

Ms. Rios said she would keep the lights on but said the Board should have the right to
restrict the hours. '

M:s. Shapiro agreed.
The motion passed by unanimous voice vote.

Mr. Rasch clarified that if it appears this was too dim, the applicant could return to
request more. The Board members agreed with this provision.

Ms. Bell said that the height not to exceed 17' was implied.

2. gaﬁz"#H 04-114 511 Paseo de Peralta. Downtown & Eastside Historic District. Roger
Hunter, agent for Blessey, Fuentes, & Zeug, proposes to alter a previously approved multi-
family development with portal changes and stairway additions.

Mr. Rasch presented the staff report for this case [attached as Exhibit C]. The staff report
recommended approval of this application which complies with Section 14-5.2 (E) Downtown &
Eastside Historic District design standards. :

Present and sworn was Mr. Steve Russell, 105 Camino Encantado, who showed each change
(highlighted in yellow) beginning with the streetscape area. He said some portal reductions were
to reduce lot coverage to less than 40% and acknowledging that the previous approval meant they
had exceeded 40% of lot coverage. He said the windows that were removed were taken out
because of the code requirements on zero lot line building.

Mr. Russell said that the common open space was on the back side and the west side has
retaining walls. He added that they removed a section of wall that violated ADA standards. He
said the stairways were to access open common areas. He briefly commented on the stair railings.
He said that on the east elevation, windows were not allowed by zoning.

M. Bell said the staff report emphasized an overall change on the drawings. He pointed out
that the old drawings were a different style. He pointed out that the new, non-battered walls and
non-rounded edges were very different.

Mr. Russell said it was due to CAD drawings. He said they had no problem with battering but
probably not the whole wall. :

Chair Purvis said they could do battered walls. He pointed out that what the Board approved
was the bottom three feet being battered. He said they could use wafer board and the Board should
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not have to review what was approved for the character. He added that there was no height change
in these drawings but said the air conditioner units could not be on the street side. -

Ms. Shapiro referred to page 28 and asked where the shutters were located.

Mr. Russell said they were on the north elevation in the courtyard.

Ms. Shapiro said the reveal around the headers and windows needed to be soft.
Ms. Rios said that could be inclﬁded in the motion.

In response to Ms. Farrar, Mr. Ruséell briefly explained the changes to the portals.
There were no speakers from the public regarding this case.

Mr. Bell referred to pages 28 and 29 and asked if that was part of the approval.
Mr. Rasch said it was at the final hearing.

Mr. Bell asked about the rails.

M. Russell said they could change the stairways with a screening plastered wall.

Ms. Shapiro noted the STO stucco listed on the detail sheet and asked if that had been
approved by the Board.

Mr. Rasch said those were new details.

Chair Purvis said that, rather than going through point by point, it would be better to stick with
what the Board originally approved and to identify changes from it which the Board approved. As
an example, he said he did not want to go back to the height issue. .

Mr. Rasch said nothing was stated about_stucco in the original approval.

Ms. AF arrar asked if she should recuse herself since she was not present at the prior approval.

Mr. Rasch said thét was not necessary.

Ms. Rios said she felt the motion should go elevation by elevation.

Ms. Shapiro moved to approve Case #H 04-114 with the following conditions: 1) on the
street-facing, south facade, that the portal remain as originally drawn and approved on Unit

2; that the window be removed because of zero lot line; that on Unit 7, the two windows be
eliminated; that the railing become a stucco wall to cover the railing; that the air
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conditioner units be moved to another location, not publicly visible nor on the roof; that on
Unit 1, partial west-facing facade window remain the same size; that the little trash walls be
included; that the handicapped ramp is approved with the small wall be removed and that
the portal there be shortened; 2) on South-facing facade (Units 4-7), that the handrails on
the stairwell become a solid masonry wall; that the air conditioning units be screened; that
Unit 5 be stepped back as in the original drawings; that the planter be removed and a
handicapped ramp be installed; 3) on the North facade of the back of Units 4, 6, 7, that the
air conditioning units be screened; that the railings become a solid masonry wall with the
handrails on the inside; 4) on the East facade, that the portal on Unit 7 be reduced in size,
that the double French doors be changed to a window; that the chimney on the outside have
a mechanical chase; that the windows on the zero lot line be removed; 5) on the West
elevation, the portal on Unit 3 be changed as requested; that the window be relocated and
smaller in size; that the staircase becomes a masonry wall; that the electrical cabinet be
approved and the color notes on page 29 be approved Ms. Rios seconded the motion.

Mr. Rasch said having the portal on Unit 2 remain as originally approved would be a problem.

Chair Purvis said it meant that something that was not publicly visible would have to be
reduced instead. He asked the applicant if that could be done.

Mr. Russell said it could be done.

Chair Purvis said that included in the motion shoula be: that there be no changes in height,
no floor height changes, no difference in the look of the building so the battering be
preserved.

Mr. Bell said that his understanding was that the drawings were only being used to identify
changes from the original approval. Chair Purvis agreed.

Ms. Shapiro agreed
Chair Purvis said the nature of the stucco and the battering needed to be included.

Ms. Shapiro added to her motion that in the typical notes on page 29 where stucco was
listed as a STO product would instead be a cementitious stucco and on page 26, the copper
down spout be in a traditional material and color matching the building as reviewed and
approved by staff; that the walls be battered, the parapets be rounded, the reveals be at
least 4" in depth, including the lintels, and the corners rounded as in the original plans. Ms.
Rios agreed with those additions to the motion. '

Mr. Bell asked if there were directions on the specifications for the windows.

Mr. Russell requested that they allow simulated divided windows but true divided lights were
in the original approval.
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Mr. Bell said the window specs that were approved should remain. He said that the drawings
given to the builder must be as the Board approved. '

M. Russell said the notes would be changed.

Mr. Bell asked about the canales.

Mr. Rasch said the proposal was for copper lined canales with carved supports.
Ms. Shapiro said that copper patina’d canales were fine. |

Mr. Bell asked if there were any changes to roof top appurtenances.

Mr. Russell said no.

The motion passed by unanimous voice vote.

3. Case #H 05-145. 201 Ambrosio. Westside-Guadalupe Historic District. Ted & Barbara
Seeley, agents/owners, propose to construct an approximately 80 sq. ft. addition, an
approximately 32 sq. fi. portal, and re-install a window on a Contributing property.

Ms. Barrett presented the staff report for this case [attached as Exhibit D]. The staff report
recommended approval on the condition that the west elevation door detail be brought to staff for
approval. Otherwise, this application complies with Section 14-5.2 (O) Regulations for
Contributing Structures and Section 14-5.2 (D) Westside-Guadalupe Historic District design
standards. :

Present and sworn was Mr. Ted Seeley, Box 176, Tesuque, who said he had been thinking
about the wall where it meets the coyote fence and said he would like to replace that section of
coyote with adobe wall to the corner and a pillar there.

Mr. Rasch said that if it was altered, he would have to comply with the safety visibility
_ triangle which would mean it had to come down to three feet high for a length of twenty feet.

Chair Purvis said if the design is approved by zoning, the applicant could bring it back for
review. He asked about the condition.

Ms. Barrett said the detail for the door needed to be reviewed by staff,

Chair Purvis explained to the applicant that the detail did not have to be presented at this
meeting but would have to be submitted to staff for review.

There were no speakers from the public regarding this case.
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DATE: November 9, 2004 || 90.o4

TO: Historic Design Review Board Members

VIA: Reed Liming, Acting Planning & Land Use Department Director
FROM: David Rasch, Supervising Planner in Historic Preservation

CASE # H-04-114 ADDRESS: 515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 1

Historic Status: Contributing/Non-contributing
Historic District: Downtown & Eastside

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially):

CITY SUBMITTALS APPLICANT SUBMITTALS

__X_ Case Synopsis _X__Proposal Letter
___ District Standards & Yard wall
& fence standards. ____Vicinity Map
_x__Historic Survey Form _X__Site Plan/Floor Plan
_X__Zoning Review Sheet , _X__ Elevations

X__ Other: Board Action letter ' ___Photographs

X __ Other: Details

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of this application complies with Section
14-5.2 (E) Downtown & Eastside Historic District design standards.



BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 2 is a brick apartment building that was
constructed before 1890 in the Neoclassical — Terr itorial Style. The
building is finished with textured stucco and brick coping at the parapets.
The building has undergone moderate historic alterations and is listed as
Contributing to the Downtown & Eastside Historic District. There are
associated historic buildings and stone walls on the property. The
streetscape wall runs the length of the property, except for a drlveway at
the east end and lacks space for a sidewalk.

Tract 1 is a 20,350 square foot lot to the west of Tract 2 and with a
slope down toward the street. This lot includes part of the streetscape
stone wall and other stone retaining walls further back from the street.
This Board approved the proposal for seven residential Units, the site plan,
building footprints, and elevations on September 28, 2004 with the
condition that architectural details be submitted for review at a later date.
Now, the applicant is seeking approval of these details. ,

The buildings are designed in the Spanish-Pueblo Revival Style. The
stucco-finished buildings will have battered and rounded parapets and
rounded corners. Copper-lined canales will have carved corbel supports.

Portals will have exposed wooden headers, carved corbels, and viga
posts. Exposed viga ends will be chisel-cut in vertical orientation.

Porches will have stucco -finished 3’ hlgh walls and 2" X 6" wooden
decking.

The baicony on Unit 5 will have 32" high simple square-rod stéel
railings.

Doors will be true-divided light or wooden panel with exposed
wooden headers.

windows will be true-divided light with exposed wooden headers.
Sills will be stucco-finished bevels. Window shutters on Units 4 and 5 will
be 1-over-1 wood panel. Window boxes on Units 3 and 4 will be 1' high and
1' deep with a simple panel design. They will be slightly wider than the
windows and mounted below the silis.

Exterior lights will be Artesanos wall-mounted Nuevo Mexico design.
They are 21" high x 13" wide and finished in either a copper oxide or
pewter color.



Mr. Barrow asked what the windows would look like.

Mr. Durén said they would be true-divided light windows.

that the portal be eliminated as well as the exposed viga ends and the windows being
divided to meet the 30" rule and the final design submitted to staff for final approval.,
The motion was seconded by Mr. Barrow and passed by majority voice vote with all
voting in favor except Ms. Farrar who voted against. :

4.~ Case #H 03-114." 515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 1. Downtown énd Eastside Historic
District. Lorn C. Tryk, agent for Erik Fuentes, propose architectural details for a
residential compound of seven units, previously approved by the HDRB.

Ms. Farrar recused herself from consideration of this case,

Mr. Rasch presented the staff report for this case [attached as Exhibit G]. The staff
reported recommended approval of the project as submitted.

Present and sworn was Mr. Lorn Tryk, 206 McKenzie, who corrected the staff report
by saying that the railings were 36" high, being 4" off the deck. He said they proposed
the Artesano’s Estrella fixture for use under the portal. He added that the stucco color
was STO Pecos and Pella Tan for the windows,

Chair Purvis asked where the rail would be placed. Mr. Tryk said it was on Unit 5.

Chair Purvis asked where the shutters were. Mr. Tryk said they were on Units 4 and
5

Chair Purvis asked where the exposed vigas were. Mr. Tryk said they were on units
2and7.

Mr. Tryk showed the other details. He said that all exterior wood would be stained
brown.

Mr. Barrow asked about the viga end details. Mr. Tryk said they would be chopped,
beveled and with caps.

Ms. Shapiro asked about the corbels. Mr. Tryk said they would be the same shape.
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Mr. Tryk showed the interior wall details, He said they would be 12" thick and three
to three and a half feet high.

Ms. Shapiro asked about the reveal around the window sides. Mr. Tryk said the -
windows would be recessed approximately 2.5". He said the doors would be done in
the same way.

Chair Purvis asked if the viga ends would be publicly visible. Mr. Tryk said they
would but the caps would not be seen.

There were no speakers from the public regarding this case.

Mr. Barrow moved for approval of Case #H 04-114 per staff recommendations. Mr.
Montoya seconded the motion.

Mr. Barrow asked if there would be any other submittals. Mr. Tryk said there would
be no others unless they made further changes.

The motion passed by majority voice vote with all voting in favor except Ms.
Farrar who had recused herself. ‘

Ms. Farrar rejoined the bench at this time,
5. Case #H 04-120. 7675 Acequia Madre. Downtown & Eastside Historic District.

Howard Mier, agent for Diana Olguin, proposes to build a stucco wall at front, add
gate, and re-construct carport. ’

Mr. Rasch presented the staff report for this case [attached as Exhibit H]. The staff
report recommended approval of the project as submitted. . .

Mr. Rasch distributed copies of the letter of support by the Neighborhood
Association [attached as Exhibit I.

tongue and groove boards which were rough sawn and laminated. He said it would be
stained an antique grey to match existing.

Ms. Shapiro asked about the acequia.
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LORN TRYK ARCHITECTS

David Rasch

Historic Preservation Planner
City of Santa Fe

P. O. Box 909

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Re: Paseo Compound

Dear David,

On behalf of the property owners of Tract I, Paseo de Peralta, we are submitting
for preliminary approval of an 8 unit residential compound, as well as demolition
approval for portions of existing site walls. The project is a total of 11176 s.f. of
new construction. It is located adjacent to 515 Paseo de Peralta, a contributing

historic apartment building.

Note that stone material will be salvaged from the site wall demolition for reuse on
the most publicly visible new site walls.

We intend to submit finishes, lighting and details of windows, railings, doors and
other exterior features at a later date.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

A

Lorn C. Tryk

206 McKenzie St., Suite F-2, Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501
505-982-5340 mail@ltryk.com Fax:505-982-5393



LORN TRYK ARCHITECTS

August 13,2004

David Rasch _
Historic Preservation Planner
City of Santa Fe

P. O. Box 909 ‘

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Re: Paseo Compound

Dear David,

On behalf of the property owners of Tract I, Paseo de Peralta, we are resubmitting
for preliminary approval of an 8 unit residential compound, as well as demolition
approval for portions of existing site walls. At the suggestion of the HDRB we
have reduced the second floors of units 1 and 2 by 25%; we have also reduced the

second floor of unit 4 by about 15% to break up the two story massing of that unit.

We are asking for permission to demolish portions of the stone walls. We have
included a structural engineers report as to the condition of the walls.

Note that stone material will be salvaged from the site wall demolition for reuse on
the most publicly visible new site walls.:

We will submit finishes, lighting and details of windows, railings, doors and other
exterior features at a later date.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
S

Lorn C. Tryk

206 McKenzie St., Suite F-2, Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501
505-982-5340 mail@ltryk.com Fax:505-982-5393



LORN TRYK ARCHITECTS

October 20, 2004

David Rasch

Historic Preservation Planner
City of Santa Fe

P. O.Box 909

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Re: Paseo Compound

Dear David,
On behalf of the property owners of Tract I, Paseo de Peralta, we are submitting
additional details for final approval of a 7 unit residential compound. The project

has already received final approval, with the condition that we return to the Board
with architectural details. '

The enclosed drawings contain information on finishes, lighting and details of
windows, railings, doors and other exterior features.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

DI~

Lom C. Tryk

206 McKenzie St., Suite F-2, Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501
505-982-5340 mail@ltryk.com Fax:505-982-5393



LORN TRYK ARCHITECTS

September 17, 2004

David Rasch

Historic Preservation Planner
City of Santa Fe

P. O. Box 909

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Re: Paseo Compound

Dear David,

On behalf of the property owners of Tract I, Paseo de Peralta, we are submitting
for final approval of a 7 unit residential compound, as well as requesting an
exception to allow demolition approval for portions of existing site walls.

Based upon input at our last hearing we have made substantial changes, including:

1. Reducing the units at the street to one story

2. Eliminating Unit 8, the unit at the east end of the property which impacted
the immediate neighbors to the east.

3. Significantly stepping back the westernmost unit in back to reduce impact
of the project when viewed from the west

In a previous submittal we included a structural engineers report as to the condition
of the walls. Note that stone material will be salvaged from the site wall demolition
for reuse on the most publicly visible new site walls.

206 McKenzie St., Suite F-2, Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501
505-982-5340 mail@ltryk.com Fax:505-982-5393



LORN TRYK ARCHITEGCTS

David Rasch

Historic Preservation Planner
City of Santa Fe

P. O. Box 909 .

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Re: Paseo Compound

Dear David,

On behalf of the property owners of Tract I, Paseo de Peralta, we are submitting
for preliminary approval of an 8 unit residential compound, as well as demolition
approval for portions of existing site walls. The project is a total of 11176 s.f. of

new construction. It is located adjacent to 515 Paseo de Peralta, a contributing
historic apartment building.

Note that stone material will be salvaged from the site wall demolition for reuse on
the most publicly visible new site walls.

We intend to submit finishes, lighting and details of windows, railings, doors and
other exterior features at a later date.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

A

Lom C. Tryk

206 McKenzie St., Suite F-2, Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501
505-982-5340 mail@lteyk.com Fax:505-982-5393



LORN TRYK ARCHITECTS
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August 13, 2004

David Rasch

Historic Preservation Planner
City of Santa Fe

P. O.Box 909

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Re: Paseo Compound

Dear David,

On behalf of the property owners of Tract I, Paseo de Peralta, we are resubmitting
for preliminary approval of an 8 unit residential compound, as well as demolition
approval for portions of existing site walls. At the suggestion of the HDRB we
have reduced the second floors of units 1 and 2 by 25%; we have also reduced the
second floor of unit 4 by about 15% to break up the two story massing of that unit.

We are asking for permission to demolish portions of the stone walls. We have
included a structural engineers report as to the condition of the walls.

Note that stone material will be salvaged from the site wall demolition for reuse on
the most publicly visible new site walls.

We will submit finishes, lighting and details of windows, railings, doors and other
exterior features at a later date.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
W

Lorn C. Tryk

206 McKenzie St., Suite F-2, Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501
505-982-5340, mail@ltryk.com Fax:505-982-5393



LORN TRYK ARCHITECTS

September 17, 2004

David Rasch

Historic Preservation Planner
City of Santa Fe

P. 0. Box 909

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Re: Paseo Compound

Dear David,

On behalf of the property owners of Tract I, Paseo de Peralta, we are submitting
for final approval of a 7 unit residential compound, as well as requesting an
exception to allow demolition approval for portions of existing site walls.

Based upon input at our last hearing we have made substantial changes, including:
1. Reducing the units at the street to one story

2. Eliminating Unit 8, the unit at the east end of the property which impacted
the immediate neighbors to the east.

3. Significantly stepping back the westernmost unit in back to reduce impact
of the project when viewed from the west

In a previous submittal we included a structural engineers report as to the condition
of the walls. Note that stone material will be salvaged from the site wall demolition
for reuse on the most publicly visible new site walls.

206 McKenzie St., Suite F-2, Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

505-982-5340 mail@ltryk.com Fax:505-982-5393



LORN TRYK ARCHITECTS

October 20, 2004

David Rasch

Historic Preservation Planner
City of Santa Fe

P. O. Box 909

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Re: Paseo Compound

Dear David,
On behalf of the property owners of Tract I, Paseo de Peralta, we are submitting

additional details for final approval of a 7 unit residential compound. The project
has already received final approval, with the condition that we return to the Board

with architectural details.

The enclosed drawings contain information on finishes, lighting and details of
windows, railings, doors and other exterior features.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

W/Wl/\

Lorn C. Tryk

505-982-5340, mail@ltryk.com Fax:505-982-5393
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BACKGROUND & SUNMMARY:

515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 2 is a brick apartment building that was
constructed before 1890 in the Neoclassical - Terr itorial Style. The
building is finished with textured stucco and brick coping at the parapets.
The building has undergone moderate historic alterations and is listed as
contributing to the Downtown & Eastside Historic District. There are
associated historic buildings and stone walls on the property. The
streetscape wall runs the length of the property, except for a drlvewav at
the east end and lacks space for a sidewalk.

Tract 1 is a 20,350 square foot lot to the west of Tract 2 and with a
slope down toward the street. This lot includes part of the streetscape
stone wall and other stone retaining walls further back from the street.
The applicant proposes to construct eight Units on this lot for a total of
11,176 square feet in four building blocks, two along the streetscape and
two along the rear of the lot.

The buildings will be designed in the Spanish - Pueblo Revival Style
with rounded parapets, second-floor balconies, projecting vigas, exposed
wooden headers, and portals with carved corbels.

The buildings will be approximately 19’ 6" high from finished grade
to top of parapets. The maximum allowable height for this location is 17’
6", as determined by a linear calculation. Topographic information
indicates that there is enough slope change on the lot for the Board to
approve an additional 2' in height, for a total of 19' 6".

According to the previous preliminary hearing of this case on August
10, 2004, the applicant has reduced the second-story massing of Units 1
and 2 by 25% and Unit 4 by 15% and reduced the new streetscape wall in
length by breaking it into several segments.

This application was postponed on August 24, 2004 pending a
request for exception to demolish a portion of the historic stone wall at
the west end of the streetscape.

The exception request has now been submitted. Further alterations
of the application include: reducing the two Units along the streetscape to
single-story buildings; eliminating Unit 8 at the east end of the property;
and significantly stepping back the westernmost rear unit to reduce its
visibility.
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Project description: Remodel an historic stone wall along the streetscape. An
exception to remove historic material is requested to Sections 14-5.1 General Purpose
and Relationship to General Use Zoning Districts, 14-5.2 (C.1,a,c and d) Regulation of
Contributing Structures, 14-5.2 (D,1,a and b) General Design Standards for All H
Districts, and 14-5.2 (D,5,a,ii and b) Design Standards for Windows, Doors, and Other

Architectural Features. .

Project number: 04-10100114
Case number: H-04-114
Project type: HDRB

PROJECT LOCATION (S): 511 Paseo de Peralta

PROJECT NAMES:

OW - Ron Blessey, Eric Fuentes, Michael Zehg #10 Camino Caballos Spur
Lamy, NM 87540 505-466-2404

AP —Ron Blessey : #10 Camino Caballos Spur

Lamy, NM 87540 505-466-2404

BOARD ACTION

This is to certify that the Historic Design Review Board (HDRB) at their meeting on,
June 26, 2007, acted on the above referenced case. The decision of the board was to

approve your request.

For further information please call 955-6605.

Sincerely, ‘
David A. Rasch —
Historic Preservation Planner

NOTE: . BUILDING PERMITS FOR HDRB APPROVALS SHALL NOT BE GRANTED UNTIL THE 7-DAY
APPEAL FILING PERIOD IS COMPLETED (SFCC 14-70.26 (B)). HDRB APPROVALS EXPIRE ONE (1) YEAR |
AFTER THE DATE OF THEIR DECISION. RENEWALS OF SUCH DECISIONS ARE AVAILABLE FOR ONE
(1) ADDITIONAL YEAR UPON REQUEST (SFCC 1987, SECTION 7-1.6.). YOUR PERMIT WILL BE DENIED
IF THERE ARE ANY CHANGES ON PLANS THAT WERE APPROVED BY THE HDRB OR IF CONDITIONS
OF THE APPROVAL ARE NOT MET. PLEASE PROVIDE COPIES OF THE LETTER WHEN SUBMITTING

FOR BUILDING PERMIT.
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memo

June 26, 2007
Historic DeSIgn Review Board Members
Reed Liming, Long- Range Planning Division Director ﬂ

David Rasch, Supervising Planner in Historic Preservation"l\,\Q

CASE # H-04-114 : ADDRESS: 511 Paseo de Peralta
Historic Status: Contributing/Non- contrlbutlng
Historic District: Downtown & Eastside

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially):

CITY SUBMITTALS APPLICANT SUBIVIITTALS

X__Case Synopsis = X __ Proposal Letter

District Standards & Yard wall
& fence standards. , Vicinity Map

x__ Historic Survey Form X __Site Plan/Floor Plan
X Zoning Review Sheet | X__ Elevations

X___Other: Chapter 14 visibility triangles __X__Photographs
Public Works letter
code citations
previous case minutes X__ Other: exception responses

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: “_PF cov

Staff recommends denial of the exception required for this application
which does not meet Sections 14-5.1 General Purpose and Relationship to
General Use zZoning Districts, 14-5.2 (C, 1, a, ¢, and d) Regulation of
Contributing Structures, 14-5.2 (D, 1, a and b) General Designh Standards for All
H Districts, and 14-5.2 (D, 5, a, ii and b) Design Standards for Windows, Doors,
and Other Architectural Features, unless the Board has a positive finding of
fact to grant the exception to demolish 16 additional feet down to 3’ high
and approximately 22 additional feet with a height taper of an hlstorlc stone
wall along the streetscape in the core historic district.




BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 2 is a brick apartment building that was
constructed before 1890 in the Neoclassical - Territorial Style. The building is
finished with textured stucco and brick coping at the parapets. The building
has undergone moderate historic alterations and is listed as Contributing to
the Downtown & Eastside Historic District. There are associated historic
buildings and stone walls on the property that were constructed at
approximately the same date. The streetscape wall runs the length of the
property right at the curbline, except for a driveway at the east end and a
stone stair access at approximately the mid point.

Tract 1, also known as 511 Paseo de Peralta, is a 20,350 square foot lot to
the west of Tract 2 and with a slope down toward the street. This lot includes
part of the streetscape stone wall and other stone retaining walls further
back from the street.

The HDRB approved an application on September 13, 2005 to construct -
seven single-family residences designed in the Spanish-Pueblo Revival style
with rounded parapets, second-floor balconies, projecting vigas, exposed
wooden headers, and portals with carved corbels. ' '

The applicant provided the following responses for an exception that
was granted in order for a minimal section of the historic streetscape stone
wall to be demolished for driveway access into the site.

1. The proposed exception does not damage the character of the
streetscape.

The proposed demolition of 30 feet of wall represents approximately
11% of the total length of the stone wall at the street. The applicant
proposes to reuse the stone salvaged from the demolition to retain the
side of the proposed a driveway in the area of the demolition.

2. The proposed exception prevents a hardship to the applicant or an
injury to the public welfare.

The proposed demolition allows the applicant to access the project site
in an area where it is topographically possible to put in a driveway with
a slope that meets the city code. The location of the proposed
demolition, at the very western end of the property, is the best
location from a traffic standpoint, accordjng to the City traffic
engineer. .



3. The proposed exception will 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 district.

This project will add seven housing units to the historic district.
Without the exception, it would be difficult or impossible to add these
residences.

4. The exception is due to special conditions and circumstances which
are peculiar to the land or structure involved in which are not
applicable to other land or structures in the related streetscape.

The request for demolition of a portion of the stone wall is to allow
access to this site for a drlveway This is a condition that is unique to
this site.

5. The exception is due to special conditions and circumstances which
are not the result of the actions of the applicant.

The site and topographic conditions are part of this parcel. They were
not a result of the actions of the applicant.

6. The exception will provide the least negative impact with respect to
the purpose of this section as set forth in section 14 -5.2 (@) (1).

The area for the proposed demolition has the least hegative impact
visually, in that it is located at the western end of the wall rather than
somewhere in the middle of the wall's length. The western end of the
wall is located directly adjacent to a large concrete retaining wall and a
surface parking lot. Construction of a new driveway in this location will
reduce the height of the existing concrete retaining wall at the
property line.

On April 12, 2007, Public Works Department staff found problems with
traffic safety at the requested driveway access to the site, although Public
Works staff had previously approved the design. Staff requires that a federai
standard published by the American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) be used. That standard, which requires a
sight triangle measuring 17' x 280", is being applied even though there are no
federal funds being used on the prOJect the Paseo de Peraita is not a state
highway, and the Chapter 14 driveway visibility triangle standards have been
applied on numerous other projects both within and outside of the historic
districts.



The driveway access, as approved by exception by the HDRB, used one
of the legal standards in Section 14-7.4 (D). The standard used requires 10’ of
clearance along the street beyond the driveway with nothing obscuring
vision between 3' and 8' high. The standard used was for a “public street”
with a sidewalk or "parkway.” Since no parkway exists at this site, perhaps the

standard for “private streets” without a parkway should have been used. That
standard requires a 26' clearance beyond the driveway.

On May 22, 2007, the HDRB denied a request to demolish an additional -
72 feet of the historic wall to meet AASHTO federal highway standards for
sight visibility safety and requested that other options be researched. The
applicant filed an appeal to the Governing Body on May 29, 2007. City staff
has worked with the applicant to propose additional alternatives for
consideration before the appeal is heard.

Now, the applicant proposes one more additional option for
remodeling of the historic wall. An additional 16’ of the wall will be altered to
retain only a 36" high wall. Then, for an additional approximately 22', the wall
will be gradually tapered up to the existing height to mimic the taper on the
east end. The applicant has submitted the following responses to the
exception criteria.

1. The proposed exception does not damage the character of the
streetscape. |

The request of Public Works is to demolish most of the historic stone
wall in order to provide site safety triangle for exiting the property.
That request was denied by historic in May 2007. This current request
angles the existing wall and requires the wall to be lowered to 36 inches
from the ground elevation at an angle lowering the wall height but
allows the remaining wall to be left in tact. Thus maintaining the .
character of the streetscape for which the wall is an important part of.

2. The proposed exception prevents a hardship to the applicant or an
injury to the public welfare.

By angling the stone wall, we believe sufficient sight distance would be
maintained and there would be no adverse impact on public safety to
the citizens of Santa Fe.
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3.- The proposed exception will strengthen the unique heterogeneous
character of the city by providing a full range of desigh options to
ensure that residents can continue to reside within the historic district.

This proposal allows a greater poi‘tion o'f the historical wall to be
maintained along property line, thus maintaining the historic feel of
Paseo de Peraita.

4. The exception is due to special conditions and circumstances which
are peculiar to the land or structure involved in which are not
applicable to other land or structures in the related streetscape.

The topography and the narrowness of the lot make it very difficult to
achieve a safe line of sight, and maintain the integrity of the existing
wall. Also there is no other ingress or egress available to this property
except for the driveway as proposed.

5. The exception is due to special conditions and circumstances which
are not the result of the actions of the applicant.

The wall as it stands does not allow sufficient sight distance to allow
safe egress from the lot. There are no other entry points to the lot.

6. The exception will provide the least negative impact with respect to
the purpose of this section as set forth in section 14 -5.2 (a) (1).

If approved the lowering of the wall would require the wall to be
removed stone by stone in order to preserve the lower portion of the
wall. The wall is approximately 125 feet wide and 18 inches thick,
making it impossible to cut through and lowered. A special precaution
would need to be taken care of in order to protect the wall and allow it

to withstand such impact.

Historic Districts applicable code citations are as follows:
14-5.1 General Purpose; Relationship to Ge'neral‘ Use Zoning Districts

“The requirements of an overlay district shall apply whenever they are in
conflict with those in the general use district.” The Historic Districts Zoning
overlay is intended to preserve the unique character of the historic districts
and historic structures which may not be compliant to current zoning
regulations. -



14-5.2 (C, 1, 3, ¢, + d) Regulation of Contributing Structures

“Changes that create a false sense of historical development...shall not be
undertaken.” The driveway visibility triangle is not a traditional or an historic
principal for walls on an historic streetscape.

“Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of
craftsmanship that characterize a structure be preserved.” This type of
historic stone wall right along the right of way is very rare in the historic
districts. ‘

“New additions and related or adjacent new construction be undertaken in
such a manner that if removed in the future, the original form and integrity
of the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.” Once
this historic stone wall is removed, it cannot be replaced and the property
cannot be returned to its original integrity.

14-5.2 (D, 1, a + b) General Design Standards for All H Districts

“The status of a contributing structure shall be retained and preserved. If a
proposed alteration will cause a structure to lose its contributing status, the
application shall be denied. The removal of historic materials or alteration of
architectural features and spaces that embody the status shall be prohibited.”
And, "If a proposed alteration or new construction will cause an adjacent
structure to lose its contributing status, the application may be denied.” This
wall is a significant feature in this streetscape which, along with several other
walls in the nearby streetscape, narrows the Paseo more than anywhere else

on the Paseo.

14-5.2 (D, 5, a i + b) De5|gn Standards for Other Archltectural Features

“No new opening shall be made where one presently does hot exist..." and
“For all facades of contributing structures, architectural features, f|n|shes,
and details other than doors and windows, shall be repaired rather than
replaced...” The proposed substantial demolition of this historic streetscape
wall would set a precedent that could profoundly alter the character of the
historic districts. The HDRB previously found that the applicant had a
hardship for access to the site and met the criteria required for an exception
to remove a small section of the historic wall. This proposal will remove more
than a small portion for a standard which is not in Chapter 14.
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. . " Asticle 14-7: DIMENSIONAL STANDARDS AND MEASUREMENTS . -,
£ 14-7.4 GENERAL RULES OF MEASUREMENT AND EXCEPTIONS

"~ (D) Yards
PUBLIC STREETS. . .
Driveway
Not buiklable Not buildable
Front lot ﬁne—} _____
~— Parkwayof8' —— - . LB
- -orless % { ) .

PRIVATE STREETS'

Driveway

Not buildable

Fronitlot fine and .
 street boundary .

Illustration 14-7.4-1 Visibility at Driveways on Public and
Private Streets :

SANTA FE LAND DEVELOPMENT LD:739-
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- City of Santa Fe, New Mexico

200 Lincoln Avenue, P.O. Box 909, Santa Fe, N.M. 87504-0909

David Coss, Mayor Councilors:
Miguel M. Chavez, Mayor Fro Tem, Dist. 3

Patti . Bushee, Dist. 1
Chris Calvert, Dist. 1

Raren Heldmeyer, Dist. 2
Rebecca Wurzburger, Dist. 2

April 12, 2007 Carmichael A. Dominguez, Dist. 3
. . Matthew E. Ortiz, Dist. 4
. .. .._Ameriwest ConstructionsTme. ... . ... . . Ronald S, Trujillo, Dist. 4
Attn: Wyatt Fean - P s N e DS S § A FY
P.O. Box 5707

Santa Fe, N\M 87502
' RE: Paseo Compound Drivesvay Permit

Dear Mr. Fenn,

This letter is in reply to your letter received by my office on April 10, 2007, regarding the
driveway permit for the Paseo Compound Development. In summary, the subject
development received an approved driveway permit on February 8, 2005, which expired
on October 30, 2005. Itis my understanding that the Historic Review Board (HRB) has
oved the removal of a certain portion of an existing historic wall, to accommodate
access to the driveway. I have no record that this determination was made by the HRB in

light of any intersection sight distance deficiencies.

The developer is now required to re-apply fora driveway.permit of which ] am currently
responsible for reviewing and approving or denying. Article 23, under which the
* driveway permit is governed, states! '
After examination and consideration of the application and plan, and examinagtion
of the premises, i Jeemed necessary, the public works department is authorized
and directed to_ apprave a permil for the curb cut and for construction of a
driveway over a right-of-way, if the use of the driveway will not unreasonably
interfere with the proper and Safe use of the sidewalk or right-of-way lo be
crossed, or the proper and safe use of the street or other public way to.which
. ingress ond egress is made from private premises. i
It is based on this that I'm exercising my authority and making oy determination.

In reviewing the proposed driveway for the Paseo Compound Development onto Paseo
de Peralta, 1 have concerns with the amount of intersection sight distance that will be
provided. Iam requiring that, in an order to ensure the “proper and safe use of the street
to which ingress and egress is made from & private premises,” that a sufficient sight
triangle be provided for vehicles wanting 1o exit the development. 1am requiring that the
A Policy on Geomeiric Design of Highways and Streets, 2004, 5t Edition” (Green
Book), published by the American ‘Association of Stale Highway and Transportation
Officials, be used to determine the needed sight triangle to accommodate the appropriate
intersection sight distance. The Green Book is 2 nationally recognized policy used for

the design of transportation facilities.
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During our April 5, 2007 meeting, a question arose regarding the definition of
intersection and how driveways apply to intersection sight distance. The Public Works
Department considers driveways to be intersections and therefore sees the need fo
accommodate adequate intersection sight distance. The Green Book states that
“Driveway ferminals are, in effect, low-volume intersections™ (p.348). The Green Book
also states that “sight distance is an importent design contro] for driveways™ (p.398).

Becanse of the proximity of the stop controlled intersection at Paseo de Peralta and Otero
St. 10 the proposed access point, I believe that an alternative design approach may be
used while remaining consistent with the principles described in the Green Book. I
recommend that through field observation of vehicles traveling westbound on Paseo de
Peralta, you determine what sight triangle would offer a 7.5 seconds time gap. This could
reduce the sight triangle since it takes a while for cars to getup to speed coming from the

Otero St. 4~way stop.

The ultimate product T would like you to provide me with is a plan view of the - -
development plan including an appropriate amount of mapping of the surrounding
structures, property lines, roadway features, etc. On this plan view ask that you show:

x  Sight Triangle for a left turn from stop, based on a design speed of 25mph,

according to the Green Book.

x  Sight Triangle base on field observation providing a 7.5 second time gap.

»  Sight Triangle using the south east property comer as a control point.

» Tnitially proposed Sight Triangle. -
Please include all dimensions correlating with Exhibit 9-50-B of the Green Book. Also
include an appropriate record of all field cbservations used to determine the field
measured 7.5 second gap. Remember the fact that the Green Book assumes a 3.5
driver’s eye height and a 3.5" object height. You may use this, along with 2 profile, to
demonstrate that only partial removal of the wall is needed. Al plens pertaining to the
sight triangle are to be stamped by a professional civil engineer licensed in the State of New
Mexico. :

Afier receiving the above mentioned submittals, I will make my determination on what
appropriate measures are needed to accommodate adequate sight distance at this
driveway location. If at this point it is flt that my determination is unreasonable, there is
an appeal process. If you wish to appeal my decision, send me 2 formal driveway permit
application showing what you deem reasonable. I will review and if considered
unacceptable formally deny. Within ten (10) days after denial of the application or
receipt of the notice, you may appeal the decision to the governing body, through the city
manager. This is all explained under Article 23-3.4 of the City Code.

If you feel the HRB will deem it unacceptable to remove or alter the existing wall in any
way other then what was previously approved, in light of any sight distance issnes as
determined by using the Green Book guidelines, please obtain and provide me with an
official ruling from the HRB stating such.

The Transportation Research Board { who is supported by state {ransportation
departments, the U.S. Department of Transportation, and other organizations and
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individuals interested in the development of transportation), through their National
Cooperative Highway Research Program has made the following determination:
“A dequate sight distance for drivers at stop- or yield-controlled approaches to
intersections has long been recognized as among the most important factors
contributing 1o overall safety at unsignalized intersections, Estimates of the safety
effectiveness of providing full intersection sight distance wheze it does not
currently exist suggest that up to a 20% reduction in related crashes can be

expected.”

... ...Idliketo clarify that all of the decisions I've made to date are notintended toholdwp

your project in any way but itended to ensure proper and safe egress and ingress from

v

the Paseo Compound site onto Paseo de Peralta.

If you have any questions or need further information, please contact me at 955-6638.
Sincerely, |

-

John J. Romero
Traffic Impacts Section
Public Works Department/Engineering Division

Attachments
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City of Santa Fe

~ Public Works Department
Permit to Access Public Right-of-way

APPLICANT NAME Ron Blessey, as Agent for Paseo Compound

ACCESS PERMIT NUMBER ___ 05-10-11

IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE SUBMITTED APPLICATION, AND CONDITIONS
NOTED BELOW, PERMISSION IS HEREBY GRANTED FOR ACCESS TO PUBLIC
RIGHT-OF-WAY FOR THE FOLLOWING LOCATION:

Temporary closure ofﬂpéseo De Peraita.between.ﬁagdalena and Otero

Streat- for provi&ing access to site for construction oparations at 515

Paseo de Paralta

"\A_;\Hl OF SUBDIV]SION (IF A.PPLICABLE) The Paseo Compound

THE WORK IS TO COMMENCE ON OR ABOUT-__November 4. 2005

THIS PERMIT EXPIRES_November 30, 2005 (Surety Bond Expiration Date)
CONDITIONS NOTED:

This Permit for « legal access from privaie properiy onto a public righi-of-way zs'
governed by the requirements of City Code Chapter 14, “Visibiliry at Driveways' " and
C}mptex 23 — Construction and ;’i’lamtenmzce of Curd, Gmtef and Sidewalk (where
appiicable). Al Conditions and restrictions required by law shall be complied with, and
failure to comply with the conditions of this permit shall resuit in revocation of this

permii and the reconstriction of any nonconforming driveway 1o City of $ Santc Fe

standards at the property owner's expense.
ngent agrees to release and hold harmiess the city of Santa Fe from any

claims by reason of this work; Agent agrees to repair amy CSF property

damaged as a result of its work within 30 days of each occurrence.

ngent agrees to abide by Traffic Control Plan submitted by Southwest

‘Gafety and as amended by CSF. Rhgent agrees toc hold-a general iiability

insurance policy in the amount of $1,000,000 and a $10,000 surery bong

thar names CSF as .2 palicyholderx.

Traffic Engingering 5uperusor Z / ‘2(14/'41/6-‘—*——17;&'1‘}? i / 3 Z

Inspection by D ATE
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DATE: May 14, 2007
TO: David Rasch, Historic Preservation Supervising Planner
FROM: John Romero, Public Works Dpt/Engineering Div/Traffic Impacts Section /JC/

SUBJECT: Case #H-04-114, 511 Paseo de Peralta,
Downtown & Eastside Historic District

ISSUE

Roger Hunter agent for Blessey, Fuentes, & Zeug, proposes to remodel an historic stone
wall along the streetscape. An exception to remove historic material is requested
(Section 14-5.2 D, 5, b).

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

The Public Works Department (PWD) received a request to approve a driveway permit
for the Paseo Compound onto Paseo de Peralta. The initial request included the removal
of a certain portion of a historic wall as approved by the Historic Review Board. The
PWD has concluded that the amount of removal approved by the Historic Review Board
does not allow adequate sight distance for traffic wishing to exit the development onto
Paseo de Peralta (see attached photos).

The developer has been asked by the PWD to design an access onto Paseo de Peralta with
sufficient sight distance in order to accommodate a 25mph design speed (the posted .
speed limit on Paseo de Peralta). In order to provide adequate sight distance, the
developer must remove a total of = 103’ of the wall measured from the south west corner
of the subject property towards the east. This is base on requirements set forth in 4
Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 2004, 5" Edition (Green Book),
published by the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials.
The Green Book is a nationally recognized policy used for the design of transportation
facilities including urban arterials, collectors, and local roads. The guidance supplied by
the Green Book is based on established practices and is supplemented by recent research.

The PWD appreciates the importance of maintaining historical features within the City of
Santa Fe, where feasible, but in this case feels it important to ensure proper and safe
egress and ingress from the Paseo Compound. The Transportation Research Board ( who
is supported by state transportation departments, the U.S. Department of Transportation,
and other organizations and individuals interested in the development of transportation),
through their National Cooperative Highway Research Program has made the following
determination:

Page 1 of 2
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“Adequate sight distance for drivers at stop- or yield-controlled approaches to
intersections has long been recognized as among the most important factors
contributing to overall safety at unsignalized intersections. Estimates of the safety
effectiveness of providing full intersection sight distance where it does not
currently exist suggest that up to a 20% reduction in related crashes can be

expected.”

If you have any questions or need any more information, feel free to contact me at 955-
6638. Thank you. '

M:\Traffic Impacts\01-TIAs\2007\Pasco CompoundiPaseo Compound HBRD 05-14-07.doc

Page 2 of 2









*  CONDITIONS NOTED:

APPLICANT NAME__ Ameriwest Construction Inc.

ACCESS PERMIT NUMBER_ 07-05-06
IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE SUBMITTED APPLICA TION, AND_C ;
NOTED BELOW, PERMISSION IS HEREBY GRANTED FOR A¢
RIGHT-OF-WAY FOR THE FOLLOWING LOCATION:
SITE ADDRESS OR LOT NO_511 Paseo de Peralta

NAME OF SUBDIVISION (IF APPLICABLE)_ Paseo Compound
THE WORK IS TO COMMENCE ON OR ABOUT, June zoo7
THIS PERMIT EXPIRES December 31,2007

" This Permit provides legal access from private property onto a publtc rtght—of ay

is governed by the requirements of City Code Chapter 14, “ V‘szbzlzty at Drzveways ' and

- Chapter 23 — Construction and Maintenance of Curb, Gutter, and. Szd kf(whe €,

applicable). All Conditions and restrictions required by law shall be comp p lzeli wzth, and
fazlure to comply with the candztzons of this permzt shall result i m revocatzon of this

Fleet Management Division (application attached) located at 1142 Sller.Road (Phone 955-

3000). Alterations to the existing rock wall along the property’s frontage wnth Paseo de

?.

Peralta shall be reviewed by the Historic Review Board. Any change to the attached ;

drawing shall be reviewed by the Public Works Department and shall bein’ ,' mpha ce with

- intersection sight distance requirements as set forth in the 4 Polic:v on Geametrié D p ien of

Highways and Streets, 2004, 5™ Edition published by the Amencan Associatlon of State
Highway and Transportatlon Ofﬁclals ' - i

REVIEWED AND SIGNED BW DATE S/ c//o z
~ DRIVEWAY INSPECTED BY __DATE. o

FEE PAID
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Article 14-5: OVERLAY ZONING DISTRICTS

14-5.1 GENERAL PURPOSE; RELATIONSHIP TO GENERAL USE ZONING DISTRICTS

" The overlay zoning districts of this article are intended to apply in combination with the
underlying general use zoning districts to impose regulations and standards in addition

to those required by the general use districts. The requirements of an overlay district -

“> shall apply whenever they are in conflict with those in the general use district. The:
following overlay districts are hereby created: ' T ‘

(A)

®

(C)
(D)
(E)
(F)
(G)

Historic Districts; : e
Archéeologic_al Review Districts;

Arts' and Craﬁs District;

Highway Corridor Protection Districts;
Escarpment Ovérlay Districts; and

PUD Planned Unit Development District.
Residential Suite Hotel/Motel District,

(Ord. No. 2001-38 § 2; Ord. No. 2002-37 § 22)

14-5.2 HISTORIC DISTRICTS

(A)

General Provisions
(1 General Purpose

" In order to promote the economic, cultural, and general welfare of the
people of the City and to ensure the harmonious, orderly and efficient
growth and development of the City, it is deemed essential by the
‘Governing Body that the qualities relating to the history of Santa Fe, and
*a harmonious outward appearance, which preserve property values and
attract tourists and residents alike, be preserved, some of these qualities
being: . : ' .

(a) The continued existence and preservation of historical areas and
buildings;

(b) The continued construction of buildings in the historic styles; and

SANTA FE LAND DEVELOPMENT LD:501



Article 14-5: OVERLAY ZONING DISTRICTS
' 14-5.2 HISTORIC DISTRICTS

(C) Regulation of Slgmﬁcant and Contnbutmg Structures in the Historic Districts

(1 2) Defective or lack of weather protection for exterior wall covering, mcludmg ‘
lack of paint, or weathenng due to lack of paint or other protective

covering; or

(13)  Any fault or default in the building or structure that renders the same
structurally unsafe or not properly watertight..

(C) Regulation of Slgnlflcant and Contributmg Structures in the Historic

Districts
(Ord. No. 2004-26)

1) Purpbse and Intent

Itis lntended that:

- (a) Each structure to be recogmzed as a physical record of its tlme .

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;

(b) 'Changes to structures that have acquired h:stonc S|gmf cance in
their own right shall be retained and preserved, recognizing that
most structures change over time;

\-—> (c¢)  Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or
‘ . examples of craftsmanship that characterlze a structure be
preserved; and :

\5 (d) New additions and related or adjacent new construction be '

undertaken in such a manner that if removed in the future, the
-original form and integrity of the historic property and its
envnronment would be unlmpalred

) (2) Designation of Significant, Contributing, or Noncontributing Status within
Historic Districts

(a) -~ Status Designation

Structures within . historic districts may be designated a status of
"significant,”" "contributing,” or "noncontributing” based upon the
definitions of these terms in Article 14-12. Staff shall maintain a

record as to the current status of structures Iocated in the Historic

. Districts.

SANTA FE LAND DEVELOPMENT © LD:504 | ‘Rev. Ord. Supp. 9/04
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Amcle 14—5 OVERLAY ZONING DISTRICTS
14-5.2 HISTORIC DISTRICTS
(D) General Design Standards for All H Districts

demonstrate and the Board shall make a positive finding of fact
that such exceptions comply with all the criteria listed as follows:

i) Do not darriage the character of the streetscape;

(i) Prevent a hardship to the applicant or an injury to the
public welfare;

(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 Hlstonc

_Districts; : ‘

(ivy Are due to special conditions and circumstances which are.
peculiar to the land or structure involved and which are not
applicable to other Iands or structures in the related

: streetscape

(v) Are due to special condltlons and cnrcumstances which are
not a result of the actions of the applicant; and . -

(vi) Provide the least negative - impact with respect to the- -

purpose of this section as set forth in §14-5.2(A)(1).

(D) General Design Standards for All H Districts

In any review of proposed additions or alterations to structures that have been
declared significant or contributing in any Historic District or a landmark in any
part of the City, the following standards.shall be met: :

(1)

@

General

(a)

The status of a significant, confributing, 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 removal of historic materials
or alteration of architectural features and spaces that embody the
status shall be prohibited.

(b) If a proposed alteration or new construction will cause an adjacent . |
structure to lose its significant, contributing, or landmark status,
the application may be denied.

~ Additions
(a) * Additions shall have similar materials, architectural treatments and

styles, features, and details as the existing structure, but shall not
- duplicate those of the existing structure in a manner that will make
the addition indistinguishable from the existing structure.

SANTA FE LAND DEVELOPMENT = - LD:507



. Article 14-5: OVERLAY ZONING DISTRICTS
14-5.2 HISTORIC DISTRICTS

(D) General Design Standards for All H Districts

(4)  Porches and Portals
. Existing porches or portals shall not be enclosed.
(5) . Windows, Dcors and Other Architectural Features

(@)  For all facades of significant and landmark structures and for the
: pnmary facades of contributing structures:

(i) Hlstonc windows shall be repaired or restored wherever
possible. Historic windows that cannot be repaired or
restored shall be dupllcated in the size, style, and material
of the original. Thermal double pane glass may be used. -
No opening shall be widened or narrowed.

(ii) No new openmg shall be made where one presently does
'~.> not ‘exist unless historic documentation supports its prlor
existence. _

(iii) No exrstrng opening shall be closed.

- (b) . For all fagades of significant, contributing and landmark structures
‘-/> architectural features, finishes, and details other than doors and.
windows, shall be repaired rather than replaced. In the event
replacement is necessary, the use of new material may be
approved. The new material shall match the material being
replaced in composition, design, color, texture, and other visual
. qualities. Replacement or duplication of missing features shall be
" substantiated by documentation, physical or pictorial evidence. - .

(6) Roofs

The existing roof styles and materials shall be maintained or replaced i in

kind if necessary. The addition of dormers or other roof features should

only be consrdered when they are an existing or historical feature of the -
. structure. :

(7)  Surface Cleanlng

The surface cleaning of structures, when undertaken shall employ the '
gentlest means possible. Chemical or physical treatment, such as
sandblasting, that causes damage to historic materials, is not perrnltted

(8)‘ Archaeologrcal Resources

Discovery of archaeological resources made during the Historic Districts
review process shall be referred to the Archaeological Review

~ Committee.

SANTA FE LAND DEVELOPMENT LD:509



Mr. Barrow asked what the windows would lobk like.
Mr. Durén said they would be true-divided light windows.

Ms. Rios moved for approval of Case #H 04-104, per staff recommendations, with
positive finding of fact regarding the requested exceptions and with the condition
that the portal be eliminated as well as the exposed viga ends and the windows being
divided to meet the 30" rule and the final design submitted to staff for final approval. -
The motion was seconded by Mr. Barrow and passed by majority voice vote with all
voting in favor except Ms. Farrar who voted against.

4. Case #H 03-114. 515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 1. Downtown and Eastside Historic
District. Lorn C. Tryk, agent for Erik Fuentes, propose architectural details for a
residential compound of seven units, previously approved by the HDRB.

Ms. Faljrar recused herself from consideration of this case.

Mr. Rasch presented the staff repoft for this case [attached as Exhibit G]. The staff
reported recommended approval of the project as submitted. '

Present and sworn was Mr. Lorn Tryk, ‘206 McKenzie, who corrected the staff report
by saying that the railings were 36" high, being 4" off the deck. He said they proposed
the Artesano’s Estrella fixture for use under the portal. He added that the stucco color

was STO Pecos and Pella Tan for the windows.
Chair Purvis asked where the rail would be placed. Mr. Tryk said it was on Unit 5.

~ Chair Purvis asked where the shutters were. Mr. Tryk said they were on Units 4 and
5. ' _ .

Chair Purvis asked where the exposed vigas were. Mr. Tryk said they were on units
2and?7. '

Mr. Tryk showed the other details. He said that all exterior wood would be stained
brown. : .

Mr. Barrow asked about the viga end details. Mr. Tryk said they would be chopped,
‘beveled and with caps. _

Ms. Shapiro asked about the corbels. Mr. Tryk said they would be the same shape.
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Mr. Tryk showed the interior wall details. He said they would be 12" thick and three
to three and a half feet high.

Ms. Shapiro asked about the reveal around the window sides. Mr. Tryk said the
windows would be recessed approximately 2.5". He said the doors would be done in

the same way.

~ Chair Purvis asked if the viga ends would be publicly visible. Mr. Tryk said they
would but the caps would not be seen.

There were no speakers from the public regarding this case.

Mr. Barrow moved for approval of Case #H 04-114 per staff recommendations. Mr.
Montoya seconded the motion.

Mr. Barrow asked if there would be any other submittals. Mr. Tryk said there would
be no others unless they made further changes.

The motion passed by majority voice vote with all voting in favor except Ms.
Farrar who had recused herself.

Ms. Farrar rejoined the bench at this time.

5. Case #H 04-120. 767%: Acequia Madre. Downtown & Eastside Historic District.
Howard Mier, agent for Diana Olguin, proposes to build a stucco wall at front add
~ gate, and re-construct carport.

Mr. Rasch presented the staff report for this case [attached as Exhibit H]. The staff
report recommended approval of the project as submitted. .

Mr. Rasch dlstrlbuted copies of the letter of support by the Nelghborhood
Association [attached as Exhibit I].

Present and sworn was Mr. Howard Mier, 1704-B Llano Street. He said he felt the
Council would like something other than chain link fence here. He said the gate was
five feet, set back, and made of wood with a metal backing. He said it would have
tongue and groove boards which were rough sawn and laminated. He said it would be
stained an antique grey to match existing.

Ms. Shapiro asked about the acequia.
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5. Case #H 04-114. Tract 1, Paseo de Peralta (adjacent to #515). Downtown and
Eastside Historic District. Lorn C. Tryk, agent for Erik Fuentes, proposes to
construct a residential compound of seven units at a total of 10,168 sq. ft. to the
maximum allowable height of 17' 6" plus 2 additional feet per Board approval. An
exception is requested to partially demolish an historic stone wall per Section 14-
52 (D,1,a).

Mr. Rasch presented the staff report for this case [aftached as Exhibit F]. The staff
report recommended approval of all but the exception request for historic wall
‘demolition and deferred to the Board on that issue.

Ms. Farrar recused herself from consideration of this case.

Present and sworn was Mr. Erik Fuentes, who said the objective for this property
was to make the best use of it. He said they had talked with all the neighbors around it.
He said the corner piece (formerly Unit 8) was 90% under contract with a neighbor to
purchase it when the remaining issues were worked out. He said the neighbor told him
he was not planning to do anything with it for at least a year. '

- He briefly introduced the other members of his team.

_‘ Ms. Rios asked if the removal of the wall was the only way this property could be
accessed. Mr. Fuentes agreed and briefly explained all the other possibilities and why
' they could not be done. He added that the height of the wall was unsafe.

Ms. Rios asked how the erosion and run off issues would be addressed. She said
she understood the City built the wall to deal with them.

Present and sworn was Mr. Lorn Tryk, 206 McKenzie Street, who said that he

- wanted to fill in a couple of the blanks. He said the project started in floor area at 11,176
and currently is proposed at 8,091 square feet for a reduction of approximately 20%. He
said they removed about 1,420 square feet of second floor space. He noted that Unit 4
was moved back and stepped back. He said the open space had been increased 1750
square feet which was three to four times what was required.

Mr. Tryk said that by not accessing through Loma Street solved the erosion
problem. He said the impact was considerably less than first proposed.

Regarding exceptions, he said that about 11% at the western end was proposed for
demotion. He reminded them that last time there was a worry about the impact on the
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street and particularly about Unit 8. He suggested that they had come a long way in
meeting the concerns of the Board. ' ‘

He said he walked around the neighborhood and he showed the pictures he took
~ of those neighboring structures, all of which were taller. .

Mr. Barrow said the pictures were helpful. He asked how old the wall was.

Mr. Rasch said the wall was the same age as the Contributing building, in the late
19t century. He said he thought the wall would have to be modified. He said he was
concerned about the design. He said he favored transition to the new wall but did not
favor having the new wall mimic the old one. "

Mr. Rasch said that perhaps they could have the foundation of the wall revealed in
the pavement at the access. He said that would help transition to the new design wall.

Mr. Tryk said they would come back with detail treatments.

Ms. Rios said the transition was a good suggestion to distinguish the old from the
new. She complimented the applicants for their reductions.

Ms. Rios asked for the setback distance of the second stories. Mr. Tryk said they
were 30', 45', and 37'. He said the impact was low because they were dug into the

hillside. Mr. Rasch agreed.

Mr. Tryk said he did not find an exact date for the age of the stone wall. He said
the survey said the apartment building was 1890's. -

Ms. Rios asked what materials of construction would be used. Mr. Tryk said they
would be frame stucco and concrete stucco. He said the entire back of the two-story
buildings were concrete because they were retaining.

_ Chair Purvis said this was just preliminary. Mr. Tryk said he was seeking final
approval but would bring back the details for approval. '

- Ms. Rios asked what would be on the rooftops. Mr. Tryk said there would be no
rooftop equipment. '

Mr. Barrow asked what lighting would be in the parking area. Mr. Tryk said there
would be no up-lighting. He said it was all down lighting and no floodlights would be

used.
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Chair Purvis asked for the on-story height. Mr. Tryk said it was 13' 6".

Ms. Riés-asked f:or the two-story heights. Mr Tryk said they were 19' 6".

Mr. Montoya asked what additional opéﬁ space there would be besides parking.
M. Tryk said there would be back yards and side yards.

Mr. Montoya asked about vegetation. Mr. Tryk said they would have trees and |
other plantings. ) ‘ '

There were no speakers from fhe public regarding this case.

Ms. Rios asked for the square footage of the single story units. Mr. Tryk said #1
was 1,129 square feet, #2 was 1,178, #3 was 1,198, #4 was 1,199, #5 was 1,198, #6 was
1,191, and #7 was 1,198.

Mr. Montoya moved for approval of Case #H 04-114 per staff recommendations
with a positive finding of fact for the exception, with the outline of the existing
foundation of the wall to be retained in the drive and details, including details of the
wall to be brought back to the Board. Ms. Rios seconded the motion. The motion
passed by majority voice vote with all voting in favor except Ms. Farrar who voted
against.

6. Case #H 04-116. 1104% Camino San Acacio. Downtown & Eastside Historic
District. Andy Lyons, agent for Jimmy and Jennifer Day, proposes to construct a
5,492 sq. ft. residence to the maximum allowable height of 16' 1" plus 2 additional
feet per Board approval.

" This case was postponed under Approval of the Agenda.

7. | Case #H 04-118. 234-A Rodriguez. Downtown and Eastside Historic District.
Christina Alfieri & Mike Schriber, agents/ owners, propose a 1277 sq. ft. single
family residence to a height of 13' 2" where the maximum allowable height is 13' 7".

Mr. Rasch presented the staff report for this case [attached as Exhibit G]. The staff
report recommended approval of this case without any conditions of approval.

Ms. Rios asked how this differed from the previous submittal. Mr. Rash said they
changed the design style with brick coping and window and door surrounds.
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Mr. Bell asked that the motion be amended to have the lights turned off at night.

Ms. Rios said she would keep the lights on but said the Board should have the right to
restrict the hours. _

Ms. Shapiro agreed.
The motion passed by unanimous voice vote.

Mr. Rasch clarified that if it appears this was too dim, the applicant could return to
request more. The Board members agreed with this provision.

Ms. Bell said that the height not to exceed 17' was implied.
2. Case #H 04-114 511 Paseo de Peralta. Downtown & Eastside Historic District. Roger

Hunter, agent for Blessey, Fuentes, & Zeug, proposes to alter a previously approved multi-
family development with portal changes and stairway additions.

Mr. Rasch presented the staff report for this case [attached as Exhibit C]. The staff report
recommended approval of this application which complies with Section 14-5.2 (E) Downtown &

Eastside Historic District design standards.

Present and sworn was Mr. Steve Russell, 105 Camino Encantado, who showed each change
(highlighted in yellow) beginning with the streetscape area. He said some portal reductions were
to reduce lot coverage to less than 40% and acknowledging that the previous approval meant they
- had exceeded 40% of lot coverage. He said the windows that were removed were taken out

because of the code requirements on zero lot line building. :

Mr. Russell said that the common open space was on the back side and the west side has
retaining walls. He added that they removed a section of wall that violated ADA standards. He
said the stairways were to access open common areas. He briefly commented on the stair railings.
He said that on the east elevation, windows were not allowed by zoning.

Mr. Bell said the staff report emphasized an overall change on the draWings. He pointed out
that the old drawings were a different style. He pointed out that the new, non-battered walls and
non-rounded edges were very different.

Mr. Russell said it was due to CAD drawings. He said they had no problem with battering but
probably not the whole wall. :

Chair Purvis said they could do battered walls. He pointed out that what the Board approved
~ was the bottom three feet being battered. He said they could use wafer board and the Board should
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not have to review what was approved for the character. He added that there was no height change
in these drawings but said the air conditioner units could not be on the street side. ‘

Ms. Shapiro referred to page 28 and asked where the shutters were located.
Mr. Russell said they were on the north elevation in the courtyard.
Ms. Shapiro said the reveal around the headers aﬁd windows needed to be soft.
Ms. Rios said that could be included in the motion.
In response to Ms. Farrar, Mr. Russell briefly explained the changes to the portals.
There were no speakers from the public regarding this case.

_Mr. Bell referred to pages 28 and 29 and asked if that was part Qf the approval.
Mr. Rasch said it was at the final hearing.
Mr. Bell asked about the rails.
Mr. Russell said they could change the stairways with a screenihg plastered wall.

Ms. Shapiro noted the STO stucco listed on the detail sheet and asked if that had been
approved by the Board.

Mr. Rasch said those were new details.

Chair Purvis said that, rather than going through point by point, it would be better to stick with’
what the Board originally approved and to identify changes from it which the Board approved. As
an example, he said he did not want to go back to the height issue.

Mr. Rasch said nothing was stated about stucco in the original approval.

Ms. Farrar asked if she should recuse herself since she was not present at the prior approval. -

Mr. Rasch said that was not necessary.

Ms. Rios said she felt the motion should go elevation by elevation.

Ms. Shapiro moved to approve Case #H 04-114 with the following conditions: 1) on the
street-facing, south facade, that the portal remain as originally drawn and approved on Unit

2; that the window be removed because of zero lot line; that on Unit 7, the two windows be
eliminated; that the railing become a stucco wall to cover the railing; that the air
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conditioner units be moved to another location, not publicly visible nor on the roof; that on
Unit 1, partial west-facing facade window remain the same size; that the little trash walls be
included; that the handicapped ramp is approved with the small wall be removed and that
the portal there be shortened; 2) on South-facing fagade (Units 4-7), that the handrails on
the stairwell become a solid masonry wall; that the air conditioning units be screened; that
Unit 5 be stepped back as in the original drawings; that the planter be remeved and a
handicapped ramp be installed; 3) on the North facade of the back of Units 4, 6, 7, that the
air conditioning units be screened; that the railings become a solid masonry wall with the
handrails on the inside; 4) on the East fagade, that the portal on Unit 7 be reduced in size,
that the double French doors be changed to a window; that the chimney on the outside have
a mechanical chase; that the windows on the zero lot line be removed; 5) on the West
elevation, the portal on Unit 3 be changed as requested; that the window be relocated and
smaller in size; that the staircase becomes a masonry wall; that the electrical cabinet be
approved and the color notes on page 29 be approved Ms. Rios seconded the motion.

Mr. Rasch said having the portal on Unit 2 remain as originally approved would be a problem.

Chair Purvis said it meant that something that was not publicly visible would have to be
reduced instead. He asked the applicant if that could be done. :

Mr. Russell said it could be done.

Chair Purvis said that included in the motion should be: that there be no changes in height,
no floor height changes, no difference in the look of the building so the battering be
preserved.

Mr. Bell said that his understanding was that the drawings were only being used to identify
changes from the original approval. Chair Purvis agreed.

Ms. Shapiro agreed .
Chair Purvis said the nature of the stucco and the battering needed to be included.

M:s. Shapiro added to her motion that in the typical notes on page 29 where stucco was
listed as a STO product would instead be a cementitious stucco and on page 26, the copper
down spout be in a traditional material and color matching the building as reviewed and
approved by staff; that the walls be battered, the parapets be rounded, the reveals be at
least 4" in depth, including the lintels, and the corners rounded as in the original plans. Ms.
Rios agreed with those additions to the motion.

Mr. Bell asked if there were directions on the specifications for the windows.

Mr. Russell requested that they allow simulated divided windows but true divided lights were
in the original approval.
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o @
‘ Mr Bell said the window specs that were approved should remain. He said that the drawings
~ givento the builder must be as the Board approved. _
Mr. Russell said the notes would be changed.
Mr. Bell asked about the canales.
M. Rasch said the proposal was for copper lined canales with carved supports.
Ms. Shapiro said that copper pati;ia’d can;les were fine.
Mr. Bell asked if there were any changes to roof top appurtenances.

Mr. Russell said no.
The motion passed by unanimous voice vote.
3. Case #H 05-145. 201 Ambrosio. Westside-Guadalupe Historic District. Ted & Barbara

Seeley, agents/owners, propose to construct an approximately 80 sq. ft. addition, an
- approximately 32 sq. ft. portal, and re-install a window on a Contributing property.

Ms. Barrett presented the staff report for this case [attached as Exhibit D]. The staff report
recommended approval on the condition that the west elevation door detail be brought to staff for
approval. Otherwise, this application complies with Section 14-5.2 (C) Regulations for
Contributing Structures and Section 14-5.2 (I) Westside-Guadalupe Historic District design

- standards.

Present and sworn was Mr. Ted Seeley, Box 176, Tesuque, who said he had been thinking
about the wall where it meets the coyote fence and said he would like to replace that section of
coyote with adobe wall to the corner and a pillar there.

Mr. Rasch said that if it was altered, he would have to comply with the safety visibility
triangle which would mean it had to come down to three feet high for a length of twenty feet.

Chair Purvis said if the design is approved by zoning, the applicant could bring it back for
review. He asked about the condition.

Ms. Barrett said the detail for the door needed to be reviewed by staff.

Chair Purvis explained to the applicant that the detail did not have to be presented at this
meeting but would have to be submitted to staff for review.

There were no speakers from the public regarding this case.
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Law OFFICES OF
ROSANNA C. VAZQUEZ

May 14, 2007
VIA HAND-DELIVERY

Mr. David Rasch

Historic Preservation Planner
P.O. Box 909

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504

Re:  Request for Special Exception - Paseo Compound
Real Estate Investment Partners

Dear Mr. Rasch:

On behalf of owners of Real Estate Investment Partners owners of Paseo
Compound, I submit application for a request for Special Exception to allow the
applicant to make modifications to a stone wall bordering Paseo de Peralta and the
Iot in question. We would respectfully request this item to be placed on the May
agenda.

As background for this particular request, Paseo Compound came before the
Board in Fall of 2004, requesting a special exception for the partial removal of a wall,
in order to expand the driveway entrance. The Board approved a partial removal of
the wall, to accommodate access to the driveway. After such approval, the owners
obtained a driveway permit (February 8, 2005), which was signed off by then Public
Works Director John Nitzel. After obtaining a driveway permit, Real Estate
Investment Partners was told that a development plan would need to be submitted
and approved. This was completed and we were in the midst of obtaining signatures
when Public Works concern of safety was brought to the forefront and our attention.

The concern raised by John Romero, was that the existing configuration as
previously approved by Historic Review did not provide sufficient intersection sight
distance. Public Works cites AASHTO standards stating “a sufficient sight triangle
be provided for vehicles wanting to exit the development.” In order to obtain
sufficient sight distance, the existing wall will need to be removed and replaced with
a lower stucco wall. As such we are submitting this request for a special exception to
remove the wall as a result of such public safety concerns raised by Public Works.

The owners are caught between the concerns of the two departments focusing on
their own concerns. Historic is concerned with protecting the historic nature of the
city, and the integrity of the wall; whereas Public Works’ concern is focused on site
distance and public safety of citizens of Santa Fe.
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The decision previously made by Historic did not allow for a sufficient sight distance
to protect passerby’s and those exiting the driveway. The design submitted herewith
removes the entire wall, and replaces the wall with a stucco wall. In our previous
hearings, when the issue was raised as to what type of wall should replace the
existing wall, there was very clear direction given that Historic did not look favorably
on a wall constructed to look like an old wall, and rather preferred a stucco wall.

We respectfully request Historic Review consider the plans as submitted, balance the
concern raised by Public Works, and provide a decision on this current proposal.

I enclose copies of the application, response to the special exception criteria,
proposed and existing design plan, site plan, and correspondence from John Romero.
It is our understanding from discussions with John Romero that a letter from Public
Works will be forwarded directly to you on this matter.

On behalf of Real Estate Investment Partners, I thank you for your attention to this
matter. I ask you to resolve this issue so that we may move forward with this
project. Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call.

Very truly yours,

Rosanna C. Vazquez

cc: Real Estate Investment Partners



. ANSWERS TO CRITERIA FOR SPECIAL EXCEPTION REQUEST
BY
REAL ESTATE INVESTMENT PARTNERS
PASEO COMPOUND
MAY 14, 2007

1. Damage the character of the streetscape:

The proposed request leaves intact the portion of the wall by the existing
historic home. The new construction is directly across the street from a
similar wall of the Bank parking lot. The portion of the wall being removed
would front the new construction.

2. Prevent a hardship to the applicant or an injury to the public welfare:

Maintaining the rock wall would cause a deficiency in sufficient sight
distance, and would have an adverse impact on the public safety of the
citizens of Santa Fe. In addition, without removal of the rock wall and
replacement of the wall with a lower stucco wall, Public Works will not issue
a driveway permit.

3. 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:

The integrity of the historic nature of the area is being maintained by retaining
the wall in front of the existing historic home. The new construction will
continue the pueblo style of the area, harmonizing with the wall and
construction directly across the street and contrast with the adjacent
architecture.

4. Are due to special circumstances which are peculiar to the land or structure
involved and which are not applicable to other lands or structures in the
related streetscape: -

The topography and the narrowness of the lot makes it very difficult to
achieve a safe line of sight and maintain the integrity of the existing wall.

5. Are due to special conditions and circumstances which are not a result of the
actions of the applicant:

The wall as it stands dose not allow sufficient sight distance to allow safe
egress from the lot. There is no other ingress and egress to the lot.



6. Provide the least negative impact with respect to the purpose of this section as
set forth in Section 14-5.2(a)(1):

There is no manner to lower the height of the existing wall. The wall is
approximately 125 feet wide and 18 inches thick, making it impossible to cut
through and lowered. In addition the wall could not withstand such impact
and would most likely fall apart. A stucco wall is the most prudent approach
as it blends into the surrounding area, and does not mimic a historic wall.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMTTED,
REAL ESTATE INVESMENT PARTNERS

v usrsellips,

Rosanna C. Vazqt[
Legal Counsel
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g City®of Santa Fe,New Mexico

200 Lincoln Avenue, P.O. Box 909, Santa Fe, N.M. 87504-0909

David Coss, Mayor _ Councilors:
Asenath Kepler, City Manager Miguel M. Chavez, Mayor Pro Tem, Dist. 3
' . Patti J. Bushee, Dist. 1

Chris Calvert, Dist. 1

Karen Heldmeyer, Dist. 2

Rebecca Wurzburger, Dist. 2

Carmichael A. Dominguez, Dist. 3

Matthew E. Ortiz, Dist. 4

Ronald S. Trujillo, Dist. 4

Project description: Remodel an historic stone wall along the streetscape. An exception to
remove historic material is requested (Section 14-5.2,D,5,b).
Project number: 04-10100114
Case number: H-04-114
Project type: HDRB
PROJECT LOCATION (S): - 511 Paseo de Peralta
PROJECT NAMES:
OW - Ron Blessey, Eric Fuentes, Michael Zehg #10 Camino Caballos Spur
Lamy, NM 87540 ‘ 505-466-2404
AP - Roger Hunter 7 300 Paseo de Peralta
Santa Fe, NM 87501 505-986-8060
BOARD ACTION

" This is to certify that the Historic Design Review Board (HDRB) at their meeting on, May 22,
2007, acted on the above referenced case. The decision of the board was to deny your request
citing that exception criteria number 1 was not met by determining that the streetscape would
indeed be damaged by removal of 72 feet of the historic stone wall and that the applicant should --
diligently pursue alternatives to demolition of historic fabric, of which many ideas were identified
at the hearing. o

For further information please call 955-6605.

2 —
David A. Rasch
Historic Preservation Planner

NOTE: BUILDING PERMITS FOR HDRB APPROVALS SHALL NOT BE GRANTED UNTIL THE
7-DAY APPEAL FILING PERIOD IS COMPLETED (SFCC 14-70.26 (B)). HDRB APPROVALS
EXPIRE ONE (1) YEAR AFTER THE DATE OF THEIR DECISION. RENEWALS OF SUCH
DECISIONS ARE AVAILABLE FOR ONE (1) ADDITIONAL YEAR UPON REQUEST (SFCC 1987,
SECTION 7-1.6.). YOUR PERMIT WILL BE DENIED IF THERE ARE ANY CHANGES ON PLANS
THAT WERE APPROVED BY THE HDRB OR IF CONDITIONS OF THE APPROVAL ARE NOT
MET. PLEASE PROVIDE COPIES OF THE LETTER WHEN SUBMITTING FOR BUILDING

PERMIT.
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RASCH, DAVID A.

From: KATZ, FRANKD

Sent:  Monday, May 07, 2007 11:45 AM

To: ROMERO, ROBERT P; HIATT, JOHN (JACK) B.; RASCH, DAVID A.
Cc: LOVELY, ANNE L.; BULLER, GALEN M.

Subject: RE: clarification needed

‘While I agree that these are the “minimum requirements” but we do have a conflict with the Historic
Overlay District. Section 14-5.1 clearly states that “The requirements of an overlay district shall apply
whenever they are in conflict with those in the general use district.”

Historic would like to preserve the entire wall. Arguably that should control. But the H-Board has granted
an exception to conform to the view triangle at 14-7.4(D)(4)(b). I think that is as far as we can push it.

I realize that a longer view triangle would be safer. So would a shoulder, a sidewalk and greater setback for
the entire property. But if we required the maximum safety, the Historic District would be destroyed.

Yes I do think we need to meet.

Frank

From: ROMERO, ROBERT P

Sent: Monday, May 07, 2007 11:28 AM

To: KATZ, FRANK D; HIATT, JOHN (JACK) B.; RASCH, DAVID A.
Cc: LOVELY, ANNE L.; BULLER, GALEN M,

Subject: FW: clarification needed

Frank,

Please read below. if you think we need to meet again, we’d be glad to sit down and discuss the issue.
Let me know.

Robert P. Romero, P.E.

City Of Santa Fe

Public Works Department Director
(505)955-6621 - phone
(505)955-6627 - fax

From: ORTEGA, CHRIS A.

Sent: Monday, May 07, 2007 11:19 AM
To: ROMERO, ROBERT P

Cc: ROMERO, JOHN J

Subject: RE: clarification needed

| think John already sent you this, but | want to reemphasize the words “minimum requirements” and
“safety” in this ordinance citation (also from Chapter 14). David is not correct if he is asserting that the
(one) sight triangle in Chapter 14 is the singular legal “standard”. Concluding that we are not following it
would be correct ONLY if someone believes that it is the single, all-encompassing standard.

05/22/2007
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Bottom line: the singular sight triangle in Chapter 14 is the minimum requirement, not the singular
standard.

co

05/22/2007

14-14 MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS

In their interpretation and application, the provisions of this chapter are minimum
requirements, adopted for the promotion of the public health, safety, convenience,
comfort, morals, prosperity, or general welfare. (Ord. No. 2001-38 § 2)

From: ROMERO, ROBERT P

Sent: Monday, May 07, 2007 9:42 AM
To: ROMERO, JOHN J; ORTEGA, CHRIS A.
Subject: FW: clarification needed

Thoughts?

Robert P. Romero, P.E.

City Of Santa Fe

Public Works Department Director
(505)955-6621 - phone
(505)955-6627 - fax

From: KATZ, FRANK D

Sent: Friday, May 04, 2007 11:43 AM

To: RASCH, DAVID A.; HIATT, JOHN (JACK) B.; LOVELY, ANNE L.
Cc: ROMERO, ROBERT P; BULLER, GALEN M.

Subject: RE: clarification needed

I do think David has a point.

Frank

From: RASCH, DAVID A,

Sent: Friday, May 04, 2007 9:59 AM

To: HIATT, JOHN (JACK) B.; KATZ, FRANK D; LOVELY, ANNE L.
Subject: clarification needed

Hi All,

I need clarification regarding the historic stone wall at the Paseo Compound and the
driveway visibility standard. | am unclear as to why a standard which is not in Chapter 14
is being applied to this project, especially since the Chapter 14 standard is clear and
planners use it consistently elsewhere in the historic districts. The general rules for
measurement and exceptions 14-7.4 D, 4, b, i page 739 is quite clear in requiring a 26’ by
13’ triangle in which nothing can be over 3’ high and below 8’ high. An exception was
granted by the Historic Design Review Board for this triangle under the advice of John
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Nitzel. Additionally, | understand from legal advice that interpretation of the code is

allowable only when the code is unclear. | am not debating whether the current legal
standard is safe or not, but need to know why we are not following it.

Thank you.
David Rasch

Historic Preservation Section Head
City of Santa Fe

05/22/2007



Law OFFICES OF
ROSANNA C. VAZQUEZ

June7, 2007
Hand Delivered and
Certified Mail

Frank Katz

City Attorney

PO Box 909

Santa Fe, NM 87504

Re: Paseo Compound

Dear Frank,

Thank you for your recent attempts at trying to find a solution between the issue of Public
Works and the Historic Board. I am concerned however that my client Mr. Blessey is being
brought in the middle of an internal problem which we have no control over and are at the

whim of both departments to find a solution.

I am concerned that your suggestion that we go to Historic Board on June 26 only because
we have made an appeal to City Council regarding the decision historic made in May. I am
concerned that by seeking another decision on June 26™ and going to the board in July we
will muddy the jurisdiction of the City Council. I do believe the City Council has the ability
to override historic and make the judgment call between Public Works and the City. 1
believe that any design that is brought to City Council in July can be approved by them and
will not affect historic review’s jurisdiction. As such I would like your opinion as to whether
or not this causes more problems for City Council to make a decision on this. Previously
you had stated that you thought it was City Council’s jurisdiction to override historic and
make recommendations for what was prudent, in that they were balancing the interest of
historic and the interest of Public Works. It is their purview to do so. I did research the code
and T am comfortable with your legal position, and I am not exactly sure on what basis
you‘ve changed your mind. I respectfully ask that you provide us with a written legal

analysis of this point by June 13.

As you are aware Mr. Blessey has attempted to get a development permit since November
of 2006. There was a delay of almost five months because of issues with the planning and
zoning department to get the development plan through the process. Thanks to the efforts
from Jack Hiatt we are at the point that everyone in the process has signed off with the

exception of John Romero in Public Works.

On March 23 of this year Mr. Blessey and Mr. Romero met at the site and this is when we
were informed that he would not issue a driveway permit because of his assessment of the
site triangle issue. He told Mr. Blessey at that point that he would have criteria for us to
follow by the following week in order for the contractor to amend the plans per his directive.
On April 12, Mr. Romero finally responded to a request that was sent t0 him via registered



mail; please see attached. He was adamant about our need to follow the Federal AASHTO
Standards that he felt was applicable and claimed that he had the discretion to make us
comply per Article 23 of the City Code. Keep in mind that we had been issued a driveway
permit previously by the City in November 2005 which applied to Chapter 14 requirements
and not AASHTO, which eventually lapsed due to the endless nature of this process. A plan
that met Chapter 14 requirements was presented to Mr. Romero and he roundly rejected it,
based on his opinion that AASHTO standards should govern.

In April, we met with Gaelen Buller, Jack Hiatt, Jobn Romero, Rob Romero, and David
Rasch at City hall. It was apparent neither Public Works nor H Board was going to
compromise at this point and we were requested to go before the H Board on May 22™. The
decision was made to bring forth one design and one design only and that was the design
that was brought forth on May 22"

The H Board’s decision was unanimous in favor of leaving the wall alone, and upholding
‘the previous decision to only cut 35 feet of the wall to provide access to what was a
landlocked property. They further directed us not to demolish anymore of the wall and work
with both departments to find another solution. Public Works was not present at the May
22" H Board meeting to present their viewpoint. Your discussions with John Romero have
apparently ended with his refusal to look at any other solutions other than those that
conform to the AASHTO code. Mr. Romero indicated verbally to my client and in his letter
of April 12 that if we presented him with a ruling from H Board on this issue that prevented
us from removing the wall, that he would sign off on the driveway permit.

We are required to do an appeal to City Council. Currently we are not allowed to move
forward in the position that we are in, and that is where we are. It was at this point that you
and I had this discussion that City Council has the prerogative to not only over turn the H
Board’s decision but come up with alternate designs that would satisfy the concerns of
Public Works and Historic.

While T am grateful for your attempts to try to mediate this situation I have some concerns
with regards to legal interpretations and procedural interpretations which I would like to get
your written opinion on by Wednesday, June 13. They are as follows: :

1. What jurisdiction does Public Works have to impose the AASHTO standards in
Chapter 14? Where in the code does it state that Public Works has discretionary
powers to override the Chapter 14 code requirements? I do not believe that Chapter
23 is sufficient for the City Code to be overridden. Where in the City code is
AASHTO mentioned? '

2. We feel that there is precedent in the fact that the City has previously issued a permit
for access to the project and is now going back on that permit. The permit has lapsed
due to the inability of the city’s planning and zoning department to deal with this
case properly. John Romero has stated to my client that this precedent is irrelevant.



3. AASHTO standards are only recommendations and are being used by Public Works
in an effort to enhance the Chapter 14 requirements instead of replacing such
requirements. If the City makes a decision that AASHTO standards must apply, is
the City prepared to enforce that code on scores of driveways that do not meet such
AASHTO standards? You and I have both stated that this would end the historic
nature of Santa Fe as we know it today because there aren’t historic driveways in
historic areas that could comply with the AASHTO standards. Furthermore, John
Romero has stated to my clients that the City considers private driveways the same
as any other city street and therefore he can enforce the AASHTO standard which is
relevant only to the intersection of public streets and highways..

This is the only access to this property and H board and Public Works both agreed in
November 2005 that the 35 foot cut to the wall is proper and appropnate and gave us the
only access to what was previously a landmark property. Any denial in giving us access to
this property would prompt an immediate condemnation of the property by the city.

Real Estate Investment Partners has a compromise scenario which we will present to all
attending our meeting today, June 6 and eventually to City Council. We will do anything
that we can to comply with any written directives with the final scenario but we will not
assume the responsibi]ity of trying to determine what these two departments want only to
have to go back in forth in and endless attempt to resolve this problem. We will not get
caught up in a process of reengineering this project from this point forward without clear,
written direction from the Clty Real Estate Investment Partners have spent and tied up an
enormous amount of money in this project, and the interest continues to accrue on a daily

basis.

Please provide us with written answers with regards to my legal questions set forth above
and a written directive as to how we shall proceed no later than June 14 so that we have

adequate time to prepare for the City Council meeting in July..

Very truly yours, -

%/M/ " /Mm J /U

Rosanna C. Vazquez

cc: Ron Blessey
cc: Gaelen Buller
cc: John Romero
cc: David Rasch
cc: David Coss



Law OFFICES OF
ROSANNA C. VAZQUEZ

June 8, 2007
VIA HAND-DELIVERY

Mzr. David Rasch

Historic Preservation Planner
P.O. Box 909

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504

Re:  Third Request for Special Exception - Paseo Compound
Real Estate Investment Partners

Dear Mr. Rasch:

In conjunction with the City of Santa Fe, and on behalf of the owners of
Paseo compound, Real Estate Investment Partners, we submit a new application for
a request for Special Exception to allow Real Estate Investment Partners to make
modifications to a stone wall bordering Paseo de Peralta and the lot in question.

This is a joint request made both by the City and Real Estate Investment
Partners. It is being submitted in this matter because as has been stated in the
previous application, Real Estate Investment Partners is caught between meeting the
Historic board’s recommendations and desires for preservation of the historic wall,
and meeting the Public Works’ concern for a sufficient site triangle for vehicles
wanting to exit the development. In our last Historic meeting in May 2007, there was
a strong message that we go back to the drawing board, work with City Staff and
come up with an alternate solution that will address the safety concerns cited by
Public Works, while preserving the historical wall. In a good faith effort we have met
numerous times with various City Officials and Staff to come up with a solution.
What is before you is what we believe is a compromise. The design would allow a
greater amount of safety site distance and while preserving a greater portion of the
wall than what was recommended in the May 2007 public hearing. Rather than
removing the entire wall as we had done in the May 2007 submmittal, we are replacing
the wall with a stucco wall. We submit before you a wall that is diagonally cut in
such a manner to allow sight distance as a driver is exiting the property and
preserving more of the original wall than our previous submittal.

This is a joint request as an attempt to work together closely to satisfy the
concerns of Historic Review and Public Works. We have not received a
recommendation from Public Works with regard to this design. We believe that this
is a compromise that relieves the concerns raised by both departments.

460 ST. MIGHAELS DRIVE, SUITE 200 - PO BOX 2435, SANTA FE, NM 87504 - (505) 8‘20—6400 - Fax (505) 820-6487



For purposes of procedural background it is important that you are aware that
the May 2007 decision was appealed and sent to City Council. This was done
because we were not going to be able to move forward with out a driveway permit
from Public Works. In preparation for such appeal, and the on going discussions
with City Staff, it was recommended that this design be brought forward to Historic
Review so that when we went before the City Council in July 2007, we would be
able to offer them yet another design that had been reviewed by Historic Review.

I enclose copies of the application, response to the special exception criteria,
proposed and existing design plan, a colored pencil drawing of the same and a plan
view of the development.

On behalf of Real Estate Investment Partners, I thank you for your attention
to this matter. I thank you again for the interest you showed at the last Historic
Review meeting in trying to work with us with this delicate situation. I ask you to
look carefully at this proposal and look at it as a compromise between two very
important aspects of the City’s jurisdiction that is public safety and historic review.
Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call.

Very truly yours,

Rosanna C. Vazqu

cc: Real Estate Investment Partners
Frank Katz
John Romero
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ANSWERS TO CRITERIA FOR SPECIAL EXCEPTION REQUEST
BY
REAL ESTATE INVESTMENT PARTNERS
PASEO COMPOUND

June 8, 2007

. Damage the character of the streetscape:

The request of Public Works is to demolish most of the historic stone wall in
order to provide site safety triangle for exiting the property. That request was
denied by historic in May 2007. This current request angles the existing wall

and requires the wall to be lowered to 36 feetfrom the ground t an
angle lowering the wall height but allows the remaining wall to be left in tact.

Thus maintaining the character of the streetscape for which the wall is an
important part of.

. Prevent a hardship to the applicant or an injury to the public welfare:

By angling the stone wall, we believe sufficient sight distance would be
maintained and there would be no adverse impact on public safety to the
citizens of Santa Fe.

. 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:

This proposal allows a greater portion of the historical wall to be maintained
along property line, thus maintaining the historic feel of Paseo de Peralta.

. Are due to special circumstances which are peculiar to the land or structure
involved and which are not applicable to other lands or structures in the

related streetscape:

The topography and the narrowness of the lot make it very difficult to achieve
a safe line of sight, and maintain the integrity of the existing wall. Also there
is no other ingress or egress available to this property except for the driveway
as proposed.

. Are due to special conditions and circumstances which are not a result of the
actions of the applicant:

The wall as it stands does not allow sufficient sight distance to allow safe
egress from the lot. There are no other entry points to the lot.

@1&)



6. Provide the least negative impact with respect to the purpose of this section as

set forth in Section 14-5.2(a)(1):

If approved the lowering of the wall would require the wall to be removed
stone by stone in order to preserve the lower portion of the wall. The wall is
approximately 125 feet wide and 18 inches thick, making it impossible to cut

through and lowered. A special precaution would need.to be taken care of i
order to protect the wall and allow it to withstand/vith stich impact. &‘CB

RESPECTFULLY SUBMTTED,

REAL ESTATE INVESMENT PARTNERS

By:

27 il

Rosanna C. Vazq Nk
Legal Counsel
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C,Y OF SANTA FE, NEW I\gXICO

PO BOX 909/200 LINCOLN AVE
SANTA FE, NM 87504-0909

appea
VERIFIED PETITION

e, KealGetate bnvestmunt- Burfruss . the undersigned first being swom

on my/our oath depose and hereby submit to the governing body this petition duly
verified pursuant to Section 14-3.17 (D) (2) of the code setting forth the following:

1. How such petition constitutes an appeal

Tt lehhmer 15 tun a4 noved Pasy Beoquse jh;d(a:/»véq H oA
willnotadlow Zerrfiones bom;vadnmwww/fmn Publie Works

T Pehtwnee mus b tll heregoremmnss fova Speeied Geepha

2. How such decision is illegal in whole or in part.

Thedraisionts degat n Mat Hhe Poh e hay met Yhe Speered
ﬁmmmw Withont 4 posdive ; ﬁﬂdguw YL

b canys 28¢5 end annot Sbizens
3. The specific grounds of the 111ega11ty “7””"/ € :
Mmmmgﬁf_w Rave been met . The |,
hard inedue B aae bho. Bublie Works ¢ Hiskne Bam(,
and apple mﬁm, :/bdddfds |

lease use addztzonal paper if necessary)

VERIFICATION

STATE OF NEW MEXICO }
SS.

COUNTY OF SANTA FE
Diwe ?77/% /’}f/ SSelf , being duly sworn, deposes and
says: That he/she has readlthe Joregoing appeal and know COHRID exeof, and that

the same are true of he/her own knowledge.

A - © PEII R
Subscribed and sworn to me before this & Aiag day of Wﬁj{ - , 2007

My commission expires: z'/ IO/ 03

R £ NOTARY PURLIC
STATE OF NEW MEXICO
2. e :
- Commission Expires:
TIR TN T T o —



. LAaw OFFICES OF .

ROSANNA C. VAZQUEZ

May 29, 2007
VIA HAND-DELIVERY
City Council
City of Santa Fe
P.O. Box 909

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504

Re:  Appeal of Decision for Paseo Compound
Real Estate Investment Partners

Dear City Council members:

On behalf of owners of Real Estate Investment Partners owners of Paseo
Compound, I submit an appeal to City Council from a decision made by historic
Review to deny a request to remove a stone wall. We would respectfully request this

item to be placed on the June agenda.

As background for this particular request, Paseo Compound initially went
before the Historic Board in Fall of 2004, requesting a special exception for the
partial removal of a wall, in order to create a driveway entrance. The Board
approved a partial removal of the wall, to accommodate access to the driveway.
After such approval, the owners obtained a driveway permit (February 8, 2005),
which was signed off by then Public Works Director John Nitzel. After obtaininga
driveway permit, Real Estate Investment Partners, were told by Planning and Zoning
that a development plan would need to be submitted and approved. This was
complied with, and we were in the midst of obtaining signatures on such
development plan, when Public Works concern of safety was brought to the forefront

and our attention.

The concern raised by John Romero, was that the existing configuration as
previously approved by Historic Review did not provide sufficient intersection sight
distance to comply with AASHTO. Public Works cites AASHTO standards stating
“a sufficient sight triangle be provided for vehicles wanting to exit the development.”
In order to obtain sufficient sight distance, the existing wall will need to be removed
and replaced with a lower stucco wall. The previous Traffic engineer had applied
principles found in Section 14, found that the driveway cut had complied, and
granted a permit for the driveway entrance in February 8, 2005. As such we are
submitting this request for a special exception to remove the wall as a result of such

public safety concerns raised by Public Works.

460 ST. MICHAELS DRIVE, SUITE 200 - PO BOX 2435, SANTA FE, NM 87504 - (505) 820-6400  FAX (505) 820-6487



The case currently before Historic, bfought forth the request recommended by
Public Works for removal of the wall to obtain proper site distance. The Historic
Board denied the request.

The owners are caught between the concerns of the two departments focusing
on their own concerns. Historic is concerned with protecting the historic nature of
the city, and the integrity of the wall; whereas Public Works’ concern is focused on
site distance and public safety of citizens of Santa Fe.

The decision previously made by Historic did not allow for a sufficient sight
distance to protect passerby’s and those exiting the driveway. The design submitted
herewith removes the entire wall, and replaces the wall with a stucco wall. In our
previous hearings with Historic Review, when the issue was raised as to what type of
wall should replace the existing wall, there was very clear direction given that
Historic did not look favorably on a wall re-constructed to look like an old wall and
rather preferred a stucco wall.

We respectfully request City Council to weigh the interests of Historic Board
and the interests of Public Works and make a decision. We cannot move forward
without such a decision.

In this last meeting Historic Review asked us if there were any other options.
‘While there is a driveway behind the Iot, it des not currently meet City standards and
cannot be widened as it is private property. There are also historic walls that prohibit
its expansion.

Real Estate Investment Partners tried to offer other solutions, keeping in
mind, Historic Review Board direction of not creating a faux historic wall, but we
were directed to submit a plan that complied with the site distance requirements as
set forth in AASHTO. We are continuing the dialog to find a solution.

On behalf of Real Estate Investment Partners, I thank you for your attention
to this matter. I ask you to resolve this issue so that we may move forward with this
project. This project has been in the approval process for approximately two and half
years. We would like direction as to whether the wall stays, or goes. Should you
have any questions, please do not hesitate to call.

Very truly yours,
flssis o

Rosanna C. Vazquez

cc: Real Estate Investment Partners



14-2,7 HISTORIC DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
(A) Powers and Duties

The Historic Design Review Board shall have the review and decision-making
responsibilities set forth in Table 14-2.1-1, to be carried out in accordance with the terms .
of this chapter. In addition, the Board shall have the following additional responsibilities
under this chapter:

(1) The Board shall review and approve or deny all applications for new
construction, exterior alteration, and demolition of structures, except signs, in the
Historic District in accordance with the standards set forth in this chapter. Staff
shall review signs in accordance with §14-3.10(D).

(2) The Board shall hear appeals of parties aggrieved by the City Planning and Land
Use Department's approvals or denials.

(3) ‘The Board may recommend to the Governing Body the erection of appropriate
plaques and markers designating various historical sites and points of interest in
the City. ' .

(4) The Board may make recommendations to the Governing Body relating to the
purchase, acquisition by gift, grant, bequest, devise, or otherwise, of any real or
personal property of historical background and interest;

(5) The Board may make recommendations to the Governing Body as to the
exercise of the Governing Body's power of eminent domain in the acquisition of
real property of historical background and significance and the proposed ways
and means of compensation;

(6) The Board shall advise and assist officials, committees and commissions of the
municipal government in making recommendations to the Governing Body;

(7) The Board shall compile and maintain a list of historical sites and structures;

(8) The Board shall perform such other acts providing that such acts relate
specifically to this section as may be requested by the Governing Body; and

(9) The Board may conduct field trips upon request of the applicant, or as
determined by the chair.

(B) Creation; Membership

(1) To carry out the purposes of this section, there is created a Historic Desig'n
Review Board, hereinafter referred to as the "Board.”

(2) The Board shall consist of seven members appointed by the mayor with the
consent of the Governing Body. All members shall be persons who, in the
opinion of the mayor, have demonstrated interest and knowledge in the historic
character of the City. One member shall be a licensed architect, one shall be a
qualified historian, one shall represent some aspect of the construction industry,
and one shall have a business in the Historic District. One member shall be a
member of the Old Santa Fe Association, and there shall be two members-at-
large. Members of the Governing Body may serve as at-large members.

(3) The following organizations are éncouraged to recommend to the mayor up to
three persons each for the appropriate position as designated in this section:

http://70.168.205.1 12/santafe_nm/lpext.dll/Infdbase3/sﬂd_a2.htm?ﬁ1=document-frame.ht... 5/29/2007



- » E S asc ~ Vi L
(a) Santa Fe chapter of the American Institute of Architects;

(b) Santa Fe Chamber of Commerce and Hispanic Chamber of Commerce; -

(c) Museum of New Mexico; and

(d) Building Contractor's Association and Associated General Contractors of
America, Building Branch (jointly).

Persons recommended are not required to be members or staff of the
organization recommending them. This provision is in no way intended to
prevent other organizations from recommending members, or to limit the
appointment power of the Governing Body.

(4) The initial term of three of the seven members appointed shall expire on the date
of the first regular Governing Body meeting in January one year after their
appointment, and the initial term of the other four members shall expire on the
date of the first regular City council meeting in January two years thereafter.’
Following the initial terms, the terms of all members shall be two years. An
appointment to fill an unexpired term shall be only for the remainder of the term.
Any member failing to attend three consecutive Board meetings or a total of six
meetings in one year without a justified reason shall be considered to have
resigned. Members serve at the pleasure of the Governing Body and may be
removed with or without cause.

(5) A quorum shall consist of a majority of the members. The Board shall meet
regularly twice a month and on the call of the chair. The Board shall follow
Robert's Rules of Order.

(C) Functions of the Planning Division

The planning division shall provide administrative and advisory assistance to the Board,
conduct site inspections, carry out reviews as set forth in §14-5.2, and shall have the
authority to initiate all appropriate legal proceedings to enforce all provisions of this
section and §14-5.2 (Ord. No. 2002-37 § 5)

(Ord. No. 2001-38 § 2)

http://70.168.205.112/santafe_nm/lpext.dll/Infobase3/sfld_a2 htm?fn=document-frame.ht... ~ 5/29/2007



(D)  Appeals in the Historic Districts '
@) Appeals from Decisions of Planning and Land Use Department |

Appeals based on action taken by the Planning and Land Use Department
regarding the H District shall be heard by the Historic Design Review Board at its
next regular meeting after the appeal is filed. Appeals may be filed by the
applicant and must be filed within 7 days of the Division's action. The grounds
for any such appeal shall be limited to a disagreement with the determination
made by the Division under the procedures or required standards set forth in this
section. Notice of the time and place of each such appeal shall be given by the
Division.. All appeals shall be in writing and shall state the specific standard or
procedure that is being appealed.

(2) Appeals from Decisions of Historic Board

(a) Appeals from decisions of the Historic Board regarding the H District may
be taken by any person aggrieved or by any officer, department, Board or
bureau of the City affected by any decision of the Board in enforcement of .
this section or applicable rules or regulations. Such an appeal when
taken shall stay all proceedings unless the officer, department, Board or
bureau from whom the appeal is taken certifies that a stay would cause
imminent peril to life or property. Appeals from the findings and
recommendations of the Board on all matters under this section shall be
taken to the Govemning Body and the procedure, including the
requirement of a public hearing, shall be the same as prescribed under
paragraph (A) above and by the laws of the state.

(b) - The grounds for the appeal shall be limited to a disagreement with the
determination made by the Board under the procedures or standards set
forth in this section. Appeals shall be in writing and shall state the
specific standard or procedure that is being appealed. The appeal shall
be filed within seven calendar days of the meeting at which the Board
made the decision being appealed. Building permits shall not be granted
until the appeal filing period is completed.

(Ord. No. 2001-38 § 2)

*

~ Editor's Note: Former subsection 14-3.1(D), New Building Permit Applications; Exceptions; New
Development Approvals Other than Building Permits, previously codified herein and containing
portions of Ordinance No. 2002-29 was repealed in its entirety by Ordinance No. 2003-36, § 4.

http://70.168.205.112/santafe_nm/Ipext.dll/Infobase3/sfld_a3.htm?fn=document-frame.ht... ~ 5/29/2007
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CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO

Project description: ~Remodel an historic stone wall along the streetscape. An
exception to remove historic material is requested (Section 14-5.2,D,5,b).
Project number: 04-10100114

Case number: H-04-114

Project type: HDRB

PROJECT LOCATION (S): 511 Paseo de Peralta

PROJECT NAMES:

OW — Ron Blessey, Eric Fuentes, Michael Zehg #10 Camino Caballos Spur
Lamy, NM 87540 505-466-2404

AP — Roger Hunter 300 Paseo de Peralta
Santa Fe, NM 87501 505-986-8060
PROJECT DATA:

HISTORIC DISTRICT DOWNTOWN & EASTSIDE
HISTORIC BUILDING STATUS N/A

PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-EAST YES

PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-NORTH NO

PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-SOUTH YES

PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-WEST YES

HISTORIC DISTRICT SURVEY NUMBER N/A

YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION N/A

PROJECT TYPE (NEW, ADD, ETC.) NEW

USE, EXISTING _ VACANT

USE, PROPOSE RESIDENTIAL

HISTORIC BUILDING NAME N/A



City off Samta Fe, Nevy Mescico

~memao

DATE: May 22, 2007

TO: Historic Design Review Board Members
VIA: Reed Liming, Long-Range Planning Division Directorﬂ

David Rasch, Supervising Planner in Historic Preservatiori :Dg

CASE # H-04-114 ADDRESS: 511 Paseo de Peralta
Historic Status: Contributing/Non-contributing
Historic District: Downtown & Eastside

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially):

CITY SUBMITTALS ' APPLICANT SUBMITTALS
X __ Case Synopsis | X __ Proposai Letter

District Standards & Yard wall

& fence standards. Vicinity Map

p.< Historic‘Survey Form X __ Site Plan/Floor Plan

X __Zonhing Review Sheet

X__ Elevations

X ___ Other: Chapter 14 visibility triangles __X__Photographs
Public Works letter
code citations

previous case minutes

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

X __ Other: exception responses

Staff recommends denial of the exception required for this application
which does not meet Sections 14-5.1 General Purpose and Relationship to
General Use Zoning Districts, 14-5.2 (C, 1, a, ¢, and d) Regulation of
Contributing Structures, 14-5.2 (D, 1, a and b) General Design Standards for All
H Districts, and 14-5.2 (D, 5, 3, ii and b) Design Standards for Windows, DOOfrs,
and Other Architectural Features, unless the Board has a positive finding of
fact to grant the exception to demolish approximately 72 additional feet of
an historic stone wall along the streetscape in the core historic district.

SS001.PM5 - 7/95



BACKCROUND & SUMMARY:

515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 2 is a brick apartment building that was
constructed before 1890 in the Neoclassical - Territorial Style. The building is
finished with textured stucco and brick coping at the parapets. The building
has undergone moderate historic alterations and is listed as Contributing to
the Downtown & Eastside Historic District. There are associated historic
buildings and stone walls on the property that were constructed at
approximately the same date. The streetscape wall runs the length of the
property right at the curbline, except for a driveway at the east end and a
stone stair access at approximately the mid point.

Tract 1, also known as 511 Paseo de Peralta, is a 20,350 square foot ot to
the west of Tract 2 and with a slope down toward the street. This lot includes
part of the streetscape stone wall and other stone retaining walls further
back from the street.

The HDRB approved an application on September 13, 2005 to construct
seven single-family residences designed in the Spanish-Pueblo Revival style
with rounded parapets, second-floor balconies, projecting vigas, exposed
wooden headers, and portals with carved corbels.

The applicant provided the following responses for an exception that
was granted in order for a section of the historic streetscape stone wall to be
demolished for driveway access into the site.

1. The proposed exception does not damage the character of the
streetscape.

The proposed demolition of 30 feet of wall represents approximately
11% of the total length of the stone wall at the street. The applicant
proposes to reuse the stone salvaged from the demolition to retain the
side of the proposed a driveway in the area of the demolition.

2. The proposed exception prevents a hardship to the applicant or an
injury to the public welfare.

The proposed demolition allows the applicant to access the project site
in an area where it is topographically possible to put in a driveway with
a slope that meets the city code. The location of the proposed
demolition, at the very western end of the property, is the best
location from a traffic standpoint, according to the City traffic
engineer.



3. The proposed exception will 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 district.

This project will add seven housing units to the historic district.
Without the exception, it would be difficult or impossible to add these
residences.

4. The exception is due to special conditions and circumstances which
are peculiar to the land or structure involved in which are not
applicable to other land or structures in the related streetscape.

The request for demolition of a portion of the stone wall is to allow
access to this site for a driveway. This is a condition that is unique to
this site.

5. The exception is due to special conditions and circumstances which
are not the result of the actions of the applicant.

The site and topographic conditions are part of this parcel. They were
hot a result of the actions of the applicant.

6. The exception will provide the least negative impact with respect to
the purpose of this section as set forth in section 14 -5.2 (a) (1).

The area for the proposed demolition has the least negative impact
visually, in that it is located at the western end of the wall rather than
somewhere in the middle of the wall's length. The western end of the
wall is located directly adjacent to a large concrete retaining wall and a
surface parking lot. Construction of a new driveway in this location will
reduce the height of the existing concrete retaining wall at the
property line.

On April 12, 2007, Public works Department staff found problems with
traffic safety at the requested driveway access to the site. Staff requires that
a federal standard published by the American Association of State Highway
and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) be used. That standard, which requires
a sight triangle measuring 17' x 280, is being applied even though there are
no federal funds being used on the project, the Paseo de Peralta is not a state
highway, and the Chapter 14 driveway visibility triangle standards have been
applied on humerous other projects both within and outside of the historic
districts.



The driveway access, as approved by exception by the HDRB, used one
of the legal standards in Section 14-7.4 (D). The standard used requires 10’ of
clearance along the street beyond the driveway with nothing obscuring
vision between 3' and 8' high. The standard used was for a “public street”
with a sidewalk or “parkway.” Since no parkway exists at this site, perhaps the
standard for “private streets” without a parkway should have been used. That
standard requires a 26' clearance beyond the driveway.

Now, the applicant proposes to remove 72' of the streetscape wall in
order to comply with AASHTO standards. The area behind the large triangle
will need retaining and a stuccoed masonry wall is proposed along the
diagonal line of the triangle. An exception to remove this historic material is -
required and the exception criteria responses are attached.

Historic Districts applicable code citations are as follows:
14-5.1 General Purpose; Relationship to General Use Zoning Districts

“The requirements of an overlay district shall apply whenever they are in
conflict with those in the general use district.” The Historic Districts Zoning
Overlay is intended to preserve the unique character of the historic districts
and historic structures which may not be compliant to current zoning
regulations.

14-5.2 (C, 1, a, ¢, + d) Regulation of Contributing Structures

“Changes that create a false sense of historical development...shall not be
undertaken.”" The driveway visibility triangle is not a traditional or an historic
principal for walls on an historic streetscape.

“Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of
craftsmanship that characterize a structure be preserved.” This type of
historic stone wall right along the right of way is very rare in the historic
districts.

“New additions and related or adjacent new construction be undertaken in
such a manner that if removed in the future, the original form and integrity
of the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.” Once
this historic stone wall is removed, it cannot be replaced and the property
cannot be returned to its original integrity.



14-5.2 (D, 1, 2 + b) General Design Standards for All H Districts

“The status of a contributing structure shall be retained and preserved. If a
proposed alteration will cause a structure to lose its contributing status, the
application shall be denied. The removal of historic materials or alteration of
architectural features and spaces that embody the status shall be prohibited.”
And, “If a proposed alteration or new construction will cause an adjacent
structure to lose its contributing status, the application may be denied.” This
wall is a significant feature in this streetscape which, along with several other
walls in the nearby streetscape, narrows the Paseo more than anywhere else

on the Paseo.

14-5.2 (D, 5, 3, ii + b) Design Standards for Other Architectural Features

“No hew opening shall be made where one presently does not exist...” and
“For all facades of contributing structures, architectural features, finishes,
and details other than doors and windows, shall be repaired rather than
replaced...” The proposed substantial demolition of this historic streetscape
wall would set a precedent that could profoundly alter the character of the
historic districts. The HDRB previously found that the applicant had a
hardship for access to the site and met the criteria required for an exception
to remove a small section of the historic wall. This proposal will remove more
than a small portion for a standard which is hot in Chapter 14.



PRELIIQNARY' ZONING REVIEW@VORKSHEET

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT:

Date Submitted

Property Owner of Record M@MM&MM}L
/

Applicant Name ’4 NLES ) - Ko AZAVLL Phone ZZQUQOO
Site Address 1R 7

proposd Consction_IMOALf1&RM 4y exsshing DEL

TO BE COMPLETED BY STAFF:

Zoning District/Overlay Subdivision Lot Block
Permitted Use: O Section # i
Accessory Use: 0O Section #

Special Exception: O Case #

Variance: 0 Case #

Prohibited Use: O Section #

Setbacks:

(Front) Provided Required (2™ Front) Provided Required

(Left Side) Provided Required (Right Side) Provided Required
(Rear) Provided Required (Special Yard) Provided Required

Zero lot line affidavit (yes/no) side rear

Deunsity: ' Obcn Space:

Lot Size: Total Roof Area: Lot Coverage (%):

Height of new construction: Wall Requirement: Visibility triangle:
Parking: #Spaces Required #Spaces Provided HC spaces: Van Regular, Bike rack
Other District Requirements:

Preliminary Appfoval: 0O

Preliminary Approval w/Conditions: O

Comments:

Reviewer Date

NOTE: Preliminary zoning reviews are provided as a courtesy and are intended to address general zoning compliance issues. Applicants
are advised to do an independent search of applicable zoning ordinances and research documents related to property history which may
affect permitting. Additionally, applicants are advised to contact appropriate City staff with questions related to terrain management,
building, fire, water budget, Sangre de Cristo, wastewater, and other development codes which may affect permitting.

J/

Date

7/

plicant
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City of Santa Fe, New Mexico

200 Lincoln Avenue, P.O. Box 909, Santa Fe, N.M. 87504-0909

David Coss, Mayor Councilors:
Miguel M. Chavez, Mayor Pro Tem, Dist. 3

Patti]. Bushee, Dist. 1

Chris Calwert, Dist. 1

Karen Heldmeyer, Dist. 2

i Rebecca Wurzburger, Dist. 2

April 12, 2007 ' Carmichael A. Dominguez, Dist. 3

Matthew E. Ortiz, Dist. 4
Ronald S, Trujillo, Dist.4

... Ameriwest Constructions Tnc.
Attn: Wyatt Fenn

P.0. Box 5707

Santa Fe, NM 87502

' RE: Paseo Compound Driveway Permit

Dear Mr. Fenn,

This letter is in reply to your letter received by my office on April 10, 2007, regarding the
driveway permit for the Paseo Compound Development. In summary, the subject
development received an approved driveway permit on February 8, 2005, which expired
on October 30, 2005, Itis my understanding that the Historic Review Board (HRB) has
approved the removal of 2 certain portion of an existing historic wall, to accommodate
access to the driveway. I have no record that this determinziion was made by the HRB in

light of any intersection sight distance deficiencies.

The developer is now required to re-apply fora driveway permit of which ] am currently
responsible for reviewing and approving or denying. Article 23, under which the
* driveway permit is governed, states! '
After examination and consideration of the application and plan, and examingtion
_ of the premises, if deemed necessary, the public works department is authorized
and directed to approve a permit jor the curb cut and for construction of a
driveway over a right-of-way, if the use of the driveway will not wnreasonablv
interfere with the proper and Safe use of the sidewalk or right-of-way to be
crossed, or the proper and safe use of the street or other public way fo. which
. ingress and egress is made from private premises. i
It is based on this that I'm exercising my authority and making oy determination.

Tn reviewing the proposed drveway for the Paseo Compound Development onito Paseo
de Peralia, I have concerns with the amount of intersection sight distance that will be
provided. Tam requiring that, man arder to epsure the “proper and safe use of the street
to which ingress and egress is made from a private premises,” that 2 sufficient sight
triangle be provided for vehicles wanting 1o exit the development. 1am requiring that the
«A Policy on Geometri¢ Design of Highways and Streets, 2004, 5% Edition” (Green
Book), published by the American Association of Stale Highway and Transportation
Officials, be nsed to determine the needed sight triangle to accommodate the appropriate
intersection sight distance. The Green Boolk is 2 nationally recognized policy used for

the design of transportation facilities.
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During our April 5, 2007 meeting, a question arose regarding the definition of
intersection and how driveways apply to intersection sight distance. The Public Works
Department considers driveways to be intersections and therefore sees the need to
accommodate adequate intersection sight distance. The Green Book states that
“Driveway terminals are, in effect, low-volume intersections” (p.348). The Green Book
also states that “sight distance is an important design contro] for driveways” (p.398).

Because of the proximity of the stop controlled intersection at Paseo de Peralta and Otero
St. 1o fhe proposed access point, T believe that an alternative design approach may be
used while remaining consistent with the principies described in the Green Book, I
recommend that through field observation of vehicles traveling westbound on Pasec de
Peralta, you determine what sight triangle would offer a 7.5 seconds time gap. This conld
reduce the sight triangle since it takes a while for cars to getup to spzed coming from the

Otero St. 4-way stop.

The ultimate product I would like yon to provide me with is a plan view of the .
development plan including an appropriate amount of mapping of the surrounding
structures, property lines, roadway features, etc. On this plan view ask that you show:

*  Sight Triangle for a left turn from stop, based on a design speed of 25mph,

according to the Green Book.

x  Sight Triangle base on field observation providing a 7.5 second time gap.

»  Sight Triangle using the south east property comer as a control point.

» TInitially proposed Sight Triangle. :
Please include all dimensions correlating with Exhibit 9-50-B of the Green Book. Also
include an appropriate record of all field observations used to determine the field
measured 7.5 second gap. Remember the fact that the Green Book assumes a 3.5’
driver’s eye height and a 3.5’ object height. You may use this, along with a profile, fo
demonstrate that only partial removal of the wall is needed. All plens pertaining to the
sight triangle are to be stamped by a professional civil engineer licensed in the State of New

Mexico.

After receiving the above mentioned submittals, I will make my determination on what
appropriate measures are needed to accommodate adequate sight distance at this
driveway location. If at this point it is %elt that my determination is unreasonable, there is
an appeal process. If you wish to appeal my decision, send me 2 formal driveway permit
application showing what you deem reascnable. 1 will review and if considered
unacceptable formally deny. Within ten (10) days afier denial of the application or
receipt of the notice, you may appeal the decision to the governing body, through the city
manager. This is all explained under Article 23-3.4 of the City Code.

If you feel the HRB will deem it unacceptable to remove or alter the existing wall in any |
way other then what was previously approved, in light of any sight distance issues as

determined by using the Green Book guidelines, please obtain and provide me with an
official ruling from the HRB stating such. '

The Transportation Research Board { who is supported by state transportation
departments, the U.S. Department of Transportation, and other prganizations and

p.2
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individuals interested in the development of transportation), through their National

Cooperative Highway Research Program has made the following determination:
A dequate sight distance for drivers at stop- or vield-controlled approaches to
intersections has long been recognized as among the most important factors
coniributing to overall safety at unsignalized intersections., Estimates of the safety
effectiveness of providing full intersection sight distance where it does not
currently exist suggest that up to 2 20% reduction in related crashes can e
expected.”

. Td like to_clarify thet all of the decisions I've made to date are not jntended to hold np

vour project in any way but intended to ensure proper and safe egress and ingress from

the Paseo Compound site onto Paseo de Peralta.

If you have any questions or need further information, i)lease contact me at 955-6638.

Sincerely,

P

Jobn J. Romero
Traffic Impacts Section
Public Works Department/Engineering Division

Attachments
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MERIWEST CONSTRUCTION INC.

Commercial/Residential
Construction

P.O. Box 5707, Santa Fe, N.M. 87502 Wyatt Fenn
1221 Mercantile Road, Santa Fe, N.M. 87507 Project Manager
(505) 438-8236 ext 103

(505) 438-3889 fax
(505) 660-1548 cell
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!ﬁ@@‘ City of Santa Fe
i Public Works Depariment
Permit to Access Public Right-of-way

APPLICANT NAME Ron Blessey, as Agent for Paseo Compound
ACCESS PERMIT NUMBER ___ 05-10-11

IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE SUBMITTED APPLICATION, AND CONDITIONS
NOTED BELOW, PERMISSION IS HEREBY GRANTED FOR ACCESS TO PUBLIC
RIGHT-OF-WAY FOR THE FOLLOWING LOCATION:

Temporary closure of Paseo De Peralia bztwesn Magdalens and Oterd

Street for providing access to site for construction operations at 515

Paseo de Peralta

NAME OF SUBDIVISION (IF APPLICABLE) The Paseo Compound

THE WORK IS TO COMMENCE ON OR ABOUT_ November 4. 2085

THIS PERMIT EXPIRES November 30, 2005 (Suretv Bond Expiration Date)
CONDITIONS NOTED:

This Permiz for a legal aceess from privaie property.onio a public right-of-way m

governed ¢ by the requirements of Ciny Code Chapter 14, *Visibility at Driveways " and
Chapter 23 - Corstruction and Maintenance of Curd, Gutter, and Sidewalk (where
@mmeq MHEMMWMﬂmumMmmM}wmwmmhmzMﬂbsmmmwdwwgmm
Failure to comply with the conditions of this permic shall result in revocetion of this

permit and the reconsiruetion of any nonconforming driveway to Cm of Srmw Fe

siandards ai the properiy ovener’s expense.
agent agress to release and hold harmiess the (,Jt of Santa F= from any

claims by reszzon of this work; Scgenr agrees to repaix .any CSF ﬂfﬁ%ertw
4 B . - (t -

daraged an & result of its work withinm 30 days of each ovcurvence.

hgent agrees to abide by Traffic control Flan submitted by aOLtl“VaaSt
by

‘Bafety and zs amended by CSF. Rkgent agrees tc hold & general Plability

insurance rD oy in the amount of $3,000,00C and & $30,000 suresy bong

that names CSF as a wolicyholider.

o= ; .
>
l?"'f 2

| 4
Traffic Engingering Supervisor & 55"{/‘ & {/’tho;,&—':___-—-DATF 1 /5 o5
Inspection by DATE
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’Cit? of Santa Fe, New Mexico

200 Lincoln Avenue, P.O. Box 909, Santa Fe, N.M. 87504-0909

*pe

Larry A. Delgado, Mayor
Mike P. Lujan, City Manager ' Councilors:

Carol Robertson-Lopez, Mayor Pro Tem, Dist. 4
Patti J. Bushee, Dist. 1

David Pfeffer, Dist. 1

Karen Heldmeyer, Dist. 2

Rebecca Wurzburger, Dist. 2

Miguel M. Chavez, Dist. 3

David Coss, Dist. 3

Matthew E. Ortiz, Dist. 4

Project description: ~ Alter a previously approved multi-family development with portal
changes and stairway additions.

Project number: 04-10100114
Case number: H-04-114
Project type: HISTORIC DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
PROJECT LOCATION (S): 511 Paseo de Peralta
PROJECT NAMES:
OW - Ron Blessey, Eric Fuentes, & Michael Zeug #10 Camino Caballos Spur
Lamy, NM 87540 505-466-2404
AP - Roger Hunter 300 Paseo de Peralta
Santa Fe, NM 87501 505-986-8060
BOARD ACTION

This is to certify that the Historic Design Review Board (HDRB) at their meeting on
September 13, 2005, acted on the above referenced case. The decision of the board was
to approve your request with the following conditions: that the originally approved
drawings shall maintain the height, wall-battering, cementitious stucco, and tone divided
lights on new drawings; that the south elevation of Unit 2 portal shall remain as originally
designed; that the Unit 1 portal shall remain as originally designed; that the stepback of
the second story on Unit 5 be retained as originally designed; that all stair handrails be
changed from balustrade to stuccoed walls; that all air-conditioning units be not publicly
visible or screened; and that electric cabinet panels be stained like the lintels.

For further information please call 955-6605.

Marissa C. Ba
Historic Preservation Planner

Sincerely, f

“Committed to our community, and making a difference”



Case #H-05-114
Page 2

NOTE: BUILDING PERMITS FOR HDRB APPROVALS SHALL NOT BE GRANTED UNTIL THE
7-DAY APPEAL FILING PERIOD IS COMPLETED (SFCC 14-70.26 (B)). HDRB APPROVALS
EXPIRE ONE (1) YEAR AFTER THE DATE OF THEIR DECISION. RENEWALS OF SUCH
DECISIONS ARE AVAILABLE FOR ONE (1) ADDITIONAL YEAR UPON REQUEST (SFCC 1987,
SECTION 7-1.6.). YOUR PERMIT WILL BE DENIED IF THERE ARE ANY CHANGES ON PLANS
THAT WERE APPROVED BY THE HDRB OR IF CONDITIONS OF THE APPROVAL ARE NOT
MET. PLEASE PROVIDE COPIES OF THE LETTER WHEN SUBMITTING FOR BUILDING

PERMIT.




CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO

Project description: ~ Alter a previously approved multi-family development with portal

changes and stairway additions.
Project number: 04-10100114

Case number: H-04-114
Project type: HISTORIC DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
PROJECT LOCATION (S): 511 Paseo de Peralta
PROJECT NAMES:
OW —Ron Blessey, Eric Fuentes, & Michael Zeug #10 Camino Caballos Spur
Lamy, NM 87540 505-466-2404
AP —Roger Hunter 300 Paseo de Peralta
Santa Fe, NM 87501 505-986-8060
PROJECT DATA:
HISTORIC DISTRICT DOWNTOWN & EASTSIDE
HISTORIC BUILDING STATUS N/A
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-EAST YES
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-NORTH NO
. PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-SOUTH YES
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-WEST YES
HISTORIC DISTRICT SURVEY NUMBER N/A
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION N/A
PROJECT TYPE (NEW, ADD, ETC.) NEW
USE, EXISTING VACANT
USE, PROPOSE RESIDENTIAL

HISTORIC BUILDING NAME N/A



Citry off Saumfta 16, New Meseico

memo

DATE: September 13, 2005
TO: Historic Design Review Board Members
VIA: Reed Liming, Planning Division Director%L

David Rasch, Supervising Planner in Historic Preservation J) ﬁ

CASE # H-04-114 ADDRESS: 515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 1
Historic Status: Contributing/Non-contributing
Historic District: Downtown & Eastside

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Seguentially):

CITY SUBMITTALS APPLICANT SUBMITTALS

X __Case Synopsis X _Proposal Letter

_____District Standards & Yard wall :
& fence standards. Vicinity Map

x__ Historic Survey Form X __Site Plan/Floor Plan

X__Zoning Review Sheet X __ Elevations

X___ Other: previous case __X__Photographs

Other:

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of this application which complies with
Section 14-5.2 (E) Downtown & Eastside Historic District design standards.

SS001.PM5 - 7/95



BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 2 is a brick apartment building that was
constructed before 1890 in the Neoclassical - Territorial Style. The
building is finished with textured stucco and brick coping at the
parapets. The building has undergone moderate historic alterations and
is listed as Contributing to the Downtown & Eastside Historic District.
There are associated historic buildings and stone walls on the property.
The streetscape wall runs the length of the property, except for a
driveway at the east end and lacks space for a sidewalk.

Tract 1 is a 20,350 square foot lot to the west of Tract 2 and with a
slope down toward the street. This lot, also known as 511 Paseo de
Peralta, includes part of the streetscape stone wall and other stone
retaining walls further back from the street.

The HDRB approved an application on November 30, 2004 to
construct seven single-family residences designed in the Spanish-Pueblo
Revival style with rounded parapets, second-floor balconies, projecting
vigas, exposed wooden headers, and portals with carved corbels.

When the permit came in for approval, there were enough changes
to the original approval that staff requested Board review before the
permit could be released. Now, the applicant is requesting the following
changes.

1. There are several slight massing changes. The most notable
change is the loss of the battered and stepped back second floor on the
south elevation of Unit 5. Instead, the second floor has been expanded
to the size of the first floor. There appears to be less battering of walls,
but this may be due to a difference in drafting rather than an intentional
change.

2. Several stairways have been added to the plan for easier access.
These are located on the west end of Unit 4 and between Units 6 and 7
on the north elevation. The stairways will have simplified railings, but
details of materials, colors, and finishes were not submitted.

3. Several portals will be altered in size. One larger portal on the
south elevation of Unit 2 will be split into two smaller portals. A portal
on the north elevation of Unit 1 will be reduced to approximately one
half its approved size. Portals on the northeast corner of Unit 2 and on
the east elevation of Unit 7 will be reduced in size.



4. Several window and door opening sizes and locations will be
altered. The most notable changes are in Unit 7. Although, in general,
the overall character of the fenestration is unchanged throughout.

5. The exterior lighting fixtures are drawn differently from the
previously approved drawings. But, the numbered notes still list the
approved Artesanos Nuevo Mexico sconces.



1: Citji‘of Santa Fe, Rew Mexico

200 Lincoln Avenue, P.O. Box 909, Santa Fe, N.M. 87504-0909

Larry A. Delgado, Mayor
Mike P. Lujan, City Manager Councilors:
Carol Robertson-Lopez, Mayor Pro Tem, Dist. 4
' Patti J. Bushee, Dist. 1
David Pfeffer, Dist. 1
Karen Heldmeyer, Dist. 2
Rebecca Wurzburger, Dist. 2
Miguel M. Chavez, Dist. 3
David Coss, Dist. 3
Matthew E. Ortiz, Dist. 4

Project description: ~ Architectural details for a residential compound of seven units,

previously agroved by the HDRB.
Project number: 04-10100114

-Case number: H-04-114 .

Project type: HISTORIC DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

PROJECT LOCATION (S): 515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 1

PROJECT NAMES:

OW - Erik Fuentes ' #10 Camino Caballos Spur
Lamy, NM 87540 505-660-8320

AP - Lom C. Tryk | | 206 McKenzie St., Ste. F-2

~ Santa Fe, NM 87501-1888 - 505-982-5340

BOARD ACTION

This is to certify that the Historic Design Review Board (HDRB) at their meeting on
November 30, 2004, acted on the above refe;enced case. The decision of the board was

to approve your request.

For further information please call 955-6605.

Sincere%

‘David A. Rasch
Historic Preservation Planner

NOTE: BUILDING PERMITS FOR HDRB APPROVALS SHALL NOT BE GRANTED UNTIL THE 7-
DAY APPEAL FILING PERIOD IS COMPLETED (SFCC 14-70.26 (B)). HDRB APPROVALS EXPIRE
ONE (1) YEAR AFTER THE DATE OF THEIR DECISION. RENEWALS OF SUCH DECISIONS ARE
AVAILABLE FOR ONE (1) ADDITIONAL YEAR UPON REQUEST (SFCC 1987, SECTION 7-1.6.).
PLEASE PROVIDE COPIES OF THE LETTER WHEN SUBMITTING FOR BUILDING
PERMIT.

“Committed to our community, and making a difference”



City off Samia e, New Mesxico

memo

DATE: November 9, 2004

TO: Historic Design Review Board Members

VIA: Reed Liming, Acting Planning & Land Use Department Director %

David Rasch, Supervising Planner in Historic Preservation DK

ADDRESS: 515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 1
Historic Status: Contributing/Non-contributing
Historic District: Downtown & Eastside

CASE # H-04-114

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially):

CITY SUBMITTALS APPLICANT SUBMITTALS

x__ Case Synopsis x__ Proposal Letter

District Standards & Yard wall
& fence standards. Vicinity Map

x___Historic Survey Form x___ Site Plan/Floor Plan

X__ Zoning Review Sheet X__ Elevations

x___ Other: Board Action letter Photographs
Bul 47'\] heisht calcadatn

X __ Other: Details

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of this application complies with Section 14-5.2 (E)
Downtown & Eastside Historic District design standards.

§5001.PM5 - 7/85



BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 2 is a brick apartment building that was constructed
before 1890 in the Neoclassical — Territorial Style. The building is finished with textured
stucco and brick coping at the parapets. The building has undergone moderate historic
alterations and is listed as Contributing to the Downtown & Eastside Historic District.
There are associated historic buildings and stone walls on the property. The
streetscape wall runs the length of the property, except for a driveway at the east end
and lacks space for a sidewalk.

Tract 1 is a 20,350 square foot lot to the west of Tract 2 and with a slope down
toward the street. This lot includes part of the streetscape stone wall and other stone
retaining walls further back from the street. This Board approved the proposal for seven
residential Units, the site plan, building footprints, and elevations on September 28,
2004 with the condition that architectural details be submitted for review at a later date.
Now, the applicant is seeking approval of these details.

The buildings are designed in the Spanish-Pueblo Revival Style. The stucco-
finished buildings will have battered and rounded parapets and rounded corners.
Copper-lined canales will have carved corbel supports.

Portals will have exposed wooden headers, carved corbels, and viga posts.
Exposed viga ends will be chisel-cut in vertical orientation.

Porches will have stucco-finished 3’ high walls and 2" x 6” wooden decking.

The balcony on Unit 5 will have 32" high simple square-rod steel railings.

Doors will be true-divided light or wooden panel with exposed wooden headers.

Windows will be true-divided light with exposed wooden headers. Sills will be
stucco-finished bevels. Window shutters on Units 4 and 5 will be 1-over-1 wood panel.
Window boxes on Units 3 and 4 will be 1’ high and 1’ deep with a simple panel design.

They will be slightly wider than the windows and mounted below the sills.

Exterior lights will be Artesanos wall-mounted Nuevo Mexico design. They are
21" high x 13” wide and finished in either a copper oxide or pewter color.



915 Paseo de Peralta Height Calculation

0.12 Miles

total: 170.30

count: 11

average: 15.49

Maximum Allowable Height; 17" m.

DAR
8.22.03

Text Arcvw
Building rooflines

s
7.~ Sfparcll.shp
[] Hdist.shp
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LORN TRYK ARCHITECTS

DE@EHVE

October 20, 2004 0CT 20 2004

David Rasch

Historic Preservation Planner
City of Santa Fe

P. O. Box 909

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Re: Paseo Compound

Dear David,
On behalf of the property owners of Tract I, Paseo de Peralta, we are submitting -
additional details for final approval of a 7 unit residential compound. The project

has already received final approval, with the condition that we return to the Board
with architectural details.

The enclosed drawings contain information on finishes, lighting and details of
windows, railings, doors and other exterior features.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

\ >
WA

Lorn C. Tryk

206 McKenzie St., Suite F-2, Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501
505-982-5340 mail@ltryk.com Fax:505-982-5393
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EXTERIOR COLORS:

STUCCO = STO PECOS
WINDOWS = PELLA TAN
FRENCH DOORS = PELLA TAN
WQO0D STAN = MEDIUM BROWN

Fax: 505-982-5393

206 McKenzie, Suite F2
E-Maik mail@lhryk.com

LorNn TrYr APRCHITECTS
Santa Fe, New Mesico 57501
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TYPICAL NUMBERED NOTES:

D STUCCO (COLOR - "PECOS"BY "STO")
@ ALUMINUM CLAD WOOD WINDOWS & PATIO DOORS
(COLOR - "PELLA TAN" OR MATCH)
@ STAINED WOOD ENTRY DOORS (MEDIUM BROWN)
@ STAINED WOOD BEAMS (MEDIUM BROWN)
® STAINED WOOD VIGAS (MEDIUM BROWN)
® STAINED WOOD CORBEL (MEDIUM BROV/N)
@ STAINED WOOD POSTS (MEDIUM BROWN)
STAINED WOOD CANALE (MEDIUM BROWN) PER DETAIL
WALL SCONCE "ARTESANOS NEUVO MEXICO"
@ CHIMNEY CAP
@ STEEL HAND / GUARD RAIL
@ STAINED WOOD ELECT, METER CABINET (MEDIUM BROWN)
@ STAINED WOOD WATER METER CABINET (MEDIUM BROWN)
GAS METER ,
@ BUYERS OPTIONAL A/C CONDENSING UNIT
(WITH MEDIUM BROWN STAINED CEDAR SCREEN)
CONCRETE LANDING
@ CONCRETE RAMP 1:12 MAX
STONE CAP |
ELECTRICAL TRANSFORMER
CONCRETE / STUCCO WALL
@ WINDOW BOX PER DETAIL
@ POPE'S BALCONY PER DETAIL
@ STAINED VIGA OVERHANG (MEDIUM BROWN)
WALL SCONCE - "ARTESANOS NUEVO MEXICO"
@ STAINED WOOD ENTRY DOOR ( MEDIUM BROWN)
COPPER DOWNSPOUT
@ STAINED WOOD WINDOW SHUTTER (MEDIUM BROVN)
CONCRETE STEPS
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City of Santa Fe,?\TeW Mexico

200 Lincoln Avenue, P.O. Box 909, Santa Fe, N.M. 87504-0909

Larry A. Delgado, Mayor
Jim Romero, City Manager
Councilors:
Carol Robertson-Lopez, Mayor Pro Tem, Dist. 4
Patti J. Bushee, Dist.
David Pfeffer, Dist.
Karen Heldmeyer, Dist.
Rebecca Wurzburger, Dist.
Miguel M. Chavez, Dist.
David Coss, Dist.
Matthew E. Ortiz, Dist.

AWLWWND N ——

Project description: Construct a residential compound of seven units at a total of 10,168 sq.
ft. to the maximum allowable height of 17'6" plus 2 additional feet per Board approval. An
exception is requested to partiallly demolish an historic stone wall per (Section 14-5.2 (D,1,3)).

Project number: 04-10100114
Case number: H-04-114 v
Project type: HISTORIC DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

PROJECT LOCATION (S): 515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 1

PROJECT NAMES:

OW - Erik Fuentes #10 Camino Caballos Spur
Lamy, NM 87540 505-660-8320

AP -Lom C. Tryk 206 McKenzie St., Suite F-2
Santa Fe, NM 87501-1888 505-982-5340

BOARD ACTION

This is to certify that the Historic Design Review Board (HDRB) at their meeting on September
28, 2004, acted on the above referenced case. The decision of the board was to approve your
request with the following conditions: 1) that rock from the demolished section of the historic
streetscape wall should be installed in the pavement along the original footprint; 2) that the new
wall differ from the historic wall rather than mimic it; and 3) that architectural details be
submitted for Board approval before a building permit is issued.

For further information please call 955-6605.

Sincerely§zf__\_—_
David A. Rasch
Historic Preservation Planner

NOTE: BUILDING PERMITS FOR HDRB APPROVALS SHALL NOT BE GRANTED
UNTIL THE 7-DAY APPEAL FILING PERIOD IS COMPLETED (SFCC 14-70.26 (B)).
HDRB APPROVALS EXPIRE ONE (1) YEAR AFTER THE DATE OF THEIR DECISION.
RENEWALS OF SUCH DECISIONS ARE AVAILABLE FOR ONE (1) ADDITIONAL YEAR
UPON REQUEST (SFCC 1987, SECTION 7-1.6.). PLEASE PROVIDE COPIES OF THE
LETTER WHEN SUBMITTING FOR BUILDING PERMIT.

“Committed to our community, and making a difference”



BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 2 is a brick apartment building that was constructed
before 1890 in the Neoclassical — Territorial Style. The building is finished with textured
stucco and brick coping at the parapets. The building has undergone moderate historic
alterations and is listed as Contributing to the Downtown & Eastside Historic District.
There are associated historic buildings and stone walls on the property. The
streetscape wall runs the length of the property, except for a driveway at the east end

and lacks space for a sidewalk.

Tract 1 is a 20,350 square foot lot to the west of Tract 2 and with a slope down
toward the street. This lot includes part of the streetscape stone wall and other stone
retaining walls further back from the street. This Board approved the proposal for seven
residential Units, the site plan, building footprints, and elevations on September 28,
2004 with the condition that architectural details be submitted for review at a later date.

Now, the applicant is seeking approval of these details.

The buildings are designed in the Spanish-Pueblo Revival Style. The stucco-
finished buildings will have battered and rounded parapets and rounded cornefs.
Copper-lined canales will have carved corbel supports. -

Portals will have exposed wooden headers, carved corbels, and viga posts.
Exposed viga ends will be chisel-cut in vertical orientation.

Porches will have stucco-finished 3’ high walls and 2" x 6" wooden decking.
The balcony on Unit 5 will have 32" high simple square-rod steel railings.
Doors will be true-divided light or wooden panel with exposed wooden headers.

Windows will be true-divided light with exposed wooden headers. Sills will be
stucco-finished bevels. Window shutters on Units 4 and 5 will be 1-over-1 wood panel.
Window boxes on Units 3 and 4 will be 1’ high and 1’ deep with a simple panel design.
They will be slightly wider than the windows and mounted below the sills.

Exterior lights will be Artesanos wall-mounted Nuevo Mexico design. They are
21" high x 13" wide and finished in either a copper oxide or pewter color.



Cit¥ of Santa Fe®New Mexico

200 Lincoln Avenue, P.O. Box 909, Santa Fe, N.M. 87504-0909

Larry A. Delgado, Mayor

Jim Romero, City Manager
. Councilors:

Carol Robertson-Lopez, Mayor Pro Tem, Dist. 4
Patti J. Bushee, Dist. 1

David Pfeffer, Dist. 1

Karen Heldmeyer, Dist. 2

: Rebecca Wurzburger, Dist. 2
' Miguel M. Chavez, Dist. 3
.’ David Coss, Dist. 3
Matthew E. Ortiz, Dist. 4

Project description: Construct a residential compound of seven units at a total of 10,168 sq.
ft. to the maximum allowable height of 17'6" plus 2 additional feet per Board approval. An
exception is requested to partiallly demolish an historic stone wall per (Section 14-5.2 (D, 1,3)).

Project number: 04-10100114
Case number: H-04-114 )
Project type: HISTORIC DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

PROJECT LOCATION (S): 515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 1

PROJECT NAMES:

#10 Camino Caballos Spur

OW - Erik Fuentes
505-660-8320

Lamy, NM 87540
AP - Lom C. Tryk : : 206 McKenzie St., Suite F-2
Santa Fe, NM 87501-13888 . 505-982-5340 :

BOARD ACTION

This is to certify that the Historic Design Review Board (HDRB) at their meeting on September
28, 2004, acted on the above referenced case. The decision of the board was to approve your
request with the following conditions: 1) that rock from the demolished section of the historic
streetscape wall should be installed in the pavement along the original footprint; 2) that the new
wall differ from the historic wall rather than mimic it; and 3) that architectural details be
$ubmitted for Board approval before a building permit is issued.

For further information please call 955-6605.

Sincerely, Z

: David A. Rasch
i Historic Preservation Planner

; NOTE: BUILDING PERMITS FOR HDRB APPROVALS SHALL NOT BE GRANTED

[ UNTIL THE 7-DAY APPEAL FILING PERIOD IS COMPLETED (SFCC 14-70.26 (B)).

HDRB APPROVALS EXPIRE ONE (1) YEAR AFTER THE DATE OF THEIR DECISION.
RENEWALS OF SUCH DECISIONS ARE AVAILABLE FOR ONE (1) ADDITIONAL YEAR
UPON REQUEST (SFCC 1987, SECTION 7-1.6.). PLEASE PROVIDE COPIES OF THE
LETTER WHEN SUBMITTING FOR BUILDING PERMIT.

'
I

"Committed to our community, and making a difference”



Citty off Samta, R, New Mestico

memo

DATE: November 9, 2004
TO: Historic Design Review Board Members
VIA: Reed Liming, Acting Planning & Land Use Department Director %

David Rasch, Supervising Planner in Historic Preservation ‘)K

CASE # H-04-114 ADDRESS: 515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 1
Historic Status: Contributing/Non-contributing
Historic District: Downtown & Eastside

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially):
| CITY SUBMITTALS APPLICANT SUBMITTALS

-

x__ Case Synopsis X _ Proposal Letter

District Standards & Yard wall
& fence standards. Vicinity Map

Historic Survey Form x__ Site Plan/Floor Plan

X__ Zoning Review Sheet X___ Elevations

X__ Other: Board Action letter . Photographs

X__ Other: Details

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of this application complies with Sectlon 14-5.2 (E)
Downtown & Eastside Historic District design standards.

SS001.PMS - 785



] CRy of Santa F®, New Mexico

200 Lincoln Avenue, P.O. Box 909, Santa Fe, N.M. 87504-0909

Larry A. Delgado, Mayor
Mike P. Lujan, City Manager Councilors:
Carol Robertson-Lopez, Mayor Pro Tem, Dist. 4

" Patti J. Bushee, Dist. 1

~ David Pfeffer, Dist. 1
Karen Heldmeyer, Dist. 2
Rebecca Wurzburger, Dist. 2
Miguel M. Chavez, Dist. 3
David Coss, Dist. 3
Matthew E. Ortiz, Dist. 4

Project description: ~ Architectural details for a residential compound of seven units,
previously agroved by the HDRB.
Project number: 04-10100114

Case number: H-04-114
Project type: HISTORIC DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

PROJECT LOCATION (S): 515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 1

PROJECT NAMES:

OW - Erik Fuentes #10 Camino Caballos Spur
Lamy, NM 87540 505-660-8320

AP - Lo C. Tryk 206 McKenzie St., Ste. F-2
Santa Fe, NM 87501-1888 505-982;5340

BOARD ACTION

This is to certify that the Historic Design Review Board (HDRB) at their meeting on
November 30, 2004, acted on the above referenced case. The decision of the board was

to approve your request.

For further information please call 955-6605.

Sincere%-

David A. Rasch
Historic Preservation Planner

NOTE: BUILDING PERMITS FOR HDRB APPROVALS SHALL NOT BE GRANTED UNTIL THE 7-
DAY APPEAL FILING PERIOD IS COMPLETED (SFCC 14-70.26 (B)). HDRB APPROVALS EXPIRE
ONE (1) YEAR AFTER THE DATE OF THEIR DECISION. RENEWALS OF SUCH DECISIONS ARE
AVAILABLE FOR ONE (1) ADDITIONAL YEAR UPON REQUEST (SFCC 1987, SECTION 7-1.6.).
PLEASE PROVIDE COPIES OF THE LETTER WHEN SUBMITTING FOR BUILDING

PERMIT.

“Committed to our community, and making a difference”
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CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO

Project description: ~ Architectural details for a residential compound of seven units,
previously approved by the HDRB.

Project number: 04-10100114

Case number: H-04-114

Project type: HISTORIC DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
PROJECT LOCATION (S): 515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 1
PROJECT NAMES:

OW — Erik Fuentes
Lamy, NM 87540

AP —Lorn C. Tryk
Santa Fe, NM 87501-1888

PROJECT DATA:

HISTORIC DISTRICT

HISTORIC BUILDING STATUS
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-EAST
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-NORTH
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-SOUTH
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-WEST

HISTORIC DISTRICT SURVEY NUMBER

YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION
PROJECT TYPE (NEW, ADD, ETC.)
USE, EXISTING

USE, PROPOSE

HISTORIC BUILDING NAME

#10 Camino Caballos Spur
505-660-8320

206 McKenzie St., Ste. F-2
505-982-5340

DOWNTOWN & EASTSIDE
N/A

YES

NO

YES

YES

N/A

N/A

NEW
VACANT
RESIDENTIAL
N/A
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CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO

Project description: ~ Construction of a residential compound of eight units at a total of

11,176 sq. ft.
Project number: 04-10100114
Case number: H-04-114
Project type: HISTORIC DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
PROJECT LOCATION (S): Tract 1, Paseo de Peralta (Adjacent to #515)

PROJECT NAMES:

OW - Erik Fuentes
Lamy, NM 87540

AP —Lom C. Tryk
Santa Fe, NM 87501-1888

PROJECT DATA:

HISTORIC DISTRICT

HISTORIC BUILDING STATUS
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-EAST
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-NORTH
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-SOUTH
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-WEST

HISTORIC DISTRICT SURVEY NUMBER

YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION
PROJECT TYPE (NEW, ADD, ETC.)
USE, EXISTING

USE, PROPOSE

HISTORIC BUILDING NAME

#10 Camino Caballos Spur
505-660-8320

206 McKenzie St., Suite F-2
505-982-5340

DOWNTOWN & EASTSIDE
CONTRIBUTING/NA
YES

NO

YES

YES

N/A

N/A

NEW

VACANT
RESIDENTIAL

N/A



Cityoff Samte Ife, New Mesxico

memo

August 24, 2004

Historic Design Review Board Members

Reed Liming, Acting Planning & Land Use Department Director ﬂ/Jh; ml

David Rasch, Supervising Planner in Historic Preservation D{Q

CASE # H-04-114 ADDRESS: 515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 1
Historic Status: Contributing/Non-contributing
Historic District; Downtown & Eastside

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially):

CITY SUBMITTALS APPLICANT SUBMITTALS

X__Case Synopsis X__ Proposal Letter

District Standards & Yard wall
& fence standards. Vicinity Map

x__ Historic Survey Form X__ Site Plan/Floor Plan

X Zoning Review Sheet X  Elevations

X Other: bldg height calculation __X__Photographs

X__ Other: letter from neighbor

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff defers to the Board as to whether the applicant has
conclusively demonstrated for the Board to have a positive finding of fact
to grant the exception. Otherwise, this application complies with Section
14-5.2 (E) Downtown & Eastside Historic District design standards.




BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 2 is a brick apartment building that was
constructed before 1890 in the Neoclassical - Terr itorial Style. The
building is finished with textured stucco and brick coping at the parapets.
The building has undergone moderate historic alterations and is listed as
Contributing to the Downtown & Eastside Historic District. There are
associated historic buildings and stone walls on the property. The
streetscape wall runs the length of the property, except for a driveway at
the east end and lacks space for a sidewalk.

Tract 1 is a 20,350 square foot lot to the west of Tract 2 and with a
slope down toward the street. This lot includes part of the streetscape
stone wall and other stone retaining walls further back from the street.
The applicant proposes to construct eight Units on this lot for a total of
11,176 square feet in four building blocks, two along the streetscape and
two along the rear of the lot.

The buildings will be designed in the Spanish — Puebio Revival Style
with rounded parapets, second-floor balconies, projecting vigas, exposed
wooden headers, and portals with carved corbels.

The buildings will be approximately 19' 6" high from finished grade
to top of parapets. The maximum allowable height for this location is 17’
6", as determined by a linear calculation. Topographic information
indicates that there is enough slope change on the lot for the Board to
approve an additional 2' in height, for a total of 19' 6".

According to the previous preliminary hearing of this case on August
10, 2004, the applicant has reduced the second-story massing of Units 1
and 2 by 25% and Unit 4 by 15% and reduced the new streetscape wall in
length by breaking it into several segments.

This application was postponed on August 24, 2004 pending a
request for exception to demolish a portion of the historic stone wall at
the west end of the streetscape.

The exception request has now been submitted. Further alterations
of the application include: reducing the two Units along the streetscape to
single-story buildings; eliminating Unit 8 at the east end of the property;
and significantly stepping back the westernmost rear unit to reduce its
visibility.



Approximately 30" of the westernmost section of the streetscape
stone wall will be removed for driveway access to the lot. The lot interior
stone walls will be partially or entirely removed. The stones will be reused
to construct additional walls.

The applicant provided the following responses for an exception to
be granted in order for a section of the historic streetscape stone wall to
be demolished.

1. The proposed exception does not damage the character of the
streetscape.

The proposed demolition of 30 feet of wall represents approximately
11% of the total length of the stone wall at the street. The applicant
proposes to reuse the stone salvaged from the demolition to retain
the side of the proposed a driveway in the area of the demolition.

2. The proposed exception prevents a hardship to the applicant or
an injury to the public welfare.

The proposed demolition allows the applicant to access the project
site in an area where it is topographically possible to putin a
driveway with a slope that meets the city code. The location of the
proposed demolition, at the very western end of the property, is the
best location from a traffic standpoint, according to the City traffic
engineer.

3. The proposed exception will 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 district.

This project will add seven housing units to the historic district.
Without the exception, it would be difficult or impossible to add
these residences.

4. The exception is due to special conditions and circumstances
which are peculiar to the land or structure involved in which are not
applicable to other land or structures in the related streetscape.

The request for demolition of a portion of the stone wall is to allow
access to this site for a driveway. This is a condition that is unique to
this site.



5. The exception is due to special conditions and circumstances
which are not the result of the actions of the applicant.

The site and topographic conditions are part of this parcel. They
were not a result of the actions of the applicant.

6. The exception will provide the least negative impact with respect
to the purpose of this section as set forth in section 14 - 5.2 (a) (1)

The area for the proposed demolition has the least negative impact
visually, in that it is located at the western end of the wall rather
than somewhere in the middle of the wall's length. The western end
of the wall is located directly adjacent to a large concrete retaining
wall and a surface parking lot. Construction of a new driveway in
this location will reduce the height of the existing concrete retaining
wall at the property line.



Cit? of Santa Fe,’New Mexico

200 Lincoln Avenue, P.O. Box 909, Santa Fe, N.M. 8§7504-0909

Larry A. Delgado, Mayor

Jim Romero, City Manager
Councilors:

Carol Robertson-Lopez, Mayor Pro Tem, Dist.
Patti J. Bushee, Dist.

David Pfeffer, Dist.

Karen Heldmeyer, Dist.

Rebecca Wurzburger, Dist.

Miguel M. Chavez, Dist.

David Coss, Dist.

Matthew E. Ortiz, Dist.

B W WM N = -

Project description: ~ Construction of a residential compound of eight units at a total of

11,176 sq. ft.

Project number: 04-10100114

Case number: H-04-114

Project type: HISTORIC DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

PROJECT LOCATION (S): Tract I, Paseo de Peralta (Adjacent to #515)
PROJECT NAMES:

OW - Erik Fuentes | #10 Camino Caballos Spur
Lamy, NM 87540 505-660-8320

AP - Lom C. Tryk ' 206 McKenzie St., Suite F-2
Santa Fe, NM 87501-1888 505-982-5340

BOARD ACTION

This is to certify that the Historic Design Review Board (HDRB) at their meeting on
August 24, 2004, acted on the above referenced case. The decision of the board was to
_postpone your request with the condition that an exception be submitted to demolish a
portion of the historic stone wall.

For further information please cvall 955-6605.

Sim%

David A. Rasch
Historic Preservation Planner

NOTE: BUILDING PERMITS FOR HDRB APPROVALS SHALL NOT BE GRANTED UNTIL THE 7-
DAY APPEAL FILING PERIOD IS COMPLETED (SFCC 14-70.26 (B)). HDRB APPROVALS EXPIRE
ONE (1) YEAR AFTER THE DATE OF THEIR DECISION. RENEWALS OF SUCH DECISIONS ARE
AVAILABLE FOR ONE (1) ADDITIONAL YEAR UPON REQUEST (SFCC 1987, SECTION 7-1.6.).
PLEASE PROVIDE COPIES OF THE LETTER WHEN SUBMITTING FOR BUILDING

PERMIT.

“Committed to our community, and making a difference”



LORN TRYK ARCHITECTS

September 17, 2004

David Rasch

Historic Preservation Planner
City of Santa Fe

P.0.Box 909

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Re: Paseo Compound

Dear David,

On behalf of the property owners of Tract I, Paseo de Peralta, we are submitting
for final approval of a 7 unit residential compound, as well as requesting an
exception to allow demolition approval for portions of existing site walls.

Based upon input at our last hearing we have made substantial changes, including:

1. Reducing the units at the street to one story

2. Eliminating Unit 8, the unit at the east end of the property which impacted
the immediate neighbors to the east.

3. Significantly stepping back the westernmost unit in back to reduce impact
of the project when viewed from the west

In a previous submittal we included a structural engineers report as to the condition
of the walls. Note that stone material will be salvaged from the site wall demolition
for reuse on the most publicly visible new site walls.

206 McKenzie St., Suite F-2, Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501
505-982-5340 mail@leryk.com Fax:505-982-5393



We will submit finishes, lighting and details of windows, railings, doors and other
exterior features at a later date.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Lorn C. Tryk
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September 2, 2004

Christopher Purvis

Santa Fe Historical Board 1
227 East Palace Avenue Wl

Santa Fe, NM 87505

Dear Sir:

I attended the August 24, 2004 meeting pertaining to the development of property

on 515 Paseo de Peralta. I wish to again voice my concerns which were q:aised at

the meeting and again raise the same suggestions members of the board voiced.

T am concerned about the retaining wall that is being torn down and then rebuilt

by the owner on Loma Street. The city erected this wall to prevent erosion and

run off from the Otero hillside. I do not understand why it cannot remain, be
resurfaced and vehicular traffic rerouted thru a new driveway. I understand

part of the wall will be cut away to provide a new 20 foot driveway for condo

unit 7 and 8, but I am concerned about erosion f.‘.COITl Otero which could result from
homes on Otero eroding and washing past our driveway. I feel the builder and
architect have not produced adequate engineering plans which show competent research.
West of the 515 development there is a driveway off Magdalana and Paseo de Peralta
that could serve as access to the new development from the rear of the property which
could relieve possible traffic congestion directly off Paseo de Péralta. I question
like members of the board if the owner exhausted all options and am concerned about
the traffic entering Paseo de Peralta if the historical wall is cut away to allow
access. T feel if the historical wall is touched to allow traffic access then the
Gabel family who vacationed the land and realigned the boundary lines should be

responsible for putting in handicap sidewalk in the interior part of the wall or

northside of the wall. It appears they knowlingly did this for greed and profit,



not knowing what adverse causes they may do to the community. Condo 8 is slated

to be built east of the project on Loma Street on top of the existing 7'11" wall,
Condo 8 measures at a finished height of 19'2". The overall height wouid be 27'1" -
towering over adjacent homes. I understand the dirt presently on the wall will be :
graded 4' but this does not affect the overall height, according to the owner

Erik Fuentes conversation I had with him on August 24, 2004. .

I do question if there is enough green space and adequate parking not only for home
owners but as well as for guest parking. The architect admitted he did not take into
consideration a trash area for the development. I do agree with one board member Wh_o
- raised the question of eliminating one condo to satisfy these needs.

If the driveway is also cut into Loma Street east of the aevelopment, I would like to
request that the Gabel family provide designated marked parking ‘spaces for their
tenants living at 515 Paseo de Peralta. There are on a daily basis 6 to 9 vehicles
and they park anywhere in the street in front of the house, in front of the retaining
wall. I am concel;”ned about other individuals following suite from the dex.ielopment

cohgesting our right of way to and from the driveway. This also could be a problem

for emergency vehicles entering Loma Street.



LORN TRYK ARECHITECTS

September 17, 2004

David Rasch

Historic Preservation Planner
City of Santa Fe

P. 0. Box 909

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Re: Paseo Compound

Dear David,

On behalf of the property owners of Tract I, Paseo de Peralta, we are submitting
for final approval of a 7 unit residential compound, as well as requesting an
exception to allow demolition approval for portions of existing site walls.

Based upon input at our last hearing we have made substantial changes, including:

1. Reducing the units at the street to one story

2. Eliminating Unit 8, the unit at the east end of the property which impacted
the immediate neighbors to the east.

3. Significantly stepping back the westernmost unit in back to reduce impact
of the project when viewed from the west

In a previous submittal we included a structural engineers report as to the condition
of the walls. Note that stone material will be salvaged from the site wall demolition
for reuse on the most publicly visible new site walls.

206 McKenzie St., Suite F-2, Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501
505-982-5340 mail@liryk.com Fax:505-982-5393



We will submit finishes, lighting and details of windows, railings, doors and other
exterior features at a later date.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Lorn C. Tryk
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September 2, 2004

ot !
Christopher Purvis : ()?a LeT meE = |
Santa Fe Historical Board _ —oy &5 oal
227 East Palace Avenue W1 W 7 /5 5- }é‘
Santa Fe, NM 87505 - - | %/gr(g’/ %
Dear Sir: .

I_attgg@e_c}_the August 24, 2004 meeting pertaining to the development of property -

on 5_»!._5_~P§1sso de Peralj:a. I wish to again voice my concerns which were raised at

the meeting and again raise the same suggestions members of the board voiced.

T am concerned about the retaining wall that is being torn down and then rebuilt

by the owner on Loma Street. The city erected this wall to prevent erosion and

run off from the Otero hillside. I do not understand why it cannot remain, be
resurfaced and vehicular traffic rerouted thru a new driveway. I understand

part of the wall will be cut away to provide a new 20 foot driveway for condo

unit 7 and 8, but I am concerned aboﬁt erosion ffom Otero which could result from
homes on Otero eroding and washing past our driveway. I feel the builder and
architect have not produced adequate engineering plans which show competent research.
West of the 515 development there is a driveway off Magdalana and Paseo de Peralta
that could serve as access to the new development from the rear of the property which
could relieve possible traffic congestion directly off Paseo de Peralta. I question
like menmbers of the board if the owner exhausted all options and am concerned about
the traffic entering Paseo de Peralta if the historical wall is cut away to allow
access. T feel if the historical wall is touched to allow traffic access then the
Gabel family who vacationed the land and realigned the boundary lines should be
responsible for putting in handicap sidewalk in the interior part of the wall or

northside of the wall. It appears they knowlingly did this for greed and profit,



not knowing what adverse causes they may do to the community. Condo 8 is slated

to be built east of the project on Loma Street on top of the existing .7'11" wall.
Condo 8 measures at a finished height of 19'2"., The overall height wouid be 271" -
towering over adjacent homes. I understand the dirt presently on the wall will be
graded 4' but this does not affect the overall height, according to the owner

Erlk Fuentes conversation I had with him on August 24, 2004,

I do question if there is enough green spaée and adequate parking not only for home
owners but as well as for guest parking. The architect admitted he did not take into
consideration a trash area for the development. I do agree with one board member WhQ
raised the question of eliminating one condo to satisfy these needs.

If the driveway is also cut into Lomav Street east of the aevelopment , I would like to
request that the Gabel family provide designated marked parking 'spaces for their
tenants living at 515 Paseo de Peralta. There are on a daily basis 6 to 9 vehicles
and they park anywhere in the street in front of the house, in front of the retaining
wall. I am concerned about other individuals following suite from the development
congesting our right of way to and from the driveway. This also could be a problem

for emergency vehicles entering Loma Street.






CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO

~ Project description: ~ Residential compound consisting of 8 units at a total of 11,176 sq.

ft.
Project number: 04-10100114
Case number: H-04-114

Project type: HISTORIC DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

PROJECT LOCATION (S): Tract I, Paseo de Peralta (Adjacent to #515)

PROJECT NAMES:

OW — Erik Fuentes
Lamy, NM 87540

AP —Lorn C. Tryk
Santa Fe, NM 87501-1888

PROJECT DATA:

HISTORIC DISTRICT
HISTORIC BUILDING STATUS
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-EAST
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-NORTH
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-SOUTH
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-WEST
HISTORIC DISTRICT SURVEY NUMBER
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION

PROJECT TYPE (NEW, ADD, ETC.)

USE, EXISTING

"USE, PROPOSE

HISTORIC BUILDING NAME

#10 Camino Caballos Spur -
505-660-8320

206 McKenzie St., Suite F-2
505-982-5340

DOWNTOWN & EASTSIDE .
CONTRIBUTING/NA
YES

NO

YES

YES

N/A

N/A

NEW

VACANT
RESIDENTIAL

N/A



Citty off Samba IR, New Mesxico

memao

DATE: August 24, 2004

Historic Design Review Board Members

Reed Liming, Acting Planning & Land Use Department Director

David Rasch, Acting Supervising Planner in Historic Preservation D K

CASE # H-04-114 ADDRESS: 515 Paseo de Peralita, Tract 1
Historic Status: Contributing/Non-contributing

Historic District: Downtown & Eastside

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially):
CITY SUBMITTALS . APPLICANT SUBMITTALS
X__Case Synopsis X__ Proposal Letter

District Standards & Yard wall
& fence standards. - Vicinity Map

x___Historic Survey Form X___Site Plan/Floor Plan

X __Zoning Review Sheet X ___ Elevations

X ___ Other: bldg height calculation __X__Photographs

Other:

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The applicant is requesting preliminary review at this time. Staffis
of the opinion that the demolition of the west end of the historic stone
wall for vehicle access and the interior retaining walls for building location
is problematic, however necessary. Otherwise, this application would

comply with Section 14-5.2 (E) Downtown & Eastside Historic District design
standards.

SS001.PM5 - 7/85



BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 2 is a brick apartment building that was
constructed before 1890 in the Neoclassical — Terr itorial Style. The
building is finished with textured stucco and brick coping at the parapets.
The building has undergone moderate historic alterations and is listed as
Contributing to the Downtown & Eastside Historic District. There are
associated historic buildings and stone waills on the property. The
streetscape wall runs the length of the property, except for a driveway at
the east end and lacks space for a sidewalik.

Tract 1 is a 20,350 square foot lot to the west of Tract 2 and with a
slope down toward the street. This ot includes part of the streetscape
stone wall and other stone retaining walls further back from the street.
The applicant proposes to construct eight Units on this lot for a total of
11,176 square feet in four building blocks, two along the streetscape and
two along the rear of the Iot.

The buildings will be designed in the Spanish — Pueblo Revival Style
with rounded parapets, second-floor balconies, projecting vigas, exposed
wooden headers, and portals with carved corbels.

The buildings will be approximately 19’ 6" high from finished grade
to top of parapets. The maximum allowable height for this location is 17’
6", as determined by a linear calculation. Topographic information
indicates that there is enough slope change on the lot for the Board to
approve an additional 2' in height, for a total of 19' 6".

According to the previous preliminary hearing of this case on August
10, 2004, the applicant has reduced the second-story massing of Units 1
and 2 by 25% and Unit 4 by 15% and reduced the new streetscape wall in
length by breaking it into several segments.

Approximately 30' of the westernmost section of the streetscape
stone wall will be removed for driveway access to the lot. The lot interior
stone walls will be partially or entirely removed. The stones will be reused
to construct additional walls.



LORN TRYK ARCHITECTS

August 13, 2004

David Rasch ,
Historic Preservation Planner
City of Santa Fe

P. O. Box 909

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Re: Paseo Compound

Dear David,

On behalf of the property owners of Tract I, Paseo de Peralta, we are resubmitting
for preliminary approval of an 8 unit residential compound, as well as demolition
approval for portions of existing site walls. At the suggestion of the HDRB we .
have reduced the second floors of units 1 and 2 by 25%; we have also reduced the
second floor of unit 4 by about 15% to break up the two story massing of that unit.

We are asking for permission to demolish portions of the stone walls. We have
included a structural engineers report as to the condition of the walls.

Note that stone material will be salvaged from the site wall demolition for reuse on
the most publicly visible new site walls.

We will submit finishes, lighting and details of windows, railings, doors and other
exterior features at a later date.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

W’_\W\

Lorn C. Tryk

206 McKenzie St., Suite F-2, Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501
505-982-5340 mail@ltryk.com Fax:505-982-5393
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RETAINING WALL AT A PASEO DE PERALTA VACANT LOT
SANTA FE , NEW MEXICO
ENGINEER'S REPORT

RANDALL ENGINEERING, LLC
SANTA FE, NEW MEX1CO

August 13, 2004

SCOPE

This report presents the observations of 2 partial site review mede August 12, 2004 at a
vacant lot with an existing retaining wall, on Paseo de Peralta, Santa Fz by Steve Randall, a New
Mexico Registered Professional Engineer with experience in structural design. The purpose of
the report is to evaluate the structural integrity and condition of a mortared, stacked stone
retaining wall near the back lot line. The lot fronts on the north side of Pasco de Peralta, east of
and adjacent to the Wells Fargo Bank employee parking lot on the northeast comer of Magdalena
Street and Paseo de Peralta. Only structural features exposed for inspection are evaluated in this
xeport.

OBSERVATIONS

The 7 feet high mortared stacked stone retaining wall extends zcross most of the length of
the lot running parallel to the street frontage. The wall appears to be fairly old - large trees are
growing out of the backfill at the top of the wall. The mortar has evidently been repointed at
most of the wall, and is standing proud of the joints. The wall is out of plumb in places, bowing
and rotating outward at the top. Vertical and diagonal cracking exist through the mortar joints

and through the stones. The top courses of stones, ranging to as much as two feet down the wall,

are loose and shifting outward several inches in places where mortar has disintegrated. The



PB/13/2004 18:28 5@599’5 : RANDALL ENGINS‘G PAGE

remaining mortar and stones arc weathering well, and show no signs of decomposition. No

footing is exposed, and no steel reinforcement is exposed to view.

CONCLUSIONS
The wall was likely built without rebar reinforccment. It has becn periodically repaired
and is now in need of further repair, and petiodic maintenance. It can be expected to continue to
crack and bow out, and rotate outward at the top at a slow rate, The wall is not presently a threat
to health and safety. The wall can not be expected to mect current Building Code requirements
for retaining wall strcng_th or construction. To ensure the stability of the wall now and in the

future, the wall should be reinforced from the retaining side.

End of Report

82
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City‘of Santa Fe, Vew MeXicoﬁi‘

200 Lincoln Avenue, P.O. Box 909, Santa Fe, N.M. 87504-0909

Larry A. Delgado, Mayor
Jim Romero, City Manager
Councilors: -

Carol Robertson-Lopez, Mayor Pro Tem, Dist. 4

Patti J. Bushee, Dist. 1

David Pfeffer, Dist. 1

Karen Heldmeyer, Dist. 2

Rebecca Wurzburger, Dist. 2

Miguel M. Chavez, Dist. 3

David Coss, Dist. 3

I\{[%tglgw E. Ortiz, Dist. 4

Project description:  Residential compound consisting of 8 units at a total of 11

ft.

Project number: 04-10100114

Case number: H-04-114

Project type: HISTORIC DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

PROJECT LOCATION S): Tract I, Paseo de Peralta (Adjacent to #515)
PROJECT NAMES:

OW - Erik Fuentes  #10 Camino Caballos Spur
Lamy, NM 87540 505-660-8320

AP -LomC. Tryk 206 McKenzie St., Suite F-2
Santa Fe, NM 87501-1888 505-982-5340

BOARD ACTION

This is to certify that the Historic Design Review Board (HDRB) at their meeting on
August 10, 2004, acted on the above referenced case. The decision of the board was to
postpone your request until re-design is submitted that addresses the following issues: 1)
25% decrease in second floors of units 1 and 2; 2) that unit 4 should have a less equal
relationship between the 1st and 2nd floors; and 3) that you submit for an exception to
demolish the historic stone walls with a plan to re-use the rocks in the new walls.

For further information please call 955-6605.

Sincerel

David A. Rasch
Historic Preservation Planner

NOTE: BUILDING PERMITS FOR HDRB APPROVALS SHALL NOT BE GRANTED UNTIL THE 7-
DAY APPEAL FILING PERIOD IS COMPLETED (SFCC 14-70.26 (B)). HDRB APPROVALS EXPIRE
ONE (1) YEAR AFTER THE DATE OF THEIR DECISION. RENEWALS OF SUCH DECISIONS ARE
AVAILABLE FOR ONE (1) ADDITIONAL YEAR UPON REQUEST (SFCC 1987, SECTION 7-1.6.).
PLEASE PROVIDE COPIES OF THE LETTER WHEN SUBMITTING FOR BUILDING

PERMIT.

“Committed to our community, and making a difference”




City off Samta IRe, Neww Miesxico

memo

DATE: August 10, 2004
TO: Historic Design Review BoardMembers
VIA: Reed Liming, Acting Planning & Land Use Department Directorﬂ

David Rasch, Acting Supervising Planner in Historic Preservation D“Q

ADDRESS: 515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 1
Historic Status: Contributing/Non-contributing
Historic District: Downtown & Eastside

CASE # H-04-114

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially):

CITY SUBMITTALS APPLICANT SUBMITTALS

X__Case Synopsis X __ Proposal Letter

District Standards & Yard wall
& fence standardes. Vicinity Map

x___ Historic Survey Form X__ Site Plan/Floor Plan

X Zoning Review Sheet X__ Elevations

X__ Other: bldg height calculation ____Photographs

Other:

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The applicant is requesting preliminary review at this time. Staffis
of the opinion that the building heights exceed the maximum allowable
heights for this location. Also, the demolition of the west end of the
historic stone wall for vehicle access and the interior retaining walls for
building location is problematic, however necessary. Otherwise, this
application would comply with Section 14-5.2 (E) Downtown & Eastside
Historic District design standards.

SS001.PMS - 7/95



BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

515 Paseo de Peralta, Tract 2 is a brick apartment building that was
constructed before 1890 in the Neoclassical - Terr itorial Style. The
building is finished with textured stucco and brick coping at the
parapets. The building has undergone moderate historic alterations and
is listed as Contributing to the Downtown & Eastside Historic District.
There are associated historic buildings and stone walls on the property.
The streetscape wall runs the length of the property, except for a
driveway at the east end and lacks space for a sidewalk.

Tract 1 is a 20,350 square foot lot to the west of Tract 2 and with a
.slope down toward the street. This lot includes part of the streetscape
stone wall and other stone retaining walls further back from the street.
The applicant proposes to construct eight single-family residences on this
lot for a total of 11,176 square feet in four building blocks, two along the
" streetscape and two along the rear of the lot.

The buildings will be designed in the Spanish - Pueblo Revival Style
with rounded parapets, second-floor baiconies, projecting vigas, exposed
wooden headers, and portals with carved corbels. .

The buildings will be approximately 20' high from finished grade to
top of parapets. The heights from natural grade to top of parapets may
be as much as 24' to 26’ high, as shown on the south elevation drawing of
Unit 8. o ' .

The maximum allowable height for this location is 17’ 6", as
determined by a linear calculation. Although topographic information
was not submitted, there is probably enough slope on the lot for the
Board to approve an additional 2' in height, for a total of 19' 6".

The westernmost section of the streetscape stone wall will be -
removed for driveway access to the lot. The lot interior stone walls will
be partially or entirely removed. The stones will be reused to construct
additional walls.



LORN TRYK ARCHITECTS

David Rasch

Historic Preservation Planner
City of Santa Fe

P. O. Box 909

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Re: Paseo Compound

Dear David,

On behalf of the property owners of Tract I, Paseo de Peralta, we are submitting
for preliminary approval of an 8 unit residential compound, as well as demolition
approval for portions of existing site walls. The project is a total of 11176 s.f. of
new construction. It is located adjacent to 515 Paseo de Peralta, a contributing
historic apartment building.

Note that stone material will be salvaged from the site wall demolition for reuse on
the most publicly visible new site walls.

We intend to submit finishes, lighting and details of windows, railings, doors and
other exterior features at a later date.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Lorn C. Tryk

206 McKenzie St., Suite F-2, Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501
505-982-5340 mail@ltryk.com Fax:505-982-5393
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