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City of Santa Fe 
Historic Districts Review Board 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Case # 2025-10494-HDRB 
Address – 206 McKenzie St.  
Agent’s Name – Bradyn Furry, Archaeo Architects 
Owner/Applicant’s Name – Mindy Hale 
 
 THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearings 
on June 24, 2025, and July 22, 2025. 
 

BACKGROUND 
 

The large, complex building at 206 McKenzie St. is a conjoined cluster of structures built 
in different eras on a .6-acre lot.  The original core of the structure appears on an 1848 fire 
insurance map.  The original Spanish Pueblo style building developed in a vernacular and 
accretional manner, undergoing many changes, including alterations of its architectural style to 
Territorial, then Renaissance Revival.  Owners added a two-story addition at the northwest 
corner in the 1930s, and another second-story addition at the southeast corner in the 1940s.  
Further additions at the southwest corner were present by 1958, although it is not clear what year 
they were built. 

 
Cleofus Jaramillo, the widow of Territorial Col. V. Jaramillo, lived there from 1923 

through the early 1930s, and the house became known as the Cleofus Jaramillo house.  Her 
profile in the community was bolstered by her formation of La Sociaded de Folklorico of Santa 
Fe and publication of her autobiography, The Romance of a Little Village Girl.  In 1942 the 
property was acquired by Edna Ballard, whose husband Guy Ballard had founded the “I Am” 
religious order.  I Am encouraged its followers to dress and decorate in bright colors, and Ms. 
Ballard had all structures on the compound painted white in accordance with I Am’s doctrine.  
Ms. Ballard and her son, Donald, were later indicted for and convicted of mail fraud for using the 
U.S. Mail to seek donations to a “false religion.”  In 1944 the U.S. Supreme Court overturned the 
convictions, holding that the First Amendment prohibits juries from deciding the truth or falsity 
of a defendant’s religious beliefs.  United States v. Ballard, 322 U.S. 78 (1944). 

   
In 2013, in Case # H-13-003, the HDRB reviewed the historic status of the property and 

designated the main structure as contributing to the Downtown and Eastside Historic District.  
The Board also designated all but the southernmost half of the west elevation and the 
westernmost third of the south elevation as primary façades.  In 2020, Case # 2020-1990-HDRB, 
the Board approved repairs and renovations proposed by another, earlier architect, including the 
repair of some historic windows, replacement of some historic windows deteriorated beyond 
repair, replacement of some non-historic windows, re-roofing of all structures, and other 
alterations.  The present architect, Bradyn Furry, alleges that those contractors damaged the 
structure and some of its fixtures, removing historic materials, and damaging some walls.  Mr. 
Furry reports that that contractor destroyed some historic windows, rendered others inoperable, 
and incorrectly sealed and flashed some. 
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At this hearing, the Applicant requests Board approval of the following items: 
 

1) Replace all the doors and windows, for which exceptions are requested to Santa Fe City 
Code (“SFCC”) Sections 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) for the removal of historic material and 14-
5.2(D)(5)(a)(1) for replacement of repairable historic windows on a primary façade. 

2) Construct a new steel carport within the existing auto courtyard, for which an exception 
is requested to SFCC Section 14-5.2(E) for use of exposed steel as a structural material in 
the Downtown and Eastside Historic District. 

3) Increase the height of a north-elevation parapet by 3’3” from 14’½” to 17’3”, from a 
previously approved parapet alteration, for which an exception is requested to SFCC 
Section 14-5.2(D)(2)(c) for creating an addition to a primary façade.  

4) Install roof-mounted HVAC units and solar collectors.  
5) Construct a new pedestrian gate on the McKenzie Street façade. 
6) Re-stucco the exterior of the structure with new stucco to match the existing. 

  
FINDINGS OF FACT 

 
 After conducting a public hearing and having heard from the Applicant and all interested 
persons, the Board hereby FINDS, as follows: 
 

1. Land Use Department Staff conducted a preliminary zoning review (“PZR”) and 
determined that the application meets the underlying zoning standards set forth in the 
Santa Fe City Code. 

2. Historic Preservation Division Staff reviewed the application and related materials and 
information submitted by the Applicant for conformity with applicable Code 
requirements and provided to the Board a written report of its findings (“Staff Report”), 
which evaluates the factors relevant to the application. 

3. Historic Preservation Division Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommended approval of 
Items 1-2 and 4-6 of the proposed project and found that the application complied with 
SFCC Section 14-5.2(D), General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and 14-
5.2(E), Downtown and Eastside Design Standards.  Staff recommended findings that the 
exception criteria had been met for Items 1 (door and window replacement) and 2 (steel 
carport), but that the exception criteria had not been met for Item 3, addition and height 
increase to the parapet on the north-elevation facade.  Staff recommended that the 
Applicant find other design options for the parapet, including lowering it to be 
subservient to the adjacent historic parapet. 

4. The project is subject to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C), Regulation of Significant and 
Contributing Structures. 

5. The project is subject to the requirements and general design standards set forth in SFCC 
Section 14-5.2(D), General Design Standards.  

6. The property is located in the Downtown and Eastside Historic District and is subject to 
the district design standards set forth in SFCC Section 14-5.2(E).  

7. Under SFCC Sections 14-2.6(B-C), 14-5.2(A)(1), 14-5.2(C)(2)(a-d & f), 14-5.2(C)(3)(a-
b), 14-5.2(C)(4) and 14-5.2(D), the Board has authority to review, approve, with or 
without conditions, or deny, all or some of the Applicant’s proposed design to assure 
overall compliance with applicable design standards. 
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Window and Door Replacement 
8. Under SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(1)(a), removal of historic materials from a significant, 

contributing or landmark structure is prohibited. 
9. Under SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(5)(a)(i), historic windows on all façades of significant 

and landmark structures, and historic windows on the primary façades of contributing 
structures, shall be repaired or restored wherever possible. 

10.  The Applicant proposes to replace all the doors and windows on this contributing 
structure, including historic windows on the primary façades, which would result in the 
removal of historic material and replacement of historic windows that are repairable on 
primary façades.  

11.  The Staff determined that exceptions to SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) and 14-5.2(D)(5) 
(a)(i) would be required for approval of Item # 1 in the application, and the Applicant 
requested the exceptions.  

12.  To obtain an exception, the Applicant was required to conclusively demonstrate that the 
three exception criteria set forth in SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b) have been met 
specifically for Item # 1 of the application. 

13.  Based on the information set forth in the Staff Report and exhibits, and the evidence and 
testimony presented at the hearing, the Board finds that the Applicant has not 
conclusively demonstrated that the exception criteria have been met for replacement of: 
windows E, OO (three) and NN (three) on the west, primary elevation; windows G, I, PP 
and SS, and door 6 on the north, primary elevation; window K and doors 7 and 9 on the 
east, primary elevation, and windows Z, BB (three), QQ (two) and RR on an east-facing 
façade in the northeast courtyard; and windows L, N, M, O, P, R, S (three), T (three), U, 
V (two), W (two), GG (three), HH (three), II, JJ (two), LL (three), KK (three), MM 
(three) on the south, primary elevation: 

a. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b)(i), the Board finds that granting the 
exception would damage the character of the district because the proposal to 
replace all the windows and doors is grand in scale, involving the replacement of 
54 historic windows and three historic doors on primary elevations of a 
contributing structure at a prominent location in the Downtown and Eastside 
Historic District; 

b. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b)(ii), the Board finds that the exception 
is not required to prevent a hardship to the Applicant or an injury to the public 
welfare because there is no clear evidence these windows and doors are 
deteriorated beyond repair, no persuasive evidence that they cannot be restored, 
and no substantial evidence that their present condition contributes to the 
deterioration of the structure;  and 

c. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b)(iii), the Board finds no substantial 
evidence that granting the exception would 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. 

14.  The Board approves the replacement of: doors 2, 3, 4 and 5, and windows C, D, F and 
ZZ (four) on the west elevation, and window YY on a west-facing façade in the northeast 
courtyard; windows H (three) on the north elevation, and windows DD (nine) and TT 
(eleven), and door 19 on a north-facing façade in the northeast courtyard; windows J, EE 
(two) and FF (two), and doors 8 and 18 on the east elevation, and window Y and door 15 

COSF 007



Finding of Fact and Conclusions of Law – Remodel or New Construction 
Case # 2025-10494-HDRB 

p. 4 
 

on east-facing façades in the northeast courtyard;  windows X (two) and doors 10, 11 and 
14 on the south elevation, and window Q and door 12 on an east-facing façade on the 
south elevation.  These doors and windows are either on non-primary façades or the 
evidence demonstrates that they are not historic. 

15.  On the primary, east elevation, the Board approves the Applicant’s proposal to move 
doors 7 and 9 to a lower position within their existing openings, in conjunction with their 
restoration.  

 

Steel-Framed Carport 
16.  Under SFCC Section 14-5.2(E)(1)(e), Old Santa Fe style buildings must be constructed 

of adobe with a mud plaster finish, or constructed of blocks, bricks or other materials 
with a simulated adobe effect. 

17.  The Applicant proposes to construct a carport off the west elevation which would consist 
of exposed steel members, which is inconsistent with the Old Santa Fe style requirement 
of an adobe effect. 

18.  The Staff determined that an exception to SFCC Section 14-5.2(E)(1)(e) would be 
required for approval of Item # 2 of the application, and the Applicant requested the 
exception. 

19.  To obtain an exception, the Applicant was required to conclusively demonstrate that the 
three exception criteria set forth in SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b) have been met 
specifically for Item # 2 of the application. 

20.  Based on the information set forth in the Staff Report and exhibits, and the evidence and 
testimony presented at the hearing, the Board finds that the Applicant has conclusively 
demonstrated that all exception criteria have been met for construction of a steel-framed 
carport, to a height of 8’8”, in the auto court on the westernmost part of the property: 

a. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b)(i), the Board finds that granting the 
exception would not damage the character of the district because there are already 
carports in the west parking area of this property, and the proposed carport will be 
hidden from view within existing perimeter walls, which will be raised in places 
to fully screen the carport from public view; 

b. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b)(ii), the Board finds that the exception 
is  required to prevent a hardship to the Applicant or an injury to the public 
welfare because the auto court within the perimeter walls is restrictive, movement 
within it is limited, and a cantilevered carport is the only design that will allow for 
maximum maneuverability while providing the necessary framework for solar 
panels;  and 

c. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b)(iii), the Board finds that granting the 
exception would 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 because the proposed carport would allow for 
added off-street parking on an unusually narrow two-lane street. 

 
Parapet Addition   

21.  Under SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(2)(c), additions are not permitted to primary façades of 
contributing, significant or landmark structures. 

22.  The Applicant proposes to create an addition which would increase by 3’3” the height of 
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an existing parapet on the north, McKenzie Street elevation, which is a primary façade. 
23.  The Staff determined that an exception to SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(2)(c) would be 

required for approval of Item # 3 of the application, and the Applicant requested the 
exception. 

24.  To obtain an exception, the Applicant was required to conclusively demonstrate that the 
three exception criteria set forth in SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b) have been met 
specifically for Item # 3 of the application. 

25.  Based on the information set forth in the Staff Report and exhibits, and the evidence and 
testimony presented at the hearing, the Board finds that the Applicant has conclusively 
demonstrated that all exception criteria have been met for the addition to the north-
elevation parapet, based on a re-design of the parapet, presented to the Board at its 
meeting on July 22, 2025: 

a. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b)(i), the Board finds that granting the 
exception would not damage the character of the district because the augmented 
parapet would conceal rooftop mechanical appurtenances from public view, it 
would permit the re-design of the roof behind it to channel stormwater away from 
the front entrance, and the Board previously approved a parapet at a similar height 
in Case # 2021-3826-HDRB; 

b. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b)(ii), the Board finds that the exception 
is required to prevent a hardship to the Applicant or an injury to the public 
welfare because the wall adjacent to the existing parapet is compromised by 
inclement weather, and a heightened parapet would help direct the flow of 
stormwater to an internal downspout and prevent water from draining over the 
front door and onto the McKenzie Street sidewalk;  and 

c. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b)(iii), the Board finds that granting the 
exception would 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. 
 

26.  The information contained in the Staff Report and exhibits, and the testimony and 
evidence submitted at the hearing, establishes that all applicable requirements for Board 
review as herein described have been met. 

27.  The information contained in the Staff Report and exhibits, and the testimony and 
evidence submitted at the hearing establishes that all applicable design criteria have been 
met with respect to Items # 2 through 6 of the application.  

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
 Under the circumstances and given the evidence and testimony submitted during the 
hearing, the Board acted upon the application as follows: 

1. The Board has the authority to review and approve the application. 
2. The Board approves Item # 1 for only:  doors 2, 3, 4 and 5, and windows C, D, F and 

ZZ (four) on the west elevation, and window YY on a west-facing façade in the 
northeast courtyard;  windows H (three) on the north elevation, and windows DD 
(nine) and TT (eleven), and door 19 on a north-facing façade in the northeast 
courtyard;  windows J, EE (two) and FF (two), and doors 8 and 18 on the east 
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elevation, and window Y and door 15 on east-facing façades in the northeast 
courtyard;  and windows X (two) and doors 10, 11 and 14 on the south elevation, and 
window Q and door 12 on an east-facing façade on the south elevation. 

3. The Board denies the exceptions to SFCC Sections 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) and 14-5.2(D)(5) 
(a)(i) requested in Item # 1 of the application with respect to replacement of windows 
E, OO (three) and NN (three) on the west, primary elevation;  windows G, I, PP and 
SS, and door 6 on the north, primary elevation;  window K and doors 7 and 9 on the 
east, primary elevation, and windows Z, BB (three), QQ (two) and RR on an east-
facing façade in the northeast courtyard;  and windows L, N, M, O, P, R, S (three), T 
(three), U, V (two), W (two), GG (three), HH (three), II, JJ (two), LL (three), KK 
(three), MM (three) on the south, primary elevation. 

4. The Board approves Items # 2 through 6 as set forth in the application. 
5. The Board grants the exception to SFCC Section 14-5.2(E)(1)(e) as requested in the 

application for the steel-framed carport, Item # 2. 
6. The Board grants the exception to SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(2)(c) as requested in the 

application for the parapet addition, Item # 3, as re-drawn and re-submitted to the 
Board July 22, 2025. 

 
IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 9th DAY of DECEMBER, 2025, BY THE 

HISTORIC DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE. 
 
_______________________     _____________ 
Cecilia Rios, Chair      Date 
      
FILED: 
 
______________________     ______________ 
Andréa Salazar      Date 
City Clerk 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________    ______________ 
Frank Ruybalid      Date 
Assistant City Attorney 
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Guadalupe Street, where there's still a sign up that doesn't do much in terms of attracting 
your attention for the reason it is up; it's just visually distracting. 

 
6. Matters from the Public  
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated that since she was unable to access the Zoom meeting 
earlier in time for public comment, he would allow Ms. Beninato to make her remarks now.
 
Stefanie Beninato wondered why there are big HVACs like those at 300 Galisteo on Old 
Santa Fe Trail, the Georgia O'Keeffe Museum, that are not being screened. She stated 
that she has brought this to attention for well over a year and also want to point out that 
on the Garcia Street case at the last hearing where the board allowed somebody to take 
down two feet of a historic wall for safety reasons that it was never explained how taking 
that down and still backing out would make it safer and that staff said that safety was not 
something unique to any given property and that other design issues needed to be 
considered, also in terms of sustainability in terms of that project it went from an eight-
foot portal to a twelve-foot wide portal with the alleged excuse that it would keep the door 
from being wet but again if we're looking at sustainability an eight-foot portal would be 
plenty to keep a door from getting wet and might have allowed some solar gain into that 
house. If you're balancing sustainability and historic preservation, it seemed that the
whole criterion was ignored. 

 
8. Old Business  

a. 2025-010494-HDRB, 206 McKenzie St., Downtown & Eastside Historic 
District, Contributing, Bradyn Furry, agent for Mindy Hale and FC3 Ltd. Co., owner, 
requests approval to replace all the doors and windows which requires an 
exception to 14- 5.2(D)(1)(a) for the removal of historic material; construct a new 

- -mounted solar units within the 
existing auto court which requires an exception to 14-5.2(D)(E) Downtown and 
Eastside Design Standards; an increase in he -
parapet on the McKenzie St. façade which requires an exception to 14-5.2(D)(2)(c) 

roof top HVAC units, and a new pedestrian gate on McKenzie St. adjacent to the 
vehicle entrance. 

 
Acting Chair Bienvenu summarized that this was heard at the last meeting and was 
continued for further review of the window and door assessment report that was provided 
at the meeting, and to conduct another site visit. Nothing has changed in the application.
 
Mr. Duran confirmed that it is correct and the recommendations by staff are the same,
and followed up with the site visit that took place on Monday. Staff recommended approval 
of the proposed project and found that the application complies with Section 14-5.2(D) 
General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and 14-5.2(E) Downtown and Eastside 

EXHIBIT C
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Design Standards and the exception criteria were met for all exception requests except 
for the request for an exception to 14-5.2(D)(2)(c) for the addition and increase in height 
to the primary south elevation facade.  Staff also recommended that the applicant find 
other design options for that addition, including lowering the parapet to be subservient to 
the adjacent historic parapet. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated that the board heard this two weeks ago; therefore it is 
suggested that we have the board proceed to begin considering the application. We've 
heard from both staff and the applicant already; we can hear from both staff and the 
applicant again in response to any specific questions that the board has. He confirmed 
this was acceptable to the members of the board. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu added that six essential exterior alterations are being requested,
three of which require exceptions. He noted they were all found on page 11 of the staff 
report, which is page 14 of the packet. He summarized the application; the first is replace 
all the doors and windows that requires an exception under 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) for the 
removal of historic material, the second is to construct a new steel carport within the 
existing auto court that requires an exception under 4-5.2(E) to permit the use of metal 
for the structure in this district, the third is changing the overall height by 3 feet 3 inches
of a previously approved parapet on the McKenzie Street facade from 14 feet 1/2 inches
to 17 feet 3 inches high with a slightly different design and an exception is requested 
under 14-5.2(D)(2)(c). Those are the three that require exceptions. The fourth item is the
roof-mounted HVAC units, the fifth item is to construct a new pedestrian gate on the 
McKenzie Street façade, and finally, stuccoing the exterior with new stucco to match the 
existing.  
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu recommended that each item be considered individually with a 
separate motion for each, to keep everyone focused on the same aspect of the request. 
While there would then be several motions, it would be nice if they could all be 
incorporated into a single document of findings of fact and conclusions of law, as opposed 
to six separate findings. 
 
Attorney Ruybalid confirmed that this would be an option since this is all one presentation 
on one case. The findings and conclusions would have to be broken out with each 
exception and explanation of the criteria for the exception, but it can all be a single 
document. 
 
Stated that due to the complexity of item one, the board would consider item two first. 
 

2) Construct a new steel carport within the existing auto court for which an exception 
is requested to 14-5.2(E) to permit the use of metal for the structure in the 
Downtown & Eastside Historic District. 
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Member Biedscheid did not have any concerns about the steel framing for that or the 
solar panels that are proposed on top, provided that it's hidden by the surrounding yard 
wall, which, according to the drawings, it would be, but only with additional CMU coursing 
at the top of the wall to make that wall a consistent height. If it's already an 8-foot wall, is 
there any issue with increasing the height of a wall that's already quite tall? 
 
Mr. Duran stated this was a concern with this steel carport because the wall  current 
height is not sufficient to cover the steel carport; it would need to be raised to about ten 
feet tall. This is in the BCD zoning district, which allows them eight feet. Therefore, some 
considerations need to take place so the solar would not be publicly visible to approve 
the exception and to meet the zoning requirements for that yard wall. Such that they might 
need to go to the Board of Adjustments or some further processes beyond the exception 
criteria. 
 
Member Biedscheid asked if it would be appropriate for the board to include a motion with
a condition that the carport not be visible from McKenzie, subject to other approvals that 
dictate the allowable height of the wall.  
 
Mr. Duran confirmed that it would be correct.  
 
Member Cherry stated he had no problem with the carport; it is a good idea and adds 
functional parking and a sustainability component with solar in a graceful way that's 
separate from the structure.  
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated that, obviously, in this case, the issue is whether the 
exception criteria have been met.  
 
Bradyn Furry, PO Box 238, Santa Fe, was sworn in.  Mr. Furry clarified that the building 
is in the BCD district and the McKenzie Street subdistrict, which does not have a 
maximum height for a yard wall. The intent was just to raise it enough to hide the carport 
from the public view, and it is hard to tell that the existing yard wall is many different levels 
because there is a lot of ivy and growth on it. Therefore, it would be made into a uniform 
one-level yard wall just high enough to hide the carport and solar panels. 
 
Public Comment regarding the carport: 
Ms. Stefanie Beninato, PO Box 1601, Santa Fe, New Mexico, was sworn in. She was 
opposed to having a metal carport on this property, which is a significant property in the 
Downtown and Eastside Historic District, where metal is not an approved material, and 
even though it's not connected, but detracts from the historic nature of the building. It is 
difficult to believe that on one part of the BCD, there's a four-foot-high wall limit, and 
there's no maximum wall height on this one, and it seems like it's probably going to go up 
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to about ten feet on an already narrow street which would make it sort of tunnel-like, all 
to avoid being seen. Surely, they could find some other place to put the solar panels. It's 
an issue of sustainability but there's no real need for it, it's a want, it's a desire and if it 
works it Works, but if you have to get all these exceptions and have to go up to ten feet
then maybe it should not be considered because it's not really in keeping with the rest of 
the streetscape that doesn't have these high walls. 
 
Board Action: 
Member Biedscheid moved in case 2025-010494-HDRB at 206 Mckenzie Street for the 
item concerning the construction of a new detached steel carport to a height of 8'8 with 
roof mounted solar units within the existing auto court to approve the application as 
submitted noting that staff has determined the exception criteria to be met and with the
condition that the carport be screened by a yard wall that is of a height compliant with the 
underlying zoning such that the carport and solar panels are not visible from McKenzie 
Street. Member Degnan seconded. The motion passed by roll call vote with the Board 
voting unanimously (4-0).  
 
 

4) Roof-mounted HVAC units.  
5) Construct a new pedestrian gate on the McKenzie St. façade. 
6) Re-stucco the exterior of the structure with a new one to match the existing.  

 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated that items four, five, and six would be reviewed together 
next.  
 
There was no further discussion on these three items beyond the discussion from two 
weeks ago.  
 
Public Comment regarding the HVAC, gate, and stucco: 
Ms. Stefanie Beninato, previously sworn in, stated that she understood that to install the 
HVAC units, the parapets had to be raised. She could not see this in the packet because 
there are no drawings, no application, and it is poorly presented to the public, but she 
understood this to be the case. She stated there was no issue with the pedestrian gate 
as long as it was in keeping with what was there, nor any issue with the restuccing, which 
needed to be done. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu questioned if anyone else had issues accessing the packet. 
There were no issues from staff or the board. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu did not think this required raising the parapets but asked the 
applicant. 
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Mr. Furry explained that the parapet did need to be raised, but it was previously 
approved to fully screen the rooftop units through a prior submittal.  
 
Mr. Furry confirmed that the parapet was previously approved for screening, so this 
approval was just for the units. 
 
Board Action: 
Member Degnan moved in case 2025-0104954-HDRB at 206 Mackenzie Street to 
approve the three items as outlined. Member Mather seconded. Member Biedscheid
offered a friendly amendment that clarification be made that this is for the roof-mounted
HVC units, the new pedestrian gate on McKenzie Street, and the stucco to match the 
existing stucco. The amendment was accepted. The motion passed with the Board voting 
unanimously (4-0).  
 

3) - - -
approved parapet on the McKenzie St for which an exception is requested to 14-
5.2(D)(2)(c) addition to a primary façade.   

 
Acting Chair Bienvenu shared that the next item for discussion was item three, which 
requires an exception, and staff does not recommend approval. He explained that this 
item is for changing the overall design and height from the existing height of 14 feet 1/2 
inches to 17 feet 3 inches in height, and that the 14 feet 1/2 inches was a previous board-
approved modification, and asked if staff would clarify the reasoning for the 
recommendation of denial. 
 
Mr. Duran confirmed the board did approve the previous modification to the height. Mr. 
Duran shared the image of the previous approval for the north façade. He stated that 
there were no issues with the design when it was previously approved. However, now the 
as-built design before the board for approval is the revised pre-board approval
construction to complete the façade. The current infrastructure needs the extra 3 feet 3 
inches to provide screening for rooftop appurtenances. Staff had concerns with the 
architectural design, raising what was approved because it changed the character of that 
northern façade; therefore, staff are not recommending approval. However, there is the 
fact that the applicant needed this to provide the necessary screening for their rooftop
skylights and other appurtenances, and it is as built. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu confirmed that the staff is stating is not the design, but that the 
exception criteria have not been met. 
 
Mr. Duran confirmed. 
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Acting Chair Bienvenu questioned why the parapet was not previously addressed for 
additional height. if it was necessary to raise the parapets to be higher to screen rooftop 
appurtenances why was the issue not discussed several years ago when the parapets 
were previously discussed. 
 
Mr. Duran stated these skylights have not yet been added it is currently open space.
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu asked if the skylights were a part of the original plan that was 
approved a few years ago. 
 
Mr. Duran stated that they were approved in 2022. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated he was trying to understand if the as approved in 2022, if 
the skylights were approved as well, and if they would have been approved as being 
publicly visible. 
 
Mr. Duran stated that they would have been hidden behind the parapet. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu asked if they would have been hidden in 2022, why the additional
height is required now. 
 
Mr. Duran shared that the issue is the structural integrity of the adobe in the building. in 
order to hold the integrity of the building and the adobe and the current structure and the 
current framing of the structure it had to be raised. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated that it is a very strong alteration of the design characteristic 
of that façade.  
 
Mr. Furry gave some background about the portion of the building that is behind the wall. 
In the early 1900s, this was an open alley, and sometime in the 1940s, we're not sure 
what year, it was enclosed by the owner at that time. What the current owners want to do 
is bring the look of an open alley back, and to return the building to what it was, but it can't 
be an exterior space anymore. The solution for that would be to put in glass skylights or 
a glass roof that would disappear as much as possible for anybody using the space inside. 
So, it's as if you were outside again, like the building was originally. The skylights in the 
previous submittal were approved along with this design. However, the wall that was there 
that we were adding has disintegrated due to a lack of maintenance beforehand from 
years past and negligence from a previous construction process. Now that had to be 
rebuilt because it was destroyed with the new skylight structure behind it and with the way 
it would need to drain to avoid draining on the street, the slope has to drain onto the
adjacent roof so it has to be high enough to get over that roof be able to be flashed that's 
what determines the height of this wall. Again, that is influenced first by the height of the 
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glass roof and then the wall in front of it to hide it, so the design being submitted is the 
same design of the wall, it's just three feet three inches higher. With the previously 
approved design the top of the arch that was submitted was more in line with the facade 
that you see on the left which was on the east side now, by pushing it up we feel that it 
sets this part of the building apart more because between the two sections of the building 
we have two different heights and this now pushes it in between whereas before it was in 
line with the one so it got a little lost in the existing façade. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated it does make it more prominent but that corresponds to is it 
makes the other feature less prominent which is what is considered as the facade and is 
now dominated by the new structure. He asked the applicant what was mean by the wall 
disintegrated, was it the wall on the street? He asked if the applicant could point out what 
disintegrated that if required someone to rebuild that feature.  
 
Mr. Furry pointed at the area on the screen and explained that the adobe construction 
with the open roof for several years had melted the front of the wall. That portion of the 
wall was compromised because it was open to the elements and basically destroyed. So,
it needed to be rebuilt, which was previously approved. We have gone back in and found 
all the problems with the building since that approval; we re-evaluated how that space 
worked, which required the raising of the parapet and the raising of the skylight behind it, 
they're interconnected. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu asked why that wall couldn't have just been rebuilt exactly the way 
it was approved by the board the last time, or couldn't be rebuilt exactly the way it was
approved, other than wanting to add the skylights. 
 
Mr. Furry stated the skylights were approved to be there, but once they had worked out 
several of the other problems, they had to remove plaster and stucco, which is when they
realized what was compromised underneath. Reinforcing the existing structure created a 
difference from the original design. They were infusing between two different styles, so
this design was trying to take a little bit of both and simplify, but give it a little bit of interest. 
However, the main requirement for it was to be high enough to screen the skylights. They
like this design but are open to any other modifications as long as they can have the 
height needed. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu, the part we're talking about, is very faint on the original design
drawing. 
 
Mr. Furry agreed it somehow got lighter. He stated the wall was partially there and they 
were approved to add to it but since it was destroyed, they were now rebuilding the entire 
wall.   
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Member Degnan asked the staff to elaborate a little bit on how this changes the historic 
nature of the north façade.  
 
Mr. Duran showed the façade before the construction. He stated that staff evaluated the 
applicant's response and the previously approved design in 2021. The previous approval 
had a lower parapet, and that lower parapet allowed the fenestrations from the designs 
on that northern facade to complement what is currently there. The new design takes over 
that primary façade, and that conflicts with what historic preservation is trying to do. It 
should be aesthetically pleasing, but it needs to retain the integrity of that north primary 
façade. To create a new facade while trying to replicate, but which overwhelms the
northern façade, is not consistent with what the board previously approved. The 
decorative feature on the parapet is not sufficiently distinguished from the historic feature 
on the adjacent parapet; that was the concern from staff that it detracts from the primary 
facade and what is currently established. 
 
Member Biedscheid recalled being on the Board during the previous case approval in 
2022. She said the reasoning for that approval was that the design allowed the historic 
roof line to be dominant. It was shorter than the original building to its left. She wondered
if it's possible to keep that roof line below that level since it's already built. She asked if it 
was considered to differentiate the connection between the two distinct buildings with 
something that differs in design, like even exposing the steel skylight structure, though 
she was unclear how the side view would look.  It would be better to have a modern,
contemporary connection because it appears on the inside that the objective is to have a 
sort of contemporary take on an outdoor space that used to exist. After all, there is steel 
with a glass roof and a living wall, which are more modern interpretations of outdoor 
feeling spaces, and it might be possible to acknowledge that on the outside without trying 
to hide it. She asked if that was ever part of the design process. 
 
Mr. Furry stated that there was discussion, but the primary focus was to hide the skylight 
because it was understood that it was a requirement. He said the applicant is open to 
simplifying the facade by changing it slightly if needed.  The curve was just a simplified 
way to speak to the facade next to it, but not to be the same.  
 
Member Cherry asked if the archway that was drawn in was recessed or if it went all the 
way through.  
 
Mr. Furry stated it is a recess that simulates the existing recess on the facade to the left. 
 
Public Comment regarding Item 3: 
(inaudible) Oster, 1102 Piedras Rojas, was sworn in. Ms. Oster clarified that they were 
happy to make accommodations for whatever the board recommends. If the steel 
structure is acceptable and the board saw on the site visit how it was shored up, it's not 
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just the front facade that was compromised; it is the whole perpendicular wall. One side 
of the passage is completely compromised, and the skylights had to be raised because a 
concrete bond beam had to be put in the top to be able to hold the structure's integrity. 
That was the origin of the whole design, and if it is the Board's will that it be taken down 
and the frame is shown, the team is willing to make those modifications as well as any 
other modifications that the Board requires. It really was that it was an attempt to hide it,
as was thought to be required. We can hide it another way if the Board pleases. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu confirmed there is a requirement to hide the solar panels; an 
exception would be necessary if they were publicly visible. So, you were correct about 
that. There are two conflicting requirements to get the skylights; one is that they can't be 
publicly visible, and the other is that the Board has already approved the height of that 
parapet. 
 
Elizabeth West, 318 Sena Street, Santa Fe, was sworn in. Ms. West acknowledged the 
complexity of the case and the conflicting requirements for the code. She felt the design 
was interesting and admitted the conflicting code requirements with a traditional way of 
coping with the conundrum. She liked the slight undulation that's hinted at, and  a nice 
little addition that's quite attractive. 
 
Ramon Sarason, 2794 Calle De Valdes, Santa Fe, was sworn in. Mr. Sarason stated it is 
a very interesting conundrum and an opportunity to explore some other design options. 
He did not like the approved plan, and this just elongates the transition between these 
two important parts of such a phenomenal historical edifice is worthy of some exploration
that might be able to make good use of a transitional design that doesn't meet the exact
standards that are applicable here, since they're contradictory. He challenged the 
architect and the owner to see if they could come to a solution that would be an
enhancement to this important facility. 
 
Ms. Beninato, previously sworn in, was opposed to the exception being requested 
because it dominates the façade which is a primary facade, it hides some of the windows 
or obscure some of the windows behind it, the openings are there, the window openings 
in that little addition are larger than what was approved before, and the hardship is 
something about the structural integrity being compromised but putting in bond beams 
doesn't mean that you need to raise it three and a half feet. The real issue is that they
want a glass roof there, it's not glass skylights, but a glass roof. Regarding drainage, a 
quarter inch per foot is plenty for drainage; therefore, none of this seems to really add up 
to needing an exception. It was a mistake that the board allowed an exception to begin 
with, but the applicant should go back to the originally approved design which is lower 
and doesn't overtake the historic part of this facade and if the glass roof has to be 
eliminated it should be fine because they have plenty of glass in this building including in 
the addition that they're proposing. So, it is not a hardship in any way shape or form and 
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a structural compromise of a wall doesn't mean that you need to add three and a half feet 
to a parapet or to a facade and the idea that you would even suggest allowing steel to be 
exposed on a primary facade is outrageous and not in keeping with the requirements of 
the of the district.  
 
Member Cherry asked Mr. Furry if a different facade height was requested, how high it 
would need to be to conceal the roof, assuming the high part of the roof is on the west 
side, the low parts on the east side, so the arch, which is in the middle currently, is the 
highest.  
 
Mr. Furry stated the arch could be removed and make it more of a flat parapet, and still 
hide the skylights. The base of the arch height is the minimum height needed for the 
skylights. 
 
Member Cherry stated this is a great piece of information to have because it helps 
visualize what the requirement is for the glass roof, which is appreciated because it does 
a lot to honor the building. The tour was very helpful as well. The construction challenges 
are better understood, especially having to drain that area of the roof onto the other roof 
and the height requirement. It is beneficial for the building to have that, and if there were
no glass roof there, the water would still need to be drained, and a shed roof would be 
needed, which is not necessarily very appealing and would still require a  
parapet façade, whether it was an arch or flat, or anything to conceal that roof. Therefore,
what is being constructed inside is not relevant to what we are charged with. From a 
construction standpoint, it's been well thought out, and it's very functional, and having 
some form of facade there that's a parapet, whether it be curved or flat, is a good solution 
for that area.  
 
Mr. Furry stated that the only other way to drain that roof would be onto the sidewalk and 
the street on a north façade, and that was what caused all the degradation to begin with.  
 
Member Biedscheid stated that there have been a couple of options for alternative 
designs, like Member Cherry  suggestion with a flat parapet and maybe removing the 
niche or a more exposed design. Would the applicant be willing to think about those 
suggestions and come back with an alternate design for review and approval at a later 
date? 
 
Mr. Furry stated yes, they would. Alternative designs were discussed including the flat 
parapet and removing the alcove so it is at the minimum height for screening of the 
skylights which is the height of the outer dimension called out on the right on the new 
elevation. 
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Acting Chair Bienvenu stated that it would be lower than the height of the arch that was 
previously approved, which would help with maintaining the dominance of the feature to 
the north, and in fact that what was currently existing when the board reviewed this was 
something flat in that space. 
 
Board Action: 
Member Biedscheid moved in case 2025-0104954-HDRB at 206 Mackenzie Street in 

the exception criteria have not been met, postpone this item for a redesign requesting 
that the applicant come back to the HDRB with some alternate design suggestions that 
minimize the roof line as much as possible while hiding the steel structure behind and/or
an alternate design that the applicant prefers for consideration noting that the exception 
criteria might be required for exposed steel items. Member Degnan seconded. The motion 
passed by roll call vote with the Board voting unanimously (4-0).  
 
The applicant consented to the postponement. 
 
There was discussion on whether this should be to a date certain on June 22nd, and on 
posting requirements. It was confirmed that this item is postponed to a date certain of 
June 22, 2025. 
 
Clarification of the motion was made. 
 

1) Replace all the doors and windows for which an exception is requested to 14-
5.2(D)(1)(a) for the removal of historic material. 

 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated item one for this case is requesting to replace all the doors 
and windows for which an exception is requested under 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) for the removal 
of historic material. Presentations from staff and the applicant, and there has been a site 
visit, and there is also a report from the window assessor. 
 
Member Cherry asked for clarification on what the proposal was for window J. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu remarked that, in looking through the packet, one thing that  
was not mentioned is that at the last meeting there was also a discussion about the 
windows and the applicant at that time sought to repair the historic windows and replace 
ones that were non-repairable and that had deteriorated beyond repair, and that was what 
the board's action approved, so in essence there's some argument to be made that we're
revisiting an issue that's already been decided and ruled upon. 
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Mr. Furry stated that when the owners bought the property, there was a boarded-up hole 
in window J. The request is to infill the open hole with a window that matches what was 
there historically and that also matches the rest of the windows on the building.  
 
Member Cherry asked if that window would be constructed to match the  
windows on that façade. 
 
Mr. Furry confirmed that it was the divided light double hung. 
 
Member Cherry questioned if the proposal is for a Marvin factory window. 
 
Mr. Furry confirmed it is a Marvin factory window with a wood exterior, and painted the
same color as the rest of the windows.  
 
Member Cherry stated he wanted some clarification on those windows because there 
was a drawing, but not a detail, and when replacing in-kind, it includes the muntin being 
the same width, the same profile, and the same mill design, and that rarely occurs with a 
factory window. Typically, a window has to be replicated for it to truly be in kind.  
 
Mr. Furry stated that they went with Marvin because, for some other cases here in Santa 
Fe, Marvin was able to recreate windows in a factory that did match historic sizes of 
muntin widths, divisions, and the like, and Marvin told them they could do the same for 
this project. 
 
Member Cherry stated there are a couple of different numbers on everything because Ra
Patterson did not number the same as the applicant. Using the applicants' numbers,
The door 100, how would that be constructed?  
 
Mr. Furry stated that the door is wood and does exist. It is currently in storage for 
construction purposes, but it will be reinstalled.  
 
Member Cherry pointed out that this is where the confusion is coming from; the proposal 
states replacing all windows and doors, and there are some that aren't being replaced. 
 
Member Cherry stated that this is a super important building, it's a beautiful building, and 
the applicants are doing a really careful job to preserve it. However, the windows are an 
important part of the historic integrity to and there are some windows here that are worth
preserving and while there are limitations that those windows have due to their age such 
as condensing moisture on the inside in the winter time and not being as energy efficient 
or as tight, there are some sophisticated good ways to restore those windows. There are 
a number of windows here that deserve preservation, along with a number of windows 
here that deserve to be replaced. Some of these windows are in really good shape from 
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a degradation standpoint and should remain. He asked the applicant if they were willing 
to work at retaining some of the windows rather than replacing them, or if the replacement 
for most of the windows. 
 
Mr. Furry stated the issue was more about the way the windows are installed in the 
existing wall; they're not flashed, they're not insulated, and just the building materials of 
the building itself are the reason for the replacement of pretty much all the windows. For
the building to be stable for the next 100-plus years, this is something that, because of
their age, get away from. The only remedy is to remove the windows and flash 
them properly, but once removed, it destroys the window. So, for the building to be stable,
this is the best way to do that and not compromise the stability of the building. 
 
Member Cherry respectfully disagreed that certain windows, which have been there for
close to 100 years, are not what has injured the integrity of that building. There is no
evidence that most of the windows on the south facade seem like they're in really good 
shape and do not show a lot of evidence of leaking moisture through the interface
between the window and the wall.  
 
Mr. Furry stated that they did have the window assessment done as required, and they 
are using those recommendations based on their understanding of the condition of the 
windows.  
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated that the basic idea with window replacements is to review 
three things. First, we check if we are discussing a primary facade or not, because 
windows and doors have a different set of rules that apply to them, even when they're 
Historic, if they're not on a primary façade. A decorative feature, such as a piece of wood
On a non-primary facade might be preservable under our ordinance or be required to be 
preserved because of the fact that we have a prohibition on removing historic materials,
no matter where they're located. However, the ordinance carves out windows and doors 
for different treatment; it could be a drafting error, but it does call out specifically window 
and door uh replacement as being differentiated as to whether or not it's on a primary 
façade. So, if it's on a non-primary facade, essentially, there's not a lot that can be done 
to protect them if someone wants to remove them. On a primary façade, the general rule 
is that they must be repaired, and only if they're non-repairable are they allowed to be 
replaced. Then they must be replaced in-kind, meaning exact duplicates. In this case, we 
need to look first at the windows and doors in question on the primary façade. This is 
almost a significant building because almost the entire structure has a primary facade 
designation, with a few exceptions. Secondly, if it is on a primary facade, is it historic, and 
thirdly, if it's repairable? If it is not historic, it has the presumption of being replaceable. If 
it is historic, then the next question is whether it's repairable. This is the flowchart of 
dealing with all of these windows and doors. 
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Member Biedscheid added that if the window assessment can be considered as true, the
window assessment identifies which windows are historic and which are on primary 
facades, and for those on primary facades that are historic. Mr. Patterson has assigned 
a rating of fair,  which is defined as having 30% to 40% deterioration, making them not 
repairable.  If that is all accurate in this case, and where in the past when faced with cases 
like this the board often requires repair on the primary facades, but allows replacement
on the non- primary facades, the primary facades are not repairable so they would need 
to be replaced in-kind concerning material and style and that's what the application 
intends to do. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated the coding for this window assessment is P for premium, S 
for satisfactory, F for fair, and U for unsatisfactory. There is some confusion about the 
difference between the fair and the unsatisfactory. Fair is defin putty glazing,
cracking, and missing at 30 to 40% of the sashes, frames, and casings, have some 
members 30 to 40% completely deteriorated he unsatisfactory says casing members 
have more than 30 to 40% deterioration beyond repair  It seems to cut in two different 
directions that the fair is repairable by calling it fair and by not saying it's beyond repair,
and saying that some parts of it are 30 to 40% deteriorated. He asked if anyone had any 
clarification on the window assessor's coding.  
 
Mr. Duran could not clarify but explained the window assessor has this curriculum that he 
uses, and this is a common way of defining the condition of the windows, but staff don't
have an interpretation for his way of assessing the windows. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu questioned how to apply his characterizations to the ordinance.
 
Mr. Duran stated that the 30% to 40% deterioration on primary facades, as Member 
Biedscheid had stated. So, if the window assessment shows a good condition or fair 
condition and is repairable, staff recommend repair. If they are not repairable with 30% 
or greater deterioration and they need to be replaced, staff recommend replacement. If 
the request is for replacing windows on a primary façade, an exception is required for the 
removal of historic materials. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated he understood the policy of applying the 30% rule. He was 
not sure that it was written anywhere, but he was unsure how to apply the 30% rule to the 
ratings of fair and unsatisfactory because the assessor uses 30 to 40% figures   
to call a window fair and then say it's not restorable. It would seem that unsatisfactory is 
what corresponds to not being repairable. 
 
Mr. Duran stated that the staff agrees. 
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Acting Chair Bienvenu summarized the translation of the coding; a window that's
designated as would be something that should be replaced in-kind under our 
ordinance, and something that's designated as P S  or F should be repaired or 
restored. He stated  
 
The assessment is about the wood members being repairable and restorable, and the
window assessor and the applicant are making a secondary argument that even if the 
wood could be repaired, it doesn't make them repairable because their removal will
compromise the structural integrity. This is a separate issue there, but our focus is on the
repairability and restorability because that's what our ordinance speaks to.  
 
Mr. Duran stated that it was where staff made the recommendation of the removal of the 
windows and replacement in-kind because of the impact on the structure. Given that 
windows P S  and F  but those windows have historic sashes and jams, many of the 
sills are buried in stucco and will need to be removed to make these windows seal 
Properly. If the units are removed, the jams will be destroyed because the jams 
are the buck in the adobe. the adobe and the interior plaster is 
showing signs of deterioration from water getting in around the existing jams due to the 
lack of flashing and moisture from condensation because of the quantity and size of the 
single glazed windows . It continues, the best solution to protect the integrity of the 
structure is to remove these units and replace in-kind all wood windows with divided light 
and insulated glass  These windows are located on the non-primary elevations.  There
are three elevations that are primary on this structure. Taking into consideration what the 
assessment says, the staff takes into consideration the best solution to protect the 
structure with these repairable windows, if they can be repaired and returned into place, 
that would be the preference, where possible; however, that may not be possible given 
the assessor's assessment. The assessment makes it sound like once the window is
removed for repair, the pen tile and adobe block around the window will be adversely
impacted. So, a new window would be required. Therefore, staff is recommending that 
the exception criteria have been met for the replacement of the windows. Most of the 
windows are painted shut and are non-operable; however, to what extent they can be
repaired, staff do not know, which is why staff depend on the window assessor. The 

The best solution moving forward for this structure is to replace 
in-kind. This is the reasoning for  recommendation.  
 
Member Cherry disagreed, explaining there is a large majority of windows in the historic 
buildings in Santa Fe that don't have bucks, and many of those windows have been 
functional for over 100 years and are repairable. So, if that argument were true, then it 
would be a great argument to just take the whole bunch of windows in Santa Fe out.  From 
his observation, the board is charged with preserving. 
What can be preserved, what is intact, what's not 30% degraded? There's a certain 
number of those windows that don't meet that criteria, which are not degraded to 30% 
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can be argued to be replaced because of how it was originally constructed into the 
building might be causing a problem. There was no problem until recently. The proposed 
retrofit of flashing and weather stripping, with stucco application, is good at interfacing the 
perimeter of that buck. So, it is a little bit dangerous to use how they were originally 
installed as a deciding factor; we need to look at what is in the code, and that is the 
degradation level of those windows, since they are on a primary facade, and they can be
restored. 
 
Mr. Duran thanked Member Cherry for his statements. He stated that staff greatly 
appreciates M
field of window restoration, and while staff understand the plan sets, they do not have 
firsthand experience with window installation, so it is nice to have an expert to help guide 
the decision in window replacement. Staff will appreciate the motion, whether it is in 
keeping with the staff recommendation or not.  
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated that the board is traditionally very jealous of protecting 
windows and doors whenever possible because they are an extremely important aspect 
of the historic integrity that, once removed and taken away, is never regained. This is why 
the board is so careful and why the board has been disappointed with the rule, which will
hopefully change with the code rewrite, that seems to treat primary facades differently,
because that allows perfectly good historic windows to be trashed. After all, people have 
a misguided notion that they want modern double pane insulated windows, even though 
we know that is not a significant impact on the insulation value of the house, and 
conversely has a huge impact on the historic integrity and the appearance of the home. 
That's why the board tends to be as objective as we can when reviewing an assessment 
report that tells whether they're repairable or restorable. It is dangerous to go to the next 
phase of saying, "Sure, they're restorable, but once you take them out, it's hard to put 
them back in without altering the structure." But that's just a that's just sort of conundrum 
that has to be dealt with, and there are ways to deal with it. New windows are going to be 
put in here, so there will be ways to also put historic windows back in as well if the will is 
there. We will need to go through the windows one by one from the assessment report 
and look to see if they are primary, historic, and repairable, and make those decisions to 
make a motion.  
 
Member Cherry stated that the charge is to preserve historic material that can be 
preserved, and the windows are historic material that can be preserved.  These windows 
were installed in an era when things were serviceable. So, the interior trim comes off, the 
balances can be replaced, the ropes can be replaced, the pulleys can be replaced, the 
sashes can come out of the frames in situ and be repaired.  There are certain windows 
that had some damage caused by the previous construction project that  be rebuilt 
because the material has been removed, but certainly those windows were intended to 
come out to be serviced, reglazed, and they could be refinished. It's just a different way 
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that things are built nowadays to be disposable, and those windows were certainly built 
to be serviced. 
 
Mr. Furry stated that besides the integrity of the bucks and the wall around it, there has 
been a lot of damage done to the windows themselves as part of the profiles and the 
design of the window from excessive scraping over the years, and trying to do things to
The windows that were not good for them. So those are the types of things that can't be
preserved because they are gone. They can't be added back in like profiles, shapes of 
the frame, and such. It would be nice to say that there is always the possibility that parts 
could be taken out, repaired, and put back in, but it's a huge unknown, and there is a risk 
of trying to do that and then finding out that this assessment is correct and the windows 
need to be replaced. Then the situation is worse because now the project is further down 
the line, extending the construction, exposing the building further and longer to the 
elements, which are things the applicant is trying to avoid. The assessment was done as 
required, and what the assessor put in the report is what is being followed. The assessor
may have a bit of an ambiguous rating system, but his summary does say for all the 
windows that he does recommend they be replaced for various reasons. Some things 
aren't readily seen from looking at the window. For instance, anything within the frame 
itself, just looking at the sash and the trim, isn't going to give the whole story for every 
window. Whereas Mr. Patterson has gone in and done exploratory investigations into the 
wall next to the windows and into the windows. The requirement was to have an 
assessment done, which has been done, and the assessment recommends that the 
windows be replaced. It seems a little cut and dry in this case when reading the summary
of the assessment. 
 
Ms. Oster stated that the owners are not driving the replacement of the windows, they 
want to care for the building the best that they can, but they are not experts on windows. 
So, they are relying on the assessment. It is confusing what criteria would be used as a
basis if it is not the window assessment from the assessor with the expertise.  
 
Member Cherry stated that different professionals in the same profession have different 
opinions. This happens to be his profession, historic window restoration,  
and he is one of the approved assessors. While his observations are cursory but they are 
experienced in the field, so there is an ability to look at a window to get an assessment. 
Many of the windows were open during the tour, and he looked at them closely to get an 
idea of their condition. There are other options, like getting another window assessment;
he would abstain because he is already involved at this level, but it is an option. He 
appreciated the desire to restore this building and felt the intent, honesty, and desire to 
revive it. He stated that it was not intended to indicate that none of the windows needed 
to be replaced, but there are specific windows that could be repaired and preserved,
which will help the integrity of the structure. 
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Ms. Oster stated she understood Member Cherry was more qualified than herself, but 
requested the board give an avenue forward, especially if they are rejecting the 

 evaluation, as an alternative path will be needed.  
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu clarified that the board does tend to rely very heavily on any 
approved window assessor's assessment of the repairability of a window, and so that part 
of the report is something that the board typically accepts. If it says repairable, it is 
accepted to be repairable. If it says non-repairable, it is accepted. However, the second 
aspect, the additional information, is more than what is in question. It says it might be
repairable, but the best solution is replacement for various reasons. The board is weighing 
the difference, not necessarily contesting the assessment of repairability so much as that 
secondary comment. Also, to clarify, Ra Patterson nor anyone on the list of assessors do 
not works for the board or the staff; they are private contractors who are on a list for an 
applicant to hire if they so desire. The board understands that as an applicant or member 
of the public, you need to know how to proceed.   
 
Member Cherry stated that there will be a way to proceed given tonight by giving a motion 
and path of approval, which the applicant may agree with or not, but it would give a path 
forward. 
 
Public Comment regarding Item 1: 
 
Elizabeth West asked if an assessor says windows can be repaired, but they suggest 
replacement, does that allow the property owner to go back to the assessor for 
clarification on any ambiguity? 
 
Ramon Sarason stated that the ambiguity on this decision comes down to the assessor's 
report not stating the percentage of degradation, and an answer could be to have the
assessor say this is 32% degraded, or a more thorough degradation 
threshold identified by the assessor.  
 
Stephanie Beninato agreed with Member Cherry's remarks, and the staff misinterpreted 
the law to say that the structure is the only thing to preserve. Preservation also applies to 
certain windows on primary facades, and if they are repairable, then they should be 
repaired, and if it is degraded more than 30% then they can be replaced. The rationale 
about having to take the historic window out and make a repair, say of the sill, and then 
put it back somehow, that would degrade the building, would happen whether you took it 
out and replaced it or whether you took it out and repaired it and put it back in. The 
assessment should go window by window, which would give enough information to make 
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a decision tonight, if not, ask the owners to take it back to the expert they hired and have 
the assessment be more specific, window by window.   
 
 
Member Biedscheid clarified that, according to the report, there are seven windows on 
the primary facade that are historic. The largest window, the applicant is not proposing 
any change, this would be window G, so then there are six windows, and the way this 
reads is that the difference between the fair and the unsatisfactory is that fair is 30 to 40%
whereas unsatisfactory is greater than that range. The assessment says some members 
have more than, used for unsatisfactory criteria have historically 
been to at the 30% mark. She was willing to accept this assessment, and knowing that 
the applicants are going out of their way to try to do the right thing here and are willing to 
do repairs if that's what was recommended, there does not seem to be a reason to 
second-guess an expert  report that is in hand. She said she would like to see what's 
repairable repaired since there is no contradictory evidence to that fact before us tonight.  
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu believed Member Biedscheid was correct about the 30 to 40% but 
the report says the window that they're keeping is an F,  which is fair. 
 
Member Biedscheid stated it could be  
 
Ms. Oster stated that the window is really big in the Hazel Hyde Studio, and the decision
was made to retain it because the community members who came to speak to the 
applicants about that particular room loved the windows and desired to see them stay. 
The community is looking forward to having the building functional and available to them 
again. The window is a skylight that becomes a window, and a modern skylight has been 
placed over the original skylight to protect it and the window from damage. The vertical 
plane windows have been partially repaired, though they need to be shored up more, but 
the applicant is committed to retaining those windows because they mean so much to the 
community. 
 
Member Cherry stated it is a great point and illustrates that the window is repairable, just 
like the other windows that he believes are repairable, and the reason that that window,
even though it might have, according to the assessor, this level of degradation that makes 
it replaceable, there's a willingness on your part to repair it. So, if there was an equal 
willingness to repair these other windows, the structure would have better integrity. All for 
repairing the repairable windows. 
 
Member Mather asked if it would be worth having a conversation with Mr. Patterson about 
his assessment. 
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Acting Chair Bienvenu stated that he has come before the board before, but if there can 
be a resolution tonight, it would be preferable. 
 
Ms. Oster asked if the board had the summary on page seven of eight and if the windows 
B, E, G, K, PP, KK, RR that are listed are the ones in discussion right now. 
 
Member Cherry responded that the discussion is regarding all of the windows at this time.
 
Ms. Oster stated if they try to repair those that are in the same line of list with G that we 
do give it our best shot but we go ahead and replace the others we are considering is 
taking that set of windows and trying to repair those and going ahead and following his 
direction on the rest to replace but giving our best shot to repair. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated that they seem to be going by what is in the assessment,
as a primary façade is historic and is repairable. 
 
Member Cherry stated that because there is some ambiguity, a window-by-window
motion would be best, but it might be too complicated to follow, and pretty long. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu agreed that that would be the best approach, and looking at page
152 of the packet, which is the report, every window or door is marked from  all the
way to y  and it's sequential window by window. The motion should address the three 
factors, which are whether it is the primary façade, whether the window is historic, and 
whether it's repairable.   
 
Board Action: 
Member Cherry moved in case 2025-0104954-HDRB at 206 Mackenzie Street in respect 
to window replacement of window a door dr1, door 108, door 107, window B, ZZ or ZZ3, 
ZZ2, ZZ1. Door 104A, window C, window E, window F, window X2, window X1, all the 
DDs (DD1 through DD10, window Y, window U, door 138, door 130B, all the TT windows, 
EE, FF, window R, and the restoration or repair of door 11O8, W2, W1, T3, T2, T1, S3, 
S2, S1, P, O, N, M, L, K, door 135D, I, all of the OOs, OO1, OO2, OO3, OO4, OO5, all 
the NNs (1, 2, and 3), all MMs, M1, M2, M3, all LLs, LL1, LL2, LL3, all KKs (1 through 3), 
JJ1, JJ2, I1, HH3, HH2, HH1, GG3, GG2, GG1, QQ1, QQ2, and RR and for window J 
install an in-kind to match window K and regarding the gates 141B and 135D should be 
lowered and retained.  
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu asked if this was in keeping with the assessment and asked if 
there was some way to correlate the groupings. 
 
Member Cherry said it was not in keeping with the assessment, that this was his 
recommendation from his review based on the different conditions, such as the windows 
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in the second group of the windows in the assessment, the profile was removed during 
previous construction, so that they cannot be replaced. 
Member Degnan seconded.  
Member Biedscheid stated she could not follow the motion there seemed that some of 
the windows that were non-historic, and there is no requirement to repair non-historic
windows, and some were recommended to be replaced. It has been the practice to limit 
the repair of windows to those on the primary facades. This building has a lot, many are 
not publicly visible; it would be more helpful to group these by historic and on a primary 
faced and are repairable. 
 
Member Cherry explained he did not intend for this to be so complicated. He is 
recommending the replacement of all the non-historic windows on non-primary facades.
 
Attorney Ruybalid recommended breaking the motion by façade and voting on five, six, 
or ten windows at a time.  
 
The motion was withdrawn.  
 
Member Cherry asked for a façade map of the property. 
 
Mr. Duran asked the board to consider section 14-5.2(D)(5) "For all facades of significant 
and landmark structures and the primary facades of contributing structures: (i) historic 
windows shall be repaired or restored wherever possible 
historic windows that cannot be repaired or restored shall be duplicated in the size style 
and material of the original." To be taken into consideration when making the motion,
because there can not be a requirement to repair non-historic, non-primary windows. 
 
Mr. Duran confirmed there was not a façade map like those created for the status reviews,
but there is the site plan that shows which elevations are primary. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu asked that staff page 157 of the packet, which has the diagram 
that shows the letter for each window and corresponds with Mr. Patterson's report.  
 
Board Action: 
Member Cherry moved in case 2025-0104954-HDRB at 206 Mackenzie Street in respect 
to window replacement on the north façade approve the applicants proposal to on the 
first-floor to restore window G, install a new window in the H location, 
restore window I on the first floor and to restore window PP and window SS to replace 
windows TT on the second floor and restore door 6 and replace door 19. Member Mather
seconded the motion. 
 
 

COSF 031



Historic Districts Review Board 
June 24, 2025 
Page 29 of 36 

 
 

 

Acting Chair Bienvenu confirmed that there was an intent to restore a non-historic 
window. 
 
Member Cherry confirmed that it was intentional. 
 
The motion passed by roll call vote (3-1) with Members Mather, Cherry, and Degnan 
voting for and Member Biedscheid voting against. 
 
Board Action: 
Member Cherry moved in case 2025-0104954-HDRB at 206 Mackenzie Street in respect 
to window replacement on the east elevation approve adding a window in the opening of 
window J, retain door number seven and lower it as necessary for ADA requirement, 

as necessary, replace window EE, FF and door 18, restore QQ, restore RR, replace 
window Y, restore window Z, and restore BB1, BB2, and BB3. Member Mather seconded
the motion. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated that there were no non-historic windows in that group. 
 
The motion passed by roll call vote (3-1) with Members Mather, Cherry, and Degnan 
voting for and Member Biedscheid voting against. 
 
Board Action: 
Member Cherry moved in case 2025-0104954-HDRB at 206 Mackenzie Street in respect 
to window replacement on the south elevation approve replacement of X1 and X2, 
replacement of Door 14, and windows V, U, T, S, O, N, M, L, replace D10, D11, and D12 
and window Q on the first floor and restore MM, LL, KK, GG, HH, and II. Member Mather
seconded the motion. 
 
Member Biedscheid stated that everything proposed for restoration in this grouping is 
associated with the assessment that the jams will be destroyed when they are removed 
from the adobe.  
 
Member Cherry stated he felt they could be restored without removing the jams. 
 
The motion passed by roll call vote with Members Mather, Cherry, and Degnan voting for 
and Member Biedscheid voting against. 
 
Board Action: 
Member Cherry moved in case 2025-0104954-HDRB at 206 Mackenzie Street in respect 
to window replacement on the west elevation approve replacement of window A, doors 
1, 2, 3, 4, windows B, C, B, F and replacement or installation of those doors and windows 
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and the ZZs and 104A greenhouse windows and door on the first floor, and restoration of 
OOs, NNs, on the second floor. Member Mather seconded the motion. 
 
 
 
Member Biedscheid stated that though they are we're halfway through this, she stated for 
the record that she objects to the way this is proceeding. She felt like the board was 
replacing the entire window assessment that was part of the packet with a new 
assessment, which might be just as valid, but there may be missing windows and doors 
because the numbering seems a bit off, and some of them have historic sashes and jams,
but may not be historic in their entirety.   
 
The motion passed by roll call vote (3-1) with Members Mather, Cherry, and Degnan 
voting for and Member Biedscheid voting against. 
 
9. New Business 3:02 
 

a. 2025-010496-HDRB, 492 Arroyo Tenorio, Downtown & Eastside Historic 
District, Non-contributing, Will McDonald, agent for Rob Johnson, owner, requests 
approval for a 112 sq. ft. addition on the south elevation. 

 
Mr. Paul Duran presented the case and staff recommendation. Staff recommended
approval of the proposed project and found that the application complies with section 14-
5.2(D) Historic Districts Design Standards. 
 
Will McDonald, 488 Arroyo Tenorio, was sworn in. Mr. McDonald had nothing to share 
and was available for questions. 
 
Public Comment: 
There was no public comment. 
 
Board Action: 
Member Biedscheid moved to approve the application as submitted and as recommended 
by staff. Member Cherry seconded. The motion passed with the Board voting 
unanimously (4-0).  
 

b. 2025-010497-HDRB, 964 Acequia Madre, Downtown & Eastside Historic 
District, Contributing, Manuel Mendoza, agent for Anjani Thomas, owner, requests 
to replace roofing material to a 26-gauge sloped metal roof color natural galvanized 
steel and requests two exceptions to 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) removal of historic material 
and 14-5.2(D)(5)(b) architectural features, finishes, and details other than doors 
and windows, shall be repaired rather than replaced. 

COSF 033



City of Santa Fe, New Mexico

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DATE: June 24, 2025 

TO: Historic Districts Review Board 

 

VIA: 

 

Heather Lamboy, Planning & Land Use Department Director HLL 

Maggie Moore, Assistant Land Use Director 

Gary Moquino, Historic Preservation Division Manager 

  

FROM:  Paul A. Duran, Senior Planner, Historic Preservation Division 

  

 

2025-010494-HDRB, 206 McKenzie St., Downtown and Eastside Historic District, 

Contributing, Bradyn Furry, agent for Mindy Hale and FC3 Ltd. Co., owner, requests approval to 

replace all the doors and windows which requires an exception to 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) for the 

removal of historic material; construct a new detached steel carport to a height of 8’-8” with 

roof-mounted solar units within the existing auto court which requires an exception to 14-

5.2(D)(E) Downtown and Eastside Design Standards; an increase in height by 3’-3” of a 

previously approved parapet on the McKenzie St. façade which requires an exception to 14-

5.2(D)(2)(c) additions are not permitted unless set back 10’ from primary facade, and install roof 

top HVAC units, and a new pedestrian gate on the McKenzie St. adjacent to the vehicle entrance. 

 

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially): 

 

 

 

CITY SUBMITTALS  

 
          District Standards & yard wall 
               & fence standards. 
 
   x    Historic Inventory Form 
 
   x     Zoning Review Sheet 
 
   x      Other: Previous Case Documents and 
Primary Façade Diagram 

APPLICANT SUBMITTALS 
 

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

EXHIBIT D
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends approval of the proposed project and finds that the application complies with 

Section 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and 14-5.2(E) Downtown 

and Eastside Design Standards and the exception criteria have been met for all exception requests 

except for the request for an exception to 14-5.2(D)(2)(c) for the addition and increase in height to 

the primary south elevation facade.  Staff recommends that the applicant find other design options 

for that addition including lowering the parapet to be subservient to the adjacent historic parapet.  

 

Sample motions: 

a. Approve or deny Case #2025-010494 to allow these alterations to 206 McKenzie Street.  

b. Approve or deny Case #2025-010494 to allow these alterations to 206 McKenzie Street 

subject to conditions.  

c. Approve or deny the exception to 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) for the removal of historic material to 

replace all the doors and windows at 206 McKenzie Street. 

d. Approve or deny the exception to 14-5.2(D)(E) Downtown and Eastside Design Standards 

to construct a steel carport for 16 cars. 

e. Approve or deny the exception to 14-5.2(D)(2)(c) additions are not permitted unless set 

back 10’ from the primary façade for raising the parapet on the north primary façade.  

f. Approve or deny Case #2025-010494 to allow those alterations to 206 McKenzie Street 

that do not require an exception.   
 

Should the Board deny the exception request(s), the applicant shall return with an alternative 

proposal for review and approval prior to proceeding to building permit. 

 

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY: 

The mixed-use commercial and multi-family complex at 206 McKenzie Street is listed as 

contributing to the Downtown and Eastside Historic District with the north, east, and partial 

southern and western facades designated as primary. The original structure has been identified in 

the 2005 Historic Cultural Properties Inventory (HCPI) survey form to have been constructed pre-

1766 to 1846 with several changes from the 1930s and 1940s into the present. The unique eclectic 

nature of the structure and location on the Grant Avenue and McKenzie Street streetscape has 

made this structure a stand-alone complex unmirrored by anything seen in the Downtown and 

Eastside Historic District.  
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Figure 1. Primary Facade Diagram, 

 

As part of the application materials, Mr. Bradyn Furry (architect/agent) has put together a detailed 

and thorough summarization of previously approved Historic Districts Review Board (Board) and 

administratively approved (ADMIN) work at 206 McKenzie Street which is part of the Proposal 

Letter for this application. Several changes in contractors and scope of work has left the 

contributing structure in disrepair. The proposed application will rectify all previous approved 

HDRB and ADMIN approvals and the preservation and protection of the structure for the future. 
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Figure 2. Proposed Site Plan.  

 

 

Figure 3. Proposed Floor Plan. 
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APPLICANT’S REQUEST: 

The applicant proposes the following exterior alterations: 
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1) Replace all the doors and windows for which an exception is requested to 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) 

for the removal of historic material. 

2) Construct a new steel carport within the existing autocourt for which an exception is 

requested to 14-5.2(E) to permit the use of metal for the structure in the Downtown & 

Eastside Historic District. 

3) Change the overall height by 3’-3” from 14’-0 1/2” to 17’-3” high from a previously 

approved parapet on the McKenzie St for which an exception is requested to 14-

5.2(D)(2)(c) addition to a primary façade.   

4) Roof mounted HVAC units.  

5) Construct a new pedestrian gate on the McKenzie St. façade. 

6) Re-stucco the exterior of the structure with a new one to match the existing.  

 

Staff does not support the exception to increase the parapet height on the south elevation. The 

height of the parapet was raised 3’-3” contrary to  HDRB approval. In Case# ? the HDRB approved 

a height lower than the adjacent parapet to allow for the distinctive historic roofline to be the 

dominant feature.  Staff concurs with this lower height and recommends the lower height be 

restored.   

 

 

Figure 4. North Primary Facade. 

 

EXCEPTION CRITERIA AND RESPONSES: 

 

Exception to 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) removal of historic material: Staff requests an exception to remove 

historic doors and windows on primary facades of the contributing structure. 

 

(i) Do not damage the character of the district 
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Applicant Response: The design of the doors and windows on the existing building replicate 

structures and accessories which are currently present, on the building.  The new windows and 

doors will match the same sizes, mullion and muntin layouts, materials, and glazing sizes and 

locations. 

 

Staff Response: Staff has evaluated the applicant’s response and finds that this exception 

criterion has been met. The historic architect has noted that many of the historic doors and 

windows are inoperable and unrepairable. Given the historic architectural assessment and 

maintaining the district standards with regard to the integrity and best preservation practices in 

protecting the structure, new doors and windows will provide aesthetic continuity within the 

structure and protection from outside inclement weather exposure. 

 

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

 

Applicant Response: If an attempt were made to repair those that could be repaired, uncovering 

them would destroy their structural attachments to the building, thus rendering them 

unsalvable. If the units are removed, the jambs will be destroyed because the jambs are the 

buck in the adobe. The adobe and the interior plaster are showing signs of deterioration from 

water intrusion around the existing jambs due to the lack of flashing and moisture from 

condensation due to the quantity and size of the single glazed windows. 

 

Staff Response: Staff has evaluated the applicant’s response and finds that the exception 

criteria has been met. Given the current condition of the structure, the request for new doors 

and windows would provide protection measures that will preserve the overall integrity and 

status of the structure for the future. 

 

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

options to ensure that residents can continue to reside within the historic districts; 

 

Applicant Response: The application of these modifications do not affect the ability for 

residents to continue to reside within this historic district and area and does not change the 

overall look of the building. 

 

Staff Response: Staff has evaluated the applicant’s response and finds that this exception 

criterion has been met. The applicant is proposing on installing new doors and windows that 

replicate the same sizes, mullion and muntin layouts, materials, and glazing sizes and locations 

on the structure. The new doors and windows will accentuate what is currently on the structure. 

 

EXCEPTION CRITERIA AND RESPONSES: 

 

Exception to 14-5.2(E) metal carport: Staff request an exception to construct a metal carport which 

is not an approved material in the Downtown and Eastside Design Standards. 

 

(i) Do not damage the character of the district; 
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Applicant Response: The proposed carport will be hidden from view within the existing 

perimeter yard walls which will be raised in places which have an inconsistent height.  The 

overall height of the yard wall will be adjusted to fully screen the carport from public view.  

The building is in the Business Capital District – McKenzie Street subdistrict which does not 

have a restriction on the height of walls and fences, so yard wall heights can be easily adjusted 

for full screening from the public. 

 

Staff Response: Staff has evaluated the applicant’s response and finds that this exception 

criterion has been met. Generally, metal gates and other metal structural elements need Board 

approval with an exception that will be publicly visible. The applicant proposes the metal 

carport will not be publicly visible from Griffin Street, Grant Avenue, or McKenzie Street, 

which is acceptable.  

 

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

 

Applicant Response: Because the auto-court within the perimeter yard-walls is tight and 

maneuvering within is limited, a cantilevered carport is proposed.  A cantilevered structure 

provides the necessary framework for solar panels while keeping the largest possible, open 

maneuverable space for cars to access underneath. A wood structure, which would typically 

be proposed for this area, with columns at the corners and at the extents of the structure, would 

limit the maneuverability of the cars accessing the parking spaces below, making it almost 

impossible to use. A cantilevered structure of the size required requires a steel structure to 

achieve the necessary clear space for maneuverability. 

 

Staff Response: Staff has evaluated the applicant’s response and finds that this exception 

criterion has been met. The auto-court area is limited in space and maneuverability and to 

provide parking for those who live and work at 206 McKenzie Street, the metal carport will 

provide the structural infrastructure needed to maximize the parking availability. 

 

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

options to ensure that residents can continue to reside within the historic districts; 

 

Applicant Response: The intent of the new carport installation is that it serves the needs of the 

applicant and users of the building while its existence is virtually unknown and invisible to the 

public view. 

 

Staff Response: Staff has evaluated the applicant’s response and finds that this exception 

criterion has been met. The applicant has stated they would have come before the Board with 

a different design if it were possible but due to the dimensions of the structure a wooden carport 

would not be structurally sound so a metal carport is requested. 

 

EXCEPTION CRITERIA AND RESPONSES: 

 

Exception to14-5.2(D)(2)(c) additions are not permitted to primary facades : Staff requests an 

exception to raise the parapet on the north primary façade 3’-3” higher than the original façade 

from 14’-1” to 17’-3” high. 
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(i) Do not damage the character of the district; 

 

Applicant Response: The core design of the proposed addition to the north façade was 

previously approved by the HDRB and is in keeping with the aesthetic nature of the adjacent 

portions of the building. The proposed modification only raises the overall height of the 

parapet. 

 

Staff Response: Staff has evaluated the applicant’s response and finds that this exception 

criterion has not been met. The previously approved design in Case No. 2021-003826-HDRB, 

had a lower parapet so as to not overwhelm the adjacent distinctive parapet which is part of 

defining the building’s contributing status. The current request for an exception to raise the 

parapet is not consistent with what the Board has previously approved. Furthermore, the 

decorative feature on the parapet is not sufficiently distinguished from the historic feature on 

the adjacent parapet. 

 

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

 

Applicant Response: Due to work done by a previous contractor, the portion of the wall in 

question was severely damaged and its structural integrity compromised. The damaged wall 

needs to be removed and replaced, and the design was modified to more reflect the adjacent 

facades and the overall aesthetic of the building. 

 

Staff Response: Staff has evaluated the applicant’s response and finds that this exception 

criterion has not been met. The current condition of the adjacent wall (to the west) is 

compromised by inclement weather. The proposed design does adversely impact the primary 

façade as it overwhelms the existing historic parapet. Other design options should be 

considered to protect the wall from potential weather impacts. 

 

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

options to ensure that residents can continue to reside within the historic districts; 

 

Applicant Response: Because the proposed modification to the previously approved design 

further separates this portion of the façade from the adjacent building masses, it strengthens 

the perception that this infill is not trying masquerade as an original piece of the building.  

Rather, through its increased separation from the adjacent massing’s, it further enhances the 

significance of the original portions of the building. 

 

Staff Response: Staff has evaluated the applicant’s response and finds that this exception 

criterion has not been met. The proposed design and raising of the parapet adversely impacts 

the primary façade of the structure and other design options should be considered in order to 

maintain the distinctive historic character of the building. 

 

RELEVANT CODE CITATIONS:  
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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  

(c) A general harmony as to style, form, color, height, proportion, texture and material 

between buildings of historic design and those of more modern design.  

(C) Regulation of Significant and Contributing Structures in the Historic Districts    

(Ord. No. 2004-26)  

(1) Purpose and Intent  

It is intended that:  

(a) Each structure to be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. 

Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such as the addition of 

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

undertaken;  

(b) Changes to structures that have acquired historic significance 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 characterize a structure be preserved; and  

(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 environment would be unimpaired.  

(4) Compliance with General and Specific Design Standards Required  

All development located within the historic districts and subject to this Section 14-5.2 

shall comply with all applicable general development standards set forth in Subsection 

14-5.2(D), as well as any applicable specific development standards set forth in 

Subsections 14-5.2(E) through (I).  

(5) Exceptions  

Staff shall determine whether an exception to this section is required. The historic board 

may grant an exception to the regulations set forth in this section provided that such 

exception does not exceed the underlying zoning.  

(a) Height  
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If the applicant requests approval of a height in the historic district that exceeds the 

underlying zoning district requirement, the applicant shall first receive an 

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

shall proceed to the board of adjustment or other applicable city body for 

consideration of the proposed variance.  

(b) Design Standards and Signage  

The board may recommend exceptions to Subsections 14-5.2(D)(1-8, 10-11) and 

14-5.2(E) through (I) for construction or alterations within the historic district. The 

recommendation for exceptions shall be made to the governing body. Procedures 

for public notice and hearing before the governing body shall be as set forth in 

Section 14-3.6(B)(3). Exceptions are project specific and do not apply to the subject 

property in perpetuity. If approved by the governing body, the inspections and 

enforcement office shall accept and review an application for, and issue, as 

appropriate, a building permit. The applicant for such exceptions shall conclusively 

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 damage the character of the district;  

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

welfare; and  

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

range of design options to ensure that residents can continue to reside within 

the historic districts.  

(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, contributing, or landmark structure shall be retained and 

preserved. If a proposed alteration will cause a structure to lose its significant, 

contributing, or landmark status, the application shall be denied. The 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.  

(2) 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.  
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(b) Additions to buildings that meet the standards of Subsection 14-5.2(E) shall 

continue to meet those standards set forth in Subsection 14-5.2(E) in addition to the 

standards set forth in this section.  

(c) Additions are not permitted to primary façades.  

(d) Additions are not permitted to the side of the existing footprint unless the addition 

is set back a minimum of ten (10) feet from the primary facade. The addition shall 

not exceed fifty percent of the square footage of the existing footprint, and shall not 

exceed fifty percent of the existing dimension of the primary facade. To the extent 

architecturally practicable, new additions shall be attached to any existing 

noncontributing portion of structures instead of attaching them to the significant or 

contributing portion.  

(e) The height of additions:  

(i) For significant and landmark structures shall be a minimum of six (6) inches 

less than the parapet or equivalent roof-feature of the existing adjacent 

connecting facade.  

(ii) For contributing structures shall be no more than one additional story higher 

than the existing structure. To the extent architecturally practicable, two-story 

additions shall be set to the rear or the side rear of the structure. When an 

additional story is to be placed upon an existing contributing structure, that 

footprint may be no greater than fifty percent of the footprint of the existing 

structure, subject to the provisions of Subsection A(1) above. For the purposes 

of this paragraph, an additional story shall not exceed twelve (12) feet from 

the existing rooftop to the highest point of that story.  

(3) Remodeling to Increase Height; Rooftop Appurtenances  

(a) For remodeling of existing significant and landmark structures, no increase in 

height of the structures is permitted. (For standards relating to additions to existing 

structures, see paragraph (2) above.)  

(b) For significant and landmark structures, publicly visible roof top appurtenances, 

including but not limited to solar collectors, clerestories, decks, or mechanical 

equipment, shall not be added nor shall the parapet be raised to conceal the rooftop 

appurtenances. For contributing buildings solar collectors, clerestories, decks, or 

mechanical equipment if publicly visible shall not be added.  

(4) Porches and Portals  

Existing porches or portals shall not be enclosed.  

(5) Windows, Doors, and Other Architectural Features  

(a) For all facades of significant and landmark structures and for the primary facades 

of contributing structures:  

(i) Historic windows shall be repaired or restored wherever possible. Historic 

windows that cannot be repaired or restored shall be duplicated in the size, 

style, and material of the original. Thermal double pane glass may be used. No 

opening shall be widened or narrowed.  
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(ii) No new opening shall be made where one presently does not exist unless 

historic documentation supports its prior existence.  

(iii) No existing opening shall be closed.  

(b) For all façades 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 in kind if 

necessary. The addition of dormers or other roof features should only be considered 

when they are an existing or historical feature of the structure.  

(8) Archaeological Resources  

Discovery of archaeological resources made during the historic districts review process 

shall be referred to the archaeological review committee.  

(9) Height, Pitch, Scale, Massing and Floor Stepbacks  

The height, pitch, scale, and massing of any structure in an historic district, as defined 

in this section, shall be limited as provided for in this section, unless further restricted 

within this chapter.  

(a) Applicability  

The following sections identify specific areas and specific projects subject to this 

section. Planning and land use department staff shall determine whether or not 

properties are included within this section. (Ord. No. 2007-45 § 30; Ord. #2020-22, 

§ 16)  

F. When the proposed building, yardwall, or fence is located in a 

streetscape that includes no buildings , yardwalls, or fences, the 

height of the proposed building shall not exceed sixteen (16) feet. 

Yardwalls and fences in this streetscape shall not exceed five (5) 

feet in height.  

(c) Height  

(ii) In exercising its authority under this section, the board shall limit the height of 

structures as set forth in this section. Heights of existing structures shall be as 

set forth on the official map of building heights in the historic districts.  

A. If a proposed building has a parapet, the façade shall not be in excess 

of two (2) feet of the average of the height of the façades in the 

streetscape.  
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B. If the proposed building has a pitched roof, the ridge height of the 

proposed building shall not be in excess of two (2) feet of the 

average of the ridge height of the pitched roofs in the streetscape.  

C. Yardwalls and fences shall be limited to a height that does not 

exceed the average of the height of other yardwalls and fences in the 

streetscape.  

D. Pursuant to Section 14-7.4(C), the height of any other structure shall 

be limited to the allowable building height within the applicable 

streetscape, as defined in this section. (Ord. No. 2002-37 § 26)  

E. The height and dimension of signage are as set forth in Section 14-

8.10(H).  

F. The board may increase the allowable height for proposed buildings 

and additions located on a sloping site where the difference in the 

natural grade along the structure's foundation exceeds two (2) feet. 

In no case shall the height of a façade exceed four (4) feet above the 

allowable height of the applicable streetscape measured from 

natural or finished grade, whichever is more restrictive. This 

increase in height shall be constructed only in the form of building 

stepbacks from the street.  

(d) Pitch  

If the determined streetscape includes over fifty percent of buildings with pitched 

roofs, the proposed building may have a pitched roof. A pitched roof is defined as 

a gable, shed, or hipped roof. The pitch of the roof shall match the predominant 

pitch extant in the streetscape.  

(e) Scale  

The height of a proposed building or addition, its façade length, and its roof form 

and pitch shall appear to be in proportion to the height, façade length, and roof form 

and pitch of buildings in the applicable streetscape, or the building on which the 

addition is proposed.  

(f) Massing and Floor Stepbacks  

The Board may require that upper floor levels be stepped back, to carry out the 

intent of this section; provided that the board in making such determinations shall 

take into account whether the height of the proposed building, yardwall, fence, or 

proposed stepback of upper floor levels is in harmony with the massing of the 

applicable streetscape and preservation of the historic and characteristic visual 

qualities of the streetscape. The Board shall also require that the publicly visible 

façades of the structure be in conformance with Subsections 14-5.2(E) through (H), 

and in meeting those requirements, may require that different floor levels be stepped 

back.  

(E) Downtown and Eastside Design Standards    
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The governing body recognizes that a style of architecture has evolved within the city from 

the year 1600 to the present characterized by construction with adobe, hereafter called "old 

Santa Fe style", and that another style has evolved, hereafter called "recent Santa Fe style", 

which is a development from, and an elaboration of the old Santa Fe style, with different 

materials and frequently with added decorations.  

(1) Old Santa Fe Style  

Old Santa Fe style, characterized by construction with adobe, is defined as including the 

so-called "pueblo" or "pueblo-Spanish" or "Spanish-Indian" and "territorial" styles and 

is more specifically described as follows:  

(a) With rare exception, buildings are of one story, few have three stories, and the 

characteristic effect is that the buildings are long and low. Roofs are flat with a 

slight slope and surrounded on at least three sides by a firewall of the same color 

and material as the walls or of brick. Roofs are never carried out beyond the line of 

the walls except to cover an enclosed portal or porch formed by setting back a 

portion of the wall or to form an exterior portal, the outer edge of the roof being 

supported by wooden columns. Two- story construction is more common in the 

territorial than in other sub-styles, and is preferably accompanied by a balcony at 

the level of the floor of the second story. Façades are flat, varied by inset portales, 

exterior portales, projecting vigas or roof beams, canales or water-spouts, flanking 

buttresses and wooden lintels, architraves and cornices, which, as well as doors, are 

frequently carved and the carving may be picked out with bright colors. Arches are 

almost never used except for nonfunctional arches, often slightly ogive, over 

gateways in freestanding walls;  

(b) All exterior walls of a building are painted alike. The colors range from a light earth 

color to a dark earth color. The exception to this rule is the protected space under 

portales, or in church-derived designs, inset panels in a wall under the roof, in 

which case the roof overhangs the panel. These spaces may be painted white or a 

contrasting color, or have mural decorations;  

(c) Solid wall space is always greater in any façade than window and door space 

combined. Single panes of glass larger than thirty (30) inches in any dimension are 

not permissible except as otherwise provided in this section;  

(d) The rule as to flat roofs shall not be construed to prevent the construction of 

skylights or installation of air conditioning devices, or any other necessary roof 

structures, but such structures other than chimneys, flues, vents and aerials, shall 

be so placed as to be concealed by the firewall from the view of anyone standing in 

the street on which the building fronts;  

(e) True old Santa Fe style buildings are made of adobe with mud plaster finish. 

Construction with masonry blocks, bricks, or other materials with which the adobe 

effect can be simulated is permissible; provided, that the exterior walls are not less 

than eight (8) inches thick and that geometrically straight façade lines are avoided. 

Mud plaster or hard plaster simulating adobe, laid on smoothly, is required; and  

(f) It is characteristic of old Santa Fe style commercial buildings to place a portal so 

that it covers the entire sidewalk, the columns being set at the curb line.  
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(2) Recent Santa Fe Style  

Recent Santa Fe style intends to achieve harmony with historic buildings by retention of 

a similarity of materials, color, proportion, and general detail. The dominating effect is 

to be that of adobe construction, prescribed as follows:  

(a) No building shall be over two stories in height in any façade unless the façade shall 

include projecting or recessed portales, setbacks or other design elements;  

(b) The combined door and window area in any publicly visible façade shall not exceed 

forty percent of the total area of the façade except for doors or windows located 

under a portal. No door or window in a publicly visible façade shall be located 

nearer than three (3) feet from the corner of the façade;  

(c) No cantilevers shall be permitted except over projecting vigas, beams, or wood 

corbels, or as part of the roof treatment described below;  

(d) No less than eighty percent of the surface area of any publicly visible façade shall 

be adobe finish, or stucco simulating adobe finish. The balance of the publicly 

visible façade, except as above, may be of natural stone, wood, brick, tile, terra 

cotta, or other material, subject to approval as hereinafter provided for building 

permits;  

(e) The publicly visible façade of any building and of any adjoining walls shall, except 

as otherwise provided, be of one color, which color shall simulate a light earth or 

dark earth color, matte or dull finish and of relatively smooth texture. Façade 

surfaces under portales may be of contrasting or complimentary colors. Windows, 

doors and portals on publicly visible portions of the building and walls shall be of 

one of the old Santa Fe styles; except that buildings with portals may have larger 

plate glass areas for windows under portals only. Deep window recesses are 

characteristic; and  

(f) Flat roofs shall have not more than thirty (30) inches overhang.  

DEFINITIONS: 

 

14-12 Contributing Structure: 

A structure, located in a historic district, approximately fifty years old or older that helps to 

establish and maintain the character of that historic district. Although a contributing structure is 

not unique in itself, it adds to the historic associations or historic architectural design qualities that 

are significant for a district. The contributing structure may have had minor alterations, but its 

integrity remains. 

 

14-12 Primary Façade: 

One or more principal faces or elevations of a building with features that define the character of 

the building's architecture. 
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Revised 20 November 2020

To Be Completed By City Staff:
Additional Agency Review if Applicable: 
□ Escarpment Approval by __________ Date: ___/___/___
□ Flood Plain Approval by ___________ Date: ___/___/___
□ Traffic Engineering Approval by ___________ Date: ___/___/___
Notes: __________________________________________________________________________________

Zoning Approval: 
□Preliminary Approval □with conditions □ Rejected
Comments/Conditions:____________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________

REVIEWER: _____________________________________________________  DATE: ___/___/___ 

Original color form must be submitted with Historic Districts Review Board (HDRB) application packet.

Preliminary Zoning Review Worksheet
City of Santa Fe Land Use Department

THIS REVIEW DOES NOT GRANT ZONING APPROVAL FOR BUILDING PERMIT. FINAL ZONING REVIEW WILL BE PERFORMED AT THE TIME OF 
BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION.

___________________________________________________________________________[□OWNER □APPLICANT □AGENT]
PRINT NAME

hereby certifies that the information provided for preliminary zoning review is accurate and will not be modified without consulting 
Land Use Department staff prior to submittal for Historic Districts Review Board review.

SIGNATURE DATE

To Be Completed By Applicant: Site Address:

Date Submitted:   

Property Owner of Record: Proposed Construction Description:

Applicant/Agent Name: 

Contact Person Phone Number: (      )         - TOTAL ROOF AREA: 

Zoning District:___________________ 

Overlay:     □ Escarpment ________________________
□ Flood Zone*
□ Other:  ________________________

Submittals Reviewed with PZR:
□ Legal Lot of Record □ Development Plan □ Building
Plans            □ Existing Site Plan    □ Proposed Site Plan □
Elevations

Supplemental Zoning Submittals Required for Building Permit:
□ Zero Lot Line Affidavit

Access and Visibility: □ Arterial or Collector**
□ Visibility Triangle Required

Use of Structure: □ Residential
□ Commercial Type of Use: __________________

Terrain: □ 30% slopes_________________
* Requires an additional review conducted by Technical Review Division.
** Requires an additional review conducted by the Traffic Engineering Division.

Lot Coverage :_______% 
□Open Space Required:______

Setbacks:
Proposed Front: _____ Minimum: _____

2nd Front? _____
Proposed Rear:  _____ Minimum: _____
Proposed Sides: L___R___ Minimum:____  

Height: Proposed __________
Maximum Height: ___________ or
□ Regulated by Historic Districts Ordinance
□ Regulated by Escarpment District

Parking Spaces:
Proposed______    Accessible_____        
Minimum:______    

Bicycle Parking**:
Proposed:_____ Minimum:______
** Commercial Requirement

03/05/2025 206 McKenzie St.

FC3 Ltd. Co.
Bradyn Furry

505-709-0306

Replacing all windows and doors, rooftop units, pedestrian gate,
steel carport, parapet extension, new railing, stucco replacement

BCD

X Downtown & Eastside Historic District

X

Office
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Bradyn Furry

03/05/2025

16

UUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUsesesesesesesesesesesssesesesesesesssesssesesessesseseeseesessseesesseeee DDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDepepepepepppepepepepepepepepepepeppepeppeppeepepeppppeeeeepppppepepppepppppeppppppppepppppppppppppartment staff prior to submittal fff

ATURE

03 26 2025

2025-010226--PAR

COSF 120



COSF 121



COSF 122



COSF 123



L

1se4s ulSIrO Euop srepqd
eprcuqr Eupnqg4uan-uou petuunp dgenu4srys erp pqDFE ecelder pue r.redeU (Z

'urFcs Euru,up cpolsFl-uou u Eunouar fqdrypqundo ero$er pne lueruepqe so$eqse
epldruoo ol repro rn uon?Aele q1rou aql uo ilFryqs Frs /tropurtr eErel egl r.rede1

Euronpur's1ssl uogaro$er pue'r.reder'ecueuelu.rsuJo se1res u fpapugsFr.rnpa 
""fffi:Hi"H neql pue fuedod erpJo snrraro irreu etp r1l&tr peryotl sqse1s '6l11requrqdos eoqs

'e1etpe1q uepoo/s pe rec ? sulsluyJ 1uq p,npra( 1see erpJo uoprod

fisrtrs ?Jo uoqdocxe eql rprm 'glOZ q sempn.qs tunnq4uoc-uou se pe1zdFep ere,u .sre1uu1d

puB selBE 'sgempra( lsBe pue glrou Eqtqeuer eql 'gI0Z uI ernpn.4s urgur eW rog uouerdrsep.
epe5eg framrd q pepqcq aram &redord erpJo reluoo F?arprou eql t" pra(pnoo e8re1 eq1 uory
t€rp slletl eql 'lces suopger uV-I ertl fq i$.redod eWJo dlqsrau,rrc ern W$ uop?lcosse uI s0?6I
eqt q pepn.qsuoo erea slle,rr esaql ?Urlu, pelupd are pup 11el lr3J SI ol g 1e TAICJo pepnlsuoo
ers pess eF-ue;1ct{ p{re 1aeIS uglrgl go saEeluog FerF eW Euop qp,nrpra( lueuruord
sryIpedordeqp srbpqdpueqpapra{eqluoEursncoyeurgsrgl'snlelscuolsJqpercr,rerrneEe
gucH eqt'(€00-€I-H asec osP) sloz u1 'ura€urq speSeg freupd peqcsll? ew u! ueos eq uuc
pua'aurp rsq; 1u peludtsep oslB ereJtr sepRS"J fruu4r4 1cFtslq cpolslH eprslssg prrB rlyro1rmoq
eql q Sugnql4uoo{rou se qro&ec rpoq pw Eupnqpuoo s? enrpn.qs ul?ur erD pefurdlsep
pue dpadord erp Jo snpls cuoprq eID pe,rte!rcr pIOH eW '(t00-€I-H a$c) gI0Z qI

'uqz aIBC pe{qcft f,qmOZul pernde:d /fto$Fl EqpUnq plueualddns
u ss [e,rr sp (5002 q pep$n) uoss]ueumcop IdCH ;regcslls erp uI punoJ eq rrsr r{pedord
eW Jo frolsg arD uo eJoI [ 'silIudncoo sll Jo IIq ol sauog snoJarrmu glr,u 'frolqq Eunserelul
pue Euol u seq,(gedord eqJ 'pepngsuoo a.rern $rodruc tuJpuals-eeg o,r$ pw 'pernraco tusseur
lsourrrr.ylse.a s.aEuru8 aW ol suoqerelle plra qIooJ pelp{d '016I reSV 'lepoweJ eBerr;? eW pus
uoFTppeJooJ rqos erB uoe,upq Emsseu trnonput '3961 {q paserd ere,n gcFpr rerusJ lse/$rDnos
eql 1e suoB1ppe pue 's0t6l eID uI reluoo peatpnos eql p uoprpp? drop puooes Jeqloue 'reuroo
lse,trtl|rou ew l3 uoppp,e frols-o,rq s0€6t e Empnlcut 'permcoo seSwqc luscgldF 'r(mpao q1g7

erDJoJIBg 1srg erp uI 'pirr aU eoussqsueg uerp prrB l?uoyrrel s? pezpepuJeqc eq fpsou uac
prpalrqs 1arnpe{qcru ol suopareils Euronput'{pcuogsgseEueqc snoJarrmulreaJeprm8qpUnq
eqf,'JeJFue flqpsod pus 868t rn Jelluput JBIncsuJeA B q pepn.qsuoo sEA ..'esno11 onpncsg,,
eql s?,{pcuo1sg prre .FqHIng elF[6[ elf,L, s? fpuesard uir\orDl'peIS erzue)cl{ 902

cNnouoxcY{
'0202 '91 dz141uo

Euuesq rog [pruog,) pnog iaelrcU spl.usKl cuolslH aql eroJeq eurm UA1;WAI SIHI

OC C,l.I €Cd - etneN s.luucgddylreuao
arnpelFlcrve1arusJ Ispn poo6- auBN s.lueEy

t9e4s eFue)cr^I g0z - sserppY
gu(H{66t-0202 #esBJ

aBrIJo suolsnlcuoJ put lcu{Jo sEqpqg
prBo{ aa!^au EclrNlq cFolslH

efi qu?SJo,$!C

# [{rlt
COSF 124

CRIDE
Exhibit Master II - Advanced Legal Exhibit Stamp



z'iI
suct-066l.0202#esPrJ

@roJ IrBdJo SqPulc

Ue clqnd ? peJeplsuqJ aq pFo,t{ uou?n?lsul ltEuBIIIred pesodotd eql 'r6ls uoprnqsusJ
freroduet ? se e res ol uoq?col sFIl q feldsp oep1a u Wlsq fparcdulq ol ro1cenfl esn
puel eq1go fryoqpe erp ?l p orddu a,ruuss1u1rupts peArtJer suq gecllddy agg 'fpuesar4 'perelp
eg ol pesodord lou er? suor$leurlp Equedo 1eoqg uglrg sacq1 1utp Suruedo traoprnn, dn pepruoq
fpueserd B rrr reruoo lssaqrou aql lu fepsp oepll $elluuned;o uonullslsul (Ot

luuqldda fq pegpeds eq or gslurg 's1run pcFrsqceu rneu ppnrc ol uop?Aela

$elrr orp uo uou?col elqpprfpgqnd-uou B le U?tr trlorcs leleur 
^r.uJo uonulls]sq (O

'prefpoo rprou rorre1rn eq1 p €unuuld
Eupsge go uonea.rsserd egt uoddns ol slllel eg$ Iapu elFlrrr ? Jo uonellulsul (S

'1tnc11dde fq pegpeds eq ol rolsr rlsruld €qUer 1eleur eldrurs 
" 

W!$ suopsAela q;rou prru

1sse eW uo {cep roog puooes e 1e Euqru uapoo.ll pe$or tut$rxego lueuaoeldeX (t
'€cu?.$r, 1eor1s elzus)c4 / uon? ele Wrou etp 1u e1eE re1nclqe^ ero5e1 (g

'apeiugfmu.ud
fue ruog elqFh tou nq $ernprou aql ulo+ ept rupclqen pus sllsra pref agg ro o elqlsrA eg
p,n sopuJqs eseql 'rJ?JrnsJoor eql Su.tuEu pg ful pue elgord-,ro1eru sepqnls pesodor4 'ereq
sepqqs rplos ?lselJo uop?Ilslsq puu'sernpn4s etarst {rauud-uou Ne r, et11 uo sJoor petp1d
cpseld petuEnuoo pus popqrqs {sg&? de6 acelder puu 'sempn4s IIs JooI-eU (S

?ere srrp ut lImA {cpqrolrefq eW prre Eulplap e1eruo luecefpe
etpJo euno etp ogce ol e,rrnc 1qErls e Eurmresg 'lspur urees Eutpuels Ief qm apsigJ ]oeqs
eFrD)cIAIJ/rArou eW uo ecuu4lrt uuuseped uteur etp relogoor Eunsxe eq1 eoeldea {V

'ernpn4s tunspe ernJo alFlrt\ papeJ eqg epcllder o1

luueu q qclqil! 'lcese epsJ erDJo uon?s$ourep ro3 p4ced erD uI peppord sI IIB/rr eldures ewJo
oloqdV'ooon1s snoppueunoJo aptsJ eryqaa tuopnt e Eursn empn4s erp ooon$e1 (g

'uop"col sIrD u.r elqp$ fpgqnd panprsuoo
tou ers stropqA 'slFrn p?Ic tmruntmp alIII r rroprlrra pept,rrpun rat:q q11rr, spe5eg 6sin
freunrd-uou s 1e sl\opula{ cpseld uxrorq clrolsFl-uou Eupsge e gJo lurueruldeA (Z

'roloo fsf pooreqc purEpo mtp ol luasard ereq,n '€qllar pue sapf
iroprruruo{Sunsxeeqldr.qs olsesodordluecgdde eg1 tropppreu1'alrq,n peturedpwule11d1pq
prre suorsrreuqp EupsSxe erp rlcpru ol qFm q3n peppp poo,n eru qlnureo?1der pesodord 'r.reder

puofaq peprorrepp e 
"q 

qclq.,Ir pra($oo lsBetlUou eID rq uop? ele quou eql l? snopulid, eruos
prrB uops^ele rDnos arD uo srroPulJrrJo pqDl-q peuaoelder pue !rcserd eJ3qa srrxrr.rs aopuur
er.rrrrJo prr.Dl-ur lueurecelder'ern1cn4s aql poqSnorql s/lropulnl clrolsttlJo redea (l

:pr?og ew r(q paordde prrB Ael er reqrll
armber qcFltr'suogu.ra11e roualxe Eupaollog eqg pesodotd peclpdy aq1 €wraaq sgt lV

'v(ep 96go pouad e rog ffi1s uopcnlsuoc freroduel ? sB UIFFD puu emre)cll{
Jo reusr eql 1e /rroprrtr{ Eurceg Nee eqt u1 Iqdsp oep$ € 11e}sur r(prercdueg (g

'sprupusls .6rsep FI.4sIp peu
ru,sileln}?el slrDrerlleg/$ ols?uossquuappetslllpsJ o1$el? ser(gadorderD olroIJ.)lIIIerE lEtD
slls ,L eqtJo euo uo areq pesodord lueu$?e4 rolsJ egl ut epures oocn$ e emder4 (S

'slronecol eseql 1e sepld >pp1

epE Ise1s a{q,g Uqsut prn 'sep? 1aoIS UUFC o/rr1 arp p sduer V61V 11uurs ne1sul (V
'ptaru uees 8qpue6 fe6

glrrn eEquog leess elzue)chl ew pgoor pedolsJo uourod gerus e purx-ur eoeldaa (g

COSF 125



€'d
aIoH{661{Z0Z#esYJ

urog peggo tnJpurg

1eur meq eleq ?pa1rc drsep alqecqdde 11e 1erp seqslqsfse
rJrr{rPrae puu,(uourpssl u1 pepr,rord pup uop?clddv eq} w Pernu}uoo uo$euuoJrrr eql'II

leu
II3eq e^sq peqrrcsap urereq s? arel^er prsog JoJ queumnbor elqacgdde It? l?rD segsTlqsFa
eouephe puu fuourpsel ur pepr,rord pue tropecttddy erp u[ peuls]uoo uop?uuoJur aql'0t

'pe$Fuqns ueeq a ?g 'pruog erp ol /fiopqspus 'qrqSye lrreu lpun enssr
o1 sr pured ou prrs tpoaa pesodord eql u! ep?ur aq pr"og eql fq pepueumrooer ecup.rusdde

rouaila o1 Euneler satuuqc 1uql uorlpuoo etp uo uorpnqsuoo treu ro uor$Je{e roJ
uopzcgdde ne e,rordde olfluoqpe eW seq preog eW'(q)(€)(3)Z'S-Vt uoucos CJJS repun '6

'sprepue1s 6pep elquclldde qtpa aouelldruoo

llsro o emss? o1 r6rsep pesodord s.pucgddy eqt Jo eurqt ro Ip 'ruop ro 'suorlrpuoJ
notDur ro qSpu 'eaordde 'rrel^er ol fluoqlne s?q prsog aW'(q)Z'S-tI pu? '(q-eXgXC)Z'S
-vr'Q 

" 
p"Xzxo)cs-vt '(tXv)z's-lt.'Q)(c)tz+t'(c)yz+t suop.os ccds repun '8

s.prBoseqrlore{suodn-4coru""Jffj,nTffiJi:."iiiffi YJ#trffi -*fr
ol pereelunlo 1uuc1$dy eql '0I ruall s pesodord {e1dsp oeppr eql noq? slrreouoo

pua suopsenb snorruA passardxa pruog eggo sJeqrrnrrr pnpFrpq 'Euueeq eqr lV 'L
.suondaoxe fue panber pu p1p lnucgddy eqt pw

'uogecllddy erpJo pnorddu rog perpber eq plnoltr suopdaoxa ou 1ztp peuruue1apssls '9
'(g)Z'S-lt uopces CCJS uI rproJ 1es sprppusts 6rsap 1cFts1p erp

ol pefqns sl pup IrF]slC cFolslH eplstsBg pIIB lrd\oilItto(I eID ul perecol st fpadord eryS
'sa4pn4s Eupnqauog puu pucggdlggo uonep3ea '(C)6stt uogros o

pue fsp.npu4s 6Fe61 Isretng'(q)Z'S-Vt uonreg o

:CCdS erpJo suoqcas turalogog erpJo quaurermber ol pefqns st peford eq1 'V
'spnpusls tfFeq

epFlsBg pue uaotu/r\oq '(g)z's-vl pue isp;4s1q cFolsIH IIB roJ sprBPusls 6rseq praueg
'(C)Z'S+1 suopcaS CCgS ggr,u segdruoo uoueclldde eW let1t punoJ pue paford pesodord
eg13o paordde pepueumrcoerglttg : '€

uouecllddy erp ol 1m^aler srolcq erp sapnp e gcFl/n

'(.godaagqsJ €urpug s{Jo uoder ue$M B IDI,tr pnaog eW papt,rotd pue slueruermber

CCSS e1ryc5dde rp1ln &IuuoJuoo roJ peqlddy eW fq po$ruqns uopeuuoJrrr prru

slupe1eur perler puu uop€crlddv eW pe rel ergists f1r3 uolsu!( uopaueserd cFolslH 'Z
'(CCgS) epoC filC eC sluss eW ut

WroJ 1es spx?Frsts Equoz 8uu(peprm etp peru ot sreedde uoIrBcIIddV eID 1eqt panuuapp
prru (.;gzd,,) ,neurer Euruoz freuruqerd B pelcnpusJ SslS ileuqJ?deq esn purl 'I

:s^lolloJ se 'SqNIJ dqareq pruog arp 'suosred
persere$l 11B pus pecSddy erp rtro{ preeq Euaeq ptre Euuzeq cgqnd u Eupcnpuoo.ngy

J.JVd dO SCNI(NIJ
'€urruerp uopslela

eql uo popldep se'soqcJu passaoer olu! ps EunqSn rolrelxe areuJo uonqp$ul (tt
'Sqp1mqeq1Jo srernro aWrplrruop?roq?Usr mtu.qron ers 1erp

slsprc rDI,$ por"poss? up oepp erqeeJ plnolrr pue (e8ut€ts sseqs'nq puopourord 1ou) uonelplsur

COSF 126



ild
sug}m66l-0v0uesvJ

wrogpggoSuJpurg

el?o
dauopyfry3 1uulslssv

ze?d'vrIIBs
0z0z'92^e'lr

&"rrftqps

:I^ruOd OJ SV (IiIAOUddV

ryalc
:el?([

wFVq
:apc

:qg'IIJ

uosredrJeqg

s('otrpn
ryw .5lfl YIIIVS dO I.TIJ flHI.{O OuvOS AASIAIII

sr,Jru,I,sro JruoJsrH flHJ.,t{ @ sIHr No tltllflcuo os sI rI
'01 uell uo uoFlcep e seuodpod prpog eql .€

'$sls
fq pegnuuooer pue uopecllddy eID uI qroJ las sts '6-[ sura11 se,rorddu preog eql 'Z

'uopecgdfiT eq1 a,rordde prr? tp!^er ol fluoqlne erp ssq prsog eqf, .I
:sirolloJ se uopecllddy arp uodn Flap? prBog

eql €qlaeq ep Eqrnp pe$nuqns fuotupsel plre ecuepr^e eql ueap puu seouslsumr.rc ilD repun

/\

ffi

COSF 127



COSF 128



City of Santa Fe

Administrative Approval

Land Use Department | Historic Preservation Division

THIS IS NOT A CONSTRUCTION PERMIT

DO NOT BEGIN WORK WITHOUT A PERMIT. SUBMIT THIS FORM WITH YOUR 
CONSTRUCTION PERMIT APPLICATION AND RETAIN A COPY AT THE JOB 

Date:

To:
From:

Be advised that per §14-5.2 SFCC 1987 the work described below at the referenced address does NOT 
require Historic Districts Review Board approval and is hereby staff-approved as described below. Please 
allow the applicant to submit for a construction permit(s) for this work if required.

Project Address: 206 MCKENZIE ST, Santa Fe, NM 87501

Building Permit Division

November 06, 2020

Case Number: 2020-002835--ADMIN

Lani McCulley

SARAH BLAKEContact Name:

sfpm@positiveenergysolar.comPhone Number: 505-424-1112 Email:

Approved Scope of Work: Install roof mounted solar array as submitted with the conditions that there 
shall be no publicly visible rooftop appurtenances, that line sets shall go through the parapets and shall 
not be publicly visible.

PERMIT or PERMIT REVISIONFURTHER ACTIONS REQUIRED:

FINAL HISTORIC INSPECTION

Ver. 06           8/30//2019Page 1 of 1 COSF 129



City of Santa Fe
Land Use Department

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

PROJECT DESC: #             

Case 2021-003826-HDRB. 206 McKenzie Street. Downtown and Eastside Historic District. 
Bradyn Furry, agent for FC3, owner, proposes to construct a new carport, green house, and 
parapet and install window grates on a contributing structure. Exceptions are requested to 
Sections 14-5.2(E)(1)(c) to construct a structure with more window than wall area, 14-5.2(D)
(2)(d) to construct within 10 feet of a primary façade, and 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) to alter architectural 
features and spaces that embody the status.  (Daniel Schwab)

LOCATION: 206 MCKENZIE ST 4
Santa Fe, NM 87501

New ConstructionPROJECT TYPE: 

CASE NUMBER: 2021-003826--HDRB

FC3 LTD COProperty OwnerCONTACTS: PO Box 2083
Santa Fe, NM 87504-2083

NOTE: Applicant can use this action letter to apply for construction permit, but the permit shall not be released until the end of the appeal period which starts 
on the date of filing of the Findings and Conclusions in the City Clerk’s office (SFCC 14-3.17(D)). Your permit will be denied if any changes on plans that were 
not approved by the HDRB or if conditions of approval are not met. Please attach copies of this letter to all sets when submitting for construction permits. 

Ver. 12           1/14/2020

COSF 130



Bradyn FurryAgentCONTACTS:

This is to certify that the Historic Districts Review Board (HDRB) acted on your request at their hearing on 
Jul 27, 2021. The decision of the Board was to approve the application as submitted, finding that the exception 
criteria had been met.

For further information please call 505-955-6605. 

BOARD ACTION

Daniel Schwab

Sincerely,

NOTE: Applicant can use this action letter to apply for construction permit, but the permit shall not be released until the end of the appeal period which starts 
on the date of filing of the Findings and Conclusions in the City Clerk’s office (SFCC 14-3.17(D)). Your permit will be denied if any changes on plans that were 
not approved by the HDRB or if conditions of approval are not met. Please attach copies of this letter to all sets when submitting for construction permits. 

Ver. 12           1/14/2020
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City of Santa Fe

Administrative Approval

Land Use Department | Historic Preservation Division

THIS IS NOT A CONSTRUCTION PERMIT

DO NOT BEGIN WORK WITHOUT A PERMIT. SUBMIT THIS FORM WITH YOUR 
CONSTRUCTION PERMIT APPLICATION AND RETAIN A COPY AT THE JOB 

Date:

To:
From:

Be advised that per §14-5.2 SFCC 1987 the work described below at the referenced address does NOT 
require Historic Districts Review Board approval and is hereby staff-approved as described below. Please 
allow the applicant to submit for a construction permit(s) for this work if required.

Project Address: 206 MCKENZIE ST, Santa Fe, NM 87501

Building Permit Division

July 16, 2024

Case Number: 2024-008688--ADMIN

Paul Duran

Bradyn FuryContact Name:

Phone Number: 505-709-0306 Email:

Approved Scope of Work: 1) Install a 5' 11" wide by 2' 9" tall metal security grill painted to match the 
existing security grills on the north façade.
2) Construct a 3' 6" tall by 9' long metal hand rail on the west façade.

Conditions of Approval: 1) No other work is approved at this time.

PERMIT or PERMIT REVISIONFURTHER ACTIONS REQUIRED:

FINAL HISTORIC INSPECTION

Ver. 06           8/30//2019Page 1 of 1 COSF 132












       

          
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










 

 






                         
                         
                          



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





  




  

 





  

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05/13/2025 
 
Historic Review 
 
RE:  206 McKenzie St. 
 
 
The building located at 206 McKenzie Street, also known as “The White Building”, has been undergoing a 
renovation for the past six years.  The initial renovation was started in 2019 and, due to the negligence of the 
original architect and problems with the work of the original contractor, the building has had extensive work 
done on it in recent years to remedy many issues that stem from that negligence and lack of craftsmanship, 
including removing and reconstructing work done during the original effort.  During its long renovation process, 
the building has had several Historic approvals issued.  The earliest approvals for the ongoing renovation date 
back to September of 2019 and have been received as late as July of 2024.  The following is a list of approvals 
and whether the work was completed or not.  Copies of the approvals are included at the end of this letter. 
 
September 27, 2019 
Case No. 2019-000989-Admin 
 
Approved Scope of Work: 

Remove, repair, and reinstall large window on North elevation, in order to complete asbestos 
abatement.  Remove awning scrim from this window I order to restore operability. 

 
 This work was completed as approved. 
 
December 06, 2019 
Case No. 2019-001438-ADMIN 
 
Approved Scope of Work: 

1) Prepare a stucco sample in the color treatment proposed on one of the walls that are interior to the 
property (south façade).  This is a test to see if the color will be compliant with Downtown and Eastside 
standards. 

 
This sample was installed and approved, and the stucco color was applied to the building as a whole. 
 
2)  Install a mural on the north courtyard wall, provided it will not be publicly visible. 

 
This mural has not been installed at this time. 
 
3) Install ADA ramps at the two entrances on Griffin Street.  This will require removal of existing concrete 

steps and extending and repairing the bottoms of the doors at these two locations.  Doors will be 
painted white, and the extensions will be white steel door kicks. 

 
The ADA ramps have been installed but the doors have not been modified at this time. 
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4) Replace non-contributing planters on Griffin Street in-kind with white concrete in a block pattern to 
match existing.  Heights and configurations to remain the same. 

 
The replacement planters have been constructed and remain in place. 
 
5) Replace a small portion of sloped roof at the McKenzie Street frontage with grey/zinc standing seam 

metal. 
 

This roof had not been installed during the renovation process. 
 
6) Repair a hole in the sidewalk at the corner of McKenzie and Griffin with a planter to match the existing 

planters on Griffin Street. 
 

The planter has been constructed and remains in place. 
 
*This approval also includes a drawing showing the location of the primary facades for the building included 
in this packet. 
 
May 12, 2020 
Case No. 2020-1990-HDRB 
 
Approved Scope of Work: 
1) Repair the large window and skylight on the north elevation in order to complete asbestos abatement, 

and restore operability by removing a non-historic awning scrim. 
 

This work was completed as approved. 
 
2) Repair and replace in-kind the substantially damaged non-contributing concrete planters along Griffin 

Street. 
 

The replacement planters have been constructed and remain in place. 
 
3) Replace in-kind a small portion of sloped roof at the McKenzie Street frontage with grey standing seam 

metal. 
 

This roof had not been installed during the renovation process. 
 
4) Install small ADA ramps at two Griffin Street gates, and install white steel gate kick plates at these 

locations. 
 

The ADA ramps have been installed but the doors have not been modified at this time. 
 
5) Prepare a stucco sample in the color treatment proposed here on one of the walls that are interior to 

the property as a test to facilitate determination as to whether this treatment will meet district design 
standards. 

 
This sample was installed and approved and the stucco color was applied to the building as a whole. 
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6) Temporarily install a video display in the east facing window at the corner of McKenzie and Griffin as a 
temporary construction sign, for a period of 90 days. 

 
The video display was not installed, nor is a plan in place to include it in the new construction. 
 
September 15, 2020 
Case No. 2020-002447-ADMIN 
 
Approved Scope of Work: 
Amend a previous HRDB and Administrative approvals as follows: 
1) Install two urban bee hives on the roof, with the condition that they shall not be publicly visible; 

 
The hives have been installed. 

 
2) Install gas lamps at the Griffin St entrance and at the McKenzie St entrance, as submitted; 

 
The lamps have been installed at the Griffin St. entrance but have not been installed at the McKenzie St. 
entrance. 

 
3) Enlarge window opening on the west (interior parking side) façade to its original opening dimensions, 

and install a new 3/3 divided light window, as submitted; 
 

The new window has been installed. 
 

4) NOT INCLUDED 
5) Modify sloped roof of west façade to replace deteriorated corrugated plastic with whitewashed glazing 

panels, as submitted; 
 

The roof had not been installed, instead the structure was removed. 
 

6) Install screen wall to screen new rooftop mechanical units on west elevation, as submitted; 
 

The screen is currently framed and awaiting the stucco finish. 
 

7) Re-affirm the use of solar shingles on sloped roof of west façade above garage and storage, as previously 
approved; 

 
The solar shingles were not installed. 

 
8) Remove existing wire screens from windows on the McKenzie St elevation, and replace three non-

historic windows to the left of the pedestrian entrance to match existing (in-kind); 
 

The wire screen have been removed and the windows to the left of the pedestrian entrance were replaced, 
though they do not match the existing windows in-kind. 

 
9) Re-affirm the installation of cut-in exterior sconces at Griffin and McKenzie elevations, as submitted and 

previously approved; 
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The sconces have been installed. 
 

10) Re-affirm temporary video monitor art installation at location of boarded up window on Griffin St 
elevation for a period of up to 90 days only.  Permanent installation requires HDRB approval. 

 
The video display was not installed, nor is a plan in place to include it in the new construction. 
 
November 06, 2020 
Case No. 2020-002835-ADMIN 
 
Approved Scope of Work: 
1) Install a roof mounted solar array as submitted with the conditions that there shall be no publicly visible 

rooftop appurtenances, that line sets shall go through the parapets and shall not be publicly visible. 
 

The solar array was not installed, nor is it feasible to do so on the roof of the main building. 
 
July 27, 2021 
2021-003826—HDRB 
 
Approved Scope of Work: 
Construct a new carport, green house, and parapet and install window grates on a contributing structure.  
Exceptions to Sections 14-5.2(E)(1)(c) to construct a structure with more window than wall area, 14-5.2(D) 
(2)(d) to construct within 10 feet of a primary façade, and 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) to alter architectural features and 
spaces that embody the status. 
 
For reference, the following is taken from the Proposal Letter for this submittal: 
 

Exterior Window Protection 
We are asking for approval to install a total of four window grates on the exterior of the building, all located on the 
McKenzie Street elevation.  Each will be designed to match the existing window grates which are installed on the 
Griffin Street elevation.  Because of the difference in sizes of the windows, each grate will be scaled to be 
proportionate to the window they are protecting.  The company’s internal security requirements dictate the need 
for this protection since highly valuable equipment used for the daily operation of the company is located behind 
these windows. 
 
New Parapet Over Main Entry 
We would like to install a new parapet over the main entry to the building on the McKenzie Street elevation.  This 
new entry will hide the roof and its appurtenances from public view.  Also, the parapet will aid in the drainage of 
the roof behind, directing the flow of water to an internal downspout, under the sidewalk and out into the street.  
Without the parapet, the water draining from the roof will sheet flow directly over the main door and offer no 
protection from precipitation for those visiting the building nor walking by on the sidewalk. 
 
The design of the new parapet will be influenced by the adjacent parapet in a simplified manner.  This will give 
importance to the front entry, act as a wayfinding element to the entry and help reinforce the design of the 
adjacent façade design. 
 
New Carport to Replace Existing 
In place of the existing carport, we are proposing to build a new one in the same location.  The previous carport 
was condemned and removed for the sake of physical safety to the public.  Both of the original carports were not 
deemed Historic structures.  We are wanting to use those materials from the original structure which were able to 
be salvaged to rebuild the new one to the furthest extent possible.  These materials will be used on the front 
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façade facing the parking lot.  This will visually tie the new carport together with the carport to remain which is 
built with a similar design. 
 
The original carport had enclosed storage which we would like to continue within the new structure.  This portion 
of the building will be enclosed with painted CMU which matches the construction and finish of the surrounding 
yardwalls and carport.  The roof of the carport will be pitched to match the adjacent carport but will be pitched in 
two directions – both east and west.  This keeps the roof height at the top of the ridge within the surrounding 
yardwall and not extend above.  Visually, the front of the carport will look virtually identical in construction to the 
remaining one adjacent. 
 
New Greenhouse 
At the location of the existing greenhouse, we are proposing to construct a new greenhouse within the same 
footprint.  The previous greenhouse was also condemned and removed for the sake of physical safety to the 
public and was not deemed a Historic structure.  The new greenhouse will be modern in design in terms of 
performance regarding energy efficiency and function.  The design draws from the existing window and skylight 
combination found around the corner, on the north elevation of the building.  Designing the greenhouse in this 
way will reinforce the design of both and keep the window and skylight combination from being a complete 
anomaly.  Informal interviews and unsolicited comments from the general public show that community members 
find the windows aesthetically pleasing and a point of unique interest. 

 
July 16, 2024 
Case No. 2024-008688-ADMIN 
 
Approved Scope of Work: 
1) Install a 5’ 11” wide by 2’ 9” tall metal security grill painted to match the existing security grills on the 

north façade. 
 

The security grill has not yet been installed pending repair to the exterior stucco. 
 

2) Construct a 3’ 6” tall by 9’ long metal hand rail on the west façade. 
 

The handrail has not yet been installed pending repair to the exterior stairs. 
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For the current application, we are requesting several additional changes to the design of the building which 
include: Replacing all the doors and windows; approval of Roof Top Units; a new pedestrian gate on the 
McKenzie St. façade; a new steel carport within the existing autocourt; a change to the overall height of a 
previously approved parapet on the McKenzie St. façade; and replacing the exterior stucco system with a new 
one to match the existing.  Also, the attached Site Plan details the locations of the primary facades of the 
building.  Please see below for further explanation of each submittal item. 
 
Replacing all doors and windows: 
 
We are asking for approval for the replacement of all the doors and windows throughout the building.  The 
current doors and windows are in complete disrepair, missing in some places, and broken beyond repair in 
others.  A majority of the doors and windows that had historic status have already been removed and replaced 
throughout the building’s history.  In addition, those that are still of historic status have been destroyed, 
rendered inoperable, or incorrectly sealed and flashed during the previous remodel.  If an attempt were made to 
repair those that could be repaired, uncovering them would destroy their structural attachments to the building, 
thus rendering them unsalvable. 
 
Because of their condition, we would like to replace all the doors and windows with new ones that are both 
energy-efficient and look exactly like they did when we started the current remodel project.  The new windows 
and doors will match the same sizes, mullion and muntin layouts, materials, and glazing sizes and locations.  We 
have had a Historic Assessment performed by RPA & Associates, LLC., the resulting report included with this 
submission.  The new windows and doors will be Marvin, Ultimate Clad in the color Stone White.  All are labeled 
on the attached plans to correspond to the designations in the Historic Assessment report.  The Historic 
Assessment report also identifies those windows which had previously carried a historic status. 
 
New doors and windows would also contribute to the energy efficiency of the building.  The overall renovation 
includes many exercises to increase efficiency, doors and windows being a huge contributor to energy loss. 
 
Rooftop Units 
 
As part of the recent remodeling project and the current one, Rooftop Units are required for the heating and 
cooling system.  The units are located on the west side of the building, beyond the extents of the primary façade 
and behind a screening wall previously approved by the Historic Review Board.  The units will not be visible from 
any public areas. 
 
New Pedestrian Gate 
 
On the north, McKenzie St. façade, we are asking to replace an existing metal gate accessing the autocourt from 
the sidewalk.  The historic gate has already been replaced with a new steel gate made from steel angle and 
square livestock fencing.  We are proposing a new gate that has an aesthetic which keeps with the existing steel 
security grates found on the exterior of the building and which is in line with the original aesthetic of the 
building.  The current gate is very utilitarian and does not reflect the look and feel of the building’s history. 
 
New Steel Carport 
 
Within the existing perimeter yardwalls that enclose the autocourt, we are proposing a new steel carport that 
both provides shade for the parked cars for users of the building and provides a structure for photovoltaic 
panels which will supplement power to the building.  Investigating the feasibility of placing the panels on the 
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various roofs, the distance between the solar panels, the location of the main service disconnect and 
transformer, and the required cabling to connect the panels on different roofs, it is not conducive to an 
installation on the existing building.  The solution for providing the most solar power generation is to provide an 
alternate structure on which to install the panels.  That structure is a new steel carport. 
 
The proposed carport will be hidden from view within the existing perimeter yardwalls.  However, the existing 
heights of the wall are inconsistent and are below the height of the new structure with solar panels in several 
locations, which would expose the construction.  CMU courses will be added to the wall to bring its overall 
height to a consistent elevation which will hide the carport.  The building is in the Business Capital District – 
McKenzie Street subdistrict which does not have a restriction on the height of walls and fences. 
 
Because the autocourt is tight and maneuvering within is limited, a cantilevered carport is proposed.  A 
cantilevered structure provides the necessary framework for solar panels while keeping the largest possible, 
open maneuverable space for cars to access underneath.  A typical wood structure with columns at the corners 
and at the extents of the structure would limit the maneuverability of the cars accessing the parking spaces 
below making it almost impossible to use.  A cantilevered structure of the size required requires a steel structure 
to achieve the necessary clear space for maneuverability. 
 
The owners of the property are trying to add as much photovoltaic power feasible for the building to be as 
environmentally conscious as possible.  The preapproved carport locations do not provide enough power, and 
the only way to add more solar power would be to add a structure to the property. 
 
Parapet Extension 
 
On the McKenzie façade, a parapet design was previously approved by the Historic Board to screen a set of 
skylights beyond.  As the design of the skylights was refined, we realized they needed to be installed at a greater 
slope which requires a higher parapet in front to fully screen them from public view.  We are proposing an 
increase of just over three feet to the front parapet.  The design of the parapet will remain the same, with only 
an increase to the overall height. 
 
Stucco 
 
The existing stucco is failing by delaminating from the structure of the building and needs to be replaced.  The 
replacement stucco will be a three-coat cementitious system of the same white color that was previously 
applied.  The color will be Parex, Colonial White, a sample of which is located at the jobsite. 
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Historic Districts and Historic Landmarks 
Design Standards and Signage Exception Criteria 
 
14-5.2(D)(1)(a) removal of historic material: Doors and Windows 
 
The status of a significant, contributing, or landmark structure shall be retained and preserved. If a proposed 
alteration will cause a structure to lose its significant, contributing, or landmark status, the application shall be 
denied. The removal of historic materials or alteration of architectural features and spaces that embody the 
status shall be prohibited. 
 

(i) Do not damage the character of the district; 
 
Response: 
The design of the doors and windows on the existing building replicate structures and accessories which are 
currently present, on the building.  The new windows and doors will match the same sizes, mullion and 
muntin layouts, materials, and glazing sizes and locations. 
 
(ii) Are required to prevent a hardship to the applicant or an injury to the public welfare; 
 
Response: 
If an attempt were made to repair those that could be repaired, uncovering them would destroy their 
structural attachments to the building, thus rendering them unsalvable.  If the units are removed, the jambs 
will be destroyed because the jambs are the buck in the adobe. The adobe and the interior plaster are 
showing signs of deterioration from water intrusion around the existing jambs due to the lack of flashing and 
moisture from condensation due to the quantity and size of the single glazed windows. 
 
(iii) Strengthen the unique heterogeneous character of the City by providing a full range of design options to 

ensure that residents can continue to reside within the historic districts. 
 
Response: 
The application of these modifications do not affect the ability for residents to continue to reside within this 
historic district and area and does not change the overall look of the building. 
 

 
14-5.2(D)(E) Downtown and Eastside Design Standards: Metal Carport 
 

(i) Do not damage the character of the district; 
 
Response: 
The proposed carport will be hidden from view within the existing perimeter yardwalls which will be raised 
in places which have an inconsistent height.  The overall height of the yardwall will be adjusted to fully 
screen the carport from public view.  The building is in the Business Capital District – McKenzie Street 
subdistrict which does not have a restriction on the height of walls and fences, so yardwall heights can be 
easily adjusted for full screening from the public. 
 
 
(ii) Are required to prevent a hardship to the applicant or an injury to the public welfare; 
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Response: 
Because the autocourt within the perimeter yardwalls is tight and maneuvering within is limited, a 
cantilevered carport is proposed.  A cantilevered structure provides the necessary framework for solar 
panels while keeping the largest possible, open maneuverable space for cars to access underneath.  A wood 
structure, which would typically be proposed for this area, with columns at the corners and at the extents of 
the structure, would limit the maneuverability of the cars accessing the parking spaces below, making it 
almost impossible to use.  A cantilevered structure of the size required requires a steel structure to achieve 
the necessary clear space for maneuverability. 
 
 
(iii) Strengthen the unique heterogeneous character of the City by providing a full range of design options to 

ensure that residents can continue to reside within the historic districts. 
 
Response: 
The intent of the new carport installation is that it serves the needs of the applicant and users of the 
building while its existence is virtually unknown and invisible to the public view. 

 
14-5.2(D)(2)(c) additions are not permitted to primary facades. 
 

(i) Do not damage the character of the district; 
 
Response: 
The core design of the proposed addition to the north façade was previously approved by the HDRB and is in 
keeping with the aesthetic nature of the adjacent portions of the building.  The proposed modification only 
raises the overall height of the parapet. 
 
 
(ii) Are required to prevent a hardship to the applicant or an injury to the public welfare; 
 
Response: 
Due to work done by a previous contractor, the portion of the wall in question was severely damaged and its 
structural integrity compromised.  The damaged wall needs to be removed and replaced, and the design was 
modified to more reflect the adjacent facades and the overall aesthetic of the building. 
 
(iii) Strengthen the unique heterogeneous character of the City by providing a full range of design options to 

ensure that residents can continue to reside within the historic districts. 
 
Response: 
Because the proposed modification to the previously approved design further separates this portion of the 
façade from the adjacent building masses, it strengthens the perception that this infill is not trying 
masquerade as an original piece of the building.  Rather, through its increased separation from the adjacent 
massings, it further enhances the significance of the original portions of the building. 

 
14-5.2(D)(5)(b) architectural features, finishes, and details other than doors and windows, shall be repaired 
rather than replaced. 
 

(i) Do not damage the character of the district; 
 

COSF 144



- 10 - of 7 
 

Response: 
The core design of the proposed addition to the north façade was previously approved by the HDRB and is in 
keeping with the aesthetic nature of the adjacent portions of the building.  The proposed modification only 
raises the overall height of the previously approved parapet. 
 
(ii) Are required to prevent a hardship to the applicant or an injury to the public welfare; 
 
Response: 
Due to work done by a previous contractor, the portion of the wall in question was severely damaged and its 
structural integrity compromised.  The damaged wall needs to be removed and replaced as it was no longer 
safe and would compromise the ability for this portion of the building to continue to be used.  The design 
was modified to more reflect the adjacent facades and the overall aesthetic of the building and will be built 
in the authentic adobe construction associated with Santa Fe’s history. 
 
 
(iii) Strengthen the unique heterogeneous character of the City by providing a full range of design options to 

ensure that residents can continue to reside within the historic districts. 
 
Response: 
Because the proposed modification to the previously approved design further separates this portion of the 
façade from the adjacent building masses, it strengthens the perception that this infill is not trying 
masquerade as an original piece of the building.  Rather, through its increased separation from the adjacent 
massings, it further enhances the significance of the original portions of the building. 

 
 
 
Thank you, 
 
 
 
 
Bradyn Furry 
505.709.0306 
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G

 SID
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48.90'

S 12°23'08" E

4.00'
S 55°00'08" E

131.69'

N 88°24'53" E
39.13'

N 88°24'42" E

EXISTING SIDEWALK

3' - 4 3/8"

3'
 - 

5 
1/

2"

5' - 8 1/2"

EXISTING 
TRANSFORMER

6'
 - 

0"

16' - 0"

N
O

 
PA

R
KI

N
G

3 PARKING SPACES

2 
PA

R
KI

N
G

 S
PA

C
ES

(U
N

D
ER

 C
AR

PO
R

T)

16 PARKING 
SPACES TOTAL

NEW SLIDING 
SECURITY GATE TO 

MATCH EXISTING

NEW CARPORT

A-5.04 7

CONVEX TRAFFIC MIRROR - ULINE, 
H-1882, OUTDOOR ACRYLIC - 96" 
ABOVE WALKING SURFACE, TYP.

EXISTING 
YARDWALL, TYP.

CONCRETE

EX. PLANTER

EXISTING 
YARDWALL, TYP.

8' - 6" 8' - 6" 8' - 6"

PARKING SIGNAGE

SIGN TYPE R7-8 (12"X18")
-WHITE SIGN FIELD
-GREEN BORDER AND LETTERING
-WHITE ON BLUE BACKGROUND 
INTERNATIONAL SYMBOL OF ACCESSIBILITY

OPTIONAL LANGUAGE

REQUIRED LANGUAGE PER
NMSA 197866-7-352.4C

SIGN TYPE R7-8A (6"X12")
-WHITE SIGN FIELD
-GREEN BORDER AND LETTERING
REQUIRED LANGUAGE (VAN ACCESSIBLE 
SPACE)
ANSI 502.7

BOTTOM OF LOWEST 
SIGN 60" MIN. ABOVE THE 

GROUND IN PARKING 
LOT - ANSI 502.7 

NEW BLUE 
WHEELCHAIR 
SYMBOL - CENTER ON 
PARKING SPOT

ACCESSIBLE SIGNAGE -
MOUNT ON WALL

LETTERING TO 
BE 1' HIGH AND 

2" WIDE, MIN.

EXISTING PLANTER STRIP

(E) CONCRETE WALK
RUNNING SLOPE = 3% MAX.
CROSS SLOPE = 2% MAX.

(E) C
O

N
C

R
ETE

NEW BLUE STRIPING

SLOPES OF 
ACCESSIBLE 
ROUTE = 2% 

OR LESS

NEW STEEL 
PERGOLA - SEE 7/S004

(2) EXISTING 1,700 GAL 
BURIED CISTERNS

CITY OF SANTA FE CODES, TABLE 14-8.6-1

COMMERCIAL
OFFICE (NON-MEDICAL) 

1/500 s.f. net leasable (BCD DISTRICT REDUCTION)
= 5,960/500 s.f. = 12

RESTAURANT (CAFE) & GALLERY
1/350 s.f. net leasable (BCD DISTRICT REDUCTION)
= 1,477/350 = 5

TOTAL REQUIRED = 17

PARKING SPACES PROVIDED = 16
*DUE TO THE SPACE LIMITATIONS OF THE EXISTING 
PROPERTY, THE MAXIMUM POSSIBLE SPACES OF 16 HAVE 
BEEN PROVIDED.  PREAPPROVED WITH CITY PERSONNEL.

(4) EXISTING 1,700 GAL BURIED 
CISTERNS - EVALUATE AND 

REPAIR AS NEEDED FOR 
PROPER FUNCTION

NEW PERVIOUS STONE 
PAVERS THROUGHOUT 

AUTOCOURT TO REPLACE 
EXISTING GRAVEL EXISTING

BUILDING

EXISTING
BUILDING

EXISTING BASEMENT 
LOCATION

EXISTING BASEMENT 
LOCATION

14-8.6-3  GENERAL OFF-STREET BICYCLE PARKING

16-50 SPACES = 8 SPACE REQUIRED
* 8 SPACES PROVIDED

ZONING:

BUSINESS CAPITAL DISTRICT (BCD)

USE:

COMMERICAL OFFICE SPACE

6'
 - 

8"

EXISTING LANDSCAPE

EXISTING LANDSCAPE

EXISTING 
LANDSCAPE

NEW 
PERGOLA

NEW PERGOLA

NEW BICYCLE RACK AND 
CLEARANCE FOR 8 BICYCLES

REMOVE AND REINSTALL 
CONCRETE CURBING -

EXTENTS SHOWN IN GRAY

NEW REDUCED PRESSURE 
DETECTION ASSEMBLY IN 

"HOTBOX" - SEE CIVIL

NEW METAL 
HANDRAIL - 2/A-5.05

8'
 - 

6"
8'

 - 
0"

TY
P.

8'
 - 

6"

18' - 0" TYP.

30' - 3 7/8"

25' - 11"

INGRESS/EGRESS

PARKING LINES = 
4" WIDE MIN. TYP.

PARKING REQUIREMENTS

BICYCLE PARKING REQUIREMENTS

EXISTING ROCK 
COLUMNS

COURTYARD

EXISTING PAVERS

SLOPES = 2% MAX.

INSTALL GATE OPENER:
REMOTE ACCESS
KEYPAD ACCESS

FAILSAFE INTO OPEN POSITION
BY GATE CONTRACTOR

REPLACE CRACKED 
CONCRETE SIDEWALK 
AROUND MANHOLE TO 

MATCH EXISTING

REPLACE CRACKED 
CONCRETE SIDEWALK TO 

MATCH EXISTING

REPLACE CRACKED CONCRETE 
SIDEWALK TO MATCH EXISTING

REMOVE AND REINSTALL 
CONCRETE CURBING -
EXTENTS SHOWN IN GRAY

LOWER EXISTING MANHOLE TO 
MATCH ELEVATION OF ADJACENT 
SIDEWALK WHEN REPLACED

NEW CONCRETE SLAB-ON-
GRADE LANDING IN WHITE 
CONCRETE TO MATCH 
ADJACENT.  RECOMPACT 
SOIL BEFORE POURING

2"
 W

ID
E

BLUE PARKING STRIPING ON 
CONCRETE AT PARKING 
SPACES AND ACCESSIBLE 
AISLE DIAGONAL STRIPING

PARKING STRIPE DETAIL

SLOPE = 2% 
OR LESS

SLOPE = 2% 
OR LESS

2015 IBC, TABLE 1106.1 ACCESSIBLE PARKING SPACES

1 TO 25 SPACES = 1 ACCESSIBLE SPACE
PARKING SPACES PROVIDED = 1

ADA PARKING REQUIREMENTS

ACCESSIBLE ROUTE RIGHT ACCESSIBLE ROUTE LEFT ACCESSIBLE ENTRANCE

ACCESSIBLE 
ENTRANCE SIGN

ACCESSIBLE 
ENTRANCE SIGN

ACCESSIBLE 
ENTRANCE SIGN

ACCESSIBLE 
ENTRANCE SIGN

ACCESSIBLE 
ROUTE LEFT SIGN

ACCESSIBLE ROUTE 
RIGHT SIGN

4' - 4"

REMOVE CONCRETE SLAB-
ON-GRADE TO OTHER SIDE 
OF NEW WALL AND PREP 
FOR STONE PAVER 
INSTALLATION

28' - 6"

5' - 3" 10' - 0"

5' - 0"

H-5.051

H-5.04
6

5

CAB-1.02

1

May 27, 2025
PROPOSED:

May 27, 2025
PROPOSED:
ROOFTOP UNITS

6" 2" 1' - 4"

7"
1"

1'
 - 

0"

6"
6"

COMPACT SOIL 
BENEATH TO 95% 
MAXIMUM 
DENSITY

Project Number :

Scale :

Date :

Drawing Title :

Sheet Number :

As indicated

A-1.01

SITE PLAN

2109

FALLING COLORS

04/28/2025

206 McKenzie St. Santa Fe, NM  87501

FOR CONSTRUCTION

N

10/4/2023

1.  FOR CONCRETE CURB AND GUTTER CONSTRUCT 
TRANSVERSE JOINTS AS FOLLOWS:

-TOOLED CONTRACTION JOINTS AT 5' INTERVALS

-1/2" PRE-MOLDED BITUMINOUS EXPANSION JOINTS AT 
30' INTERVALS UNLESS DIRECTLY ABUTTING THE 
SIDWAK THEN 15'  INTERVALS ARE REQUIRED

2.  DIMENSIONS AT ROUNDED CORNERS MEASURED TO 
INSTERSECTION OF STRAIGHT LINES

3.  LIP OF GUTTER SHALL BE EVEN WITH THE ADJACENT 
ASPHALT, BUT IN NO CASE SHALL IT EXCEED 1/4".

1 1/2" = 1'-0"2 CURB AND GUTTER
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PROPOSED:
NEW PEDESTRIAN GATE

May 27, 2025
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PARAPET EXTENSION

ABOVE
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NOT COMPLETED

May 27, 2025
PROPOSED

EXISTING PAINTED CMU 
WALL - REPAINT TO MATCH

8"
8'

 - 
8"

NEW DOOR IN EXISTING 
STEEL FRAME - SEE 
5/A-5.02

NEW CARPORT AND SOLAR 
ARRAY BEYOND

9'
 - 

4"

ADD CMU COURSING TO EXTEND 
YARDWALL TO A CONSISTENT HEIGHT

8'
 - 

0"

18' - 3"

10' - 10"
8"x4"x5/16"STEEL 
TUBE - PAINTED, TYP.

6' - 2"

7"
8'

 - 
8"

8"X4"X5/16" AT 8'-6" O.C. STEEL BEAM, TYP. - PAINT

EXSITING 
YARDWALL SECTION

9'
 - 

3"

SOLAR ARRAY

EXISTING STEEL 
SURROUND TO REMAIN

NEW STEEL GATE

6'
 - 

6"

2' - 5"

May 27, 2025
PROPOSED:
NEW PEDESTRIAN GATE

4"X4"X1/4" 
STEEL COLUMN, 

TYP. - PAINT

8"X4"X5/16" AT 8'-6" O.C. STEEL BEAM, TYP. - PAINT

8"x4"x5/16"STEEL 
TUBE - PAINTED, TYP.

EXISTING CMU YARDWALL

7'
 - 

4"8'
 - 

8"

8"X2"X1/8" AT 1'-8 1/2" O.C. STEEL BEAM, TYP. - PAINTADD CMU COURSING TO EXTEND 
YARDWALL TO A CONSISTENT HEIGHT

SOLAR ARRAY
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3/16" = 1'-0"1 NORTH - EXISTING

3/16" = 1'-0"2 NORTH - NEW

3/16" = 1'-0"3 NORTH - NEW WEST
3/16" = 1'-0"4 NEW CARPORT SIDE ELEVATION

1/2" = 1'-0"5 NEW PEDESTRIAN GATE

3/16" = 1'-0"6 NEW CARPORT FRONT ELEVATION

May 27, 2025
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- STUCCO
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PROPOSED:

STEEL CARPORT
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RPA & Associates, LLC.
PRESERVING OUR HISTORY

508 Ortega Rd NW Los Ranchos de Albuquerque, NM 87114
P.O. Box 10328 Albuquerque, NM 87184
505-379-7900
rpahistoric@gmail.com

HISTORIC ASSESSMENT
NO. 020125-HA

TO Archaeo Architects
1512 Pacheco Street
Santa Fe, NM 87505
bradyn@archaeoarchitects.com

JOB DATE

206 McKenzie Street, Santa Fe, NM 87501 01/02/2025

LOCATION DESCRIPTION

NORTH

A 60” x 24” FIXED BARN SASH ON SIDE 4W2H WOOD BEAD (1985) NON-HISTORIC

DR #1
34” x 76” RH OUTSWING DOOR 3W1H/2-PANEL (CUT DOWN, DOOR NOT IN JAMB) 
NON-HISTORIC

WEST

DR #2 32” x 94” – 3 BI-FOLD GARAGE DOORS 2W2H/2-PANEL HISTORIC

DR #3
30” x 76” RH INSWING DOOR 2W2H/3-HORIZONTAL PANELS (SIMPSON 1985) NON-
HISTORIC 

NORTH

B 37” x 35” – 2 (2-19”) LR INSWING CASEMENT 2W3H HISTORIC

WEST

DR #4 32” x 71” LH OUTSWING DOOR 3W3H/1-PANEL (KOLBE 2018) NON-HISTORIC

C 
103” x 28” – 5 WIDE LR SLR OUTSWING CASEMENT 2W2H BARN SASHES (SASHES 
INSTALLED IN A 2 x 4 FRAME) (1985) NON-HISTORIC

D 25” x 77” TUBE STEEL WITH 1-LT GLASS (2018) NON-HISTORIC

E 
19” x 26” L STEEL CASEMENT 1W2H (ADDED FOR A BATH 1960’s) HISTORIC BUT NOT 
ORIGINAL

DR #5 48” x 76” OPENING WAS A DOOR – NOTHING THERE NON-HISTORIC

F 
48” x 48” AWNING PUSH-OUT ALUMINUM 3W3H ABOVE DR #5 (KOLBE 2018) NON-
HISTORIC

EXHIBIT H

COSF 154
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Page 2 of 7

JOB DATE

206 McKenzie Street, Santa Fe, NM 87501 01/02/2025

LOCATION DESCRIPTION

NORTH

G 
190” x 146” MULLED STEEL CASEMENT 
13W7H W/3 – 42 x 39 AWNING HISTORIC

DR #6
94” x 99” OPENING WAS A DOOR W/TRANSOM ALL ALUMINUM HORIZONTAL SLIDER 
(NOTHING THERE EXCEPT 2018 TRANSOM W/GRILLES) NON-HISTORIC

H 40” x 26” AWNING 1-LT 3 WINDOWS (KOLBE 2018) NON-HISTORIC

I 
72” x 61” STEEL CASEMENT (SET-IN A WOOD JAMB ORIGINALLY A PAIR OF DOUBLE 
HUNGS) NON-HISTORIC
5W3H (40 x 40 INSWING)

EAST

J 36” x 69” WWOD DOUBLE HUNG (SASHES & JAMBS MISSING) NON-HISTORIC

DR #7
46” x 78” WOOD LH OUTSWING ALL PANELS – 19 EACH (GATES TOO SHORT FOR 
OPENING) HISTORIC NOT ORIGINAL

DR #8
30” x 76” LH INSWING DOOR  GLASS 3-PANEL CUT DOWN (SIMPSON 1998) WOOD 
BEAD NON-HISTORIC

K 36” x 69” DH 3W2H/3W2H HISTORIC

DR #9
60” x 81” RH INSWING GATE DOORS CUT DOWN WOOD BEAD 12-PANEL HISTORIC
NOT ORIGINAL

SOUTH

** L 32” x 54” DH 3W2H/3W2H HISTORIC

DR #10
12/32/12 x 78” RH INSWING DOOR W/2-5 L WOOD BEAD (GATE IS TOO SHORT FOR 
THE OPENING) (SIMPSON 1979 TO 1982) NON-HISTORIC

** M 32” x 54” DH 3W2H/3W2H HISTORIC

** N 32” x 54” DH 3W2H/3W2H HISTORIC

DR #11 32” x 77” RH INSWING DOOR 2W5H CUT DOWN (SIMPSON 1984) NON-HISTORIC

** O 32” x 54” DH 3W2H/3W2H HISTORIC

** P 32” x 47” DH 3W2H/3W2H HISTORIC

EAST

DR #12
32” x 77” LH OUTSWING DOOR 3W2H/1-PANEL CUT DOWN (KOLBE 2018) NON-
HISTORIC  

Q 36” x 20” – 2 TRANSOM 3W1H BARN SASHES IN A FRAME (1988) NON-HISTORIC

COSF 155
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JOB DATE

206 McKenzie Street, Santa Fe, NM 87501 01/02/2025

LOCATION DESCRIPTION

WEST

** R 21” x 38” RH INSWING CASEMENT 2W3H HISTORIC

DR #13
47” x 80” (2-24) DOOR FIXED 2W5H ADDED PIECES TO THE BOTTOM OF THE DOOR 
AND SCREWED TOGETHER (2018) NON-HISTORIC

SOUTH

** S 28” x 54” – 3 DH 3W2H/3W2H 5” MULLS HISTORIC

** T 28” x 54” – 3 DH 3W2H/3W2H 5” MULLS HISTORIC

** U 28” x 47” – 1 DH 3W2H/3W2H HISTORIC

** V 28” x 47” – 2 DH 3W2H/3W2H 5” MULLS HISTORIC

WEST

** W 28” x 47” – 2 DH 3W2H/3W2H 5” MULLS HISTORIC

SOUTH

DR #14
36” x 81” – 3 LH/STAT/RH INSWING DOOR 3W5H (SIMPSON 1990) NON-HISTORIC
36” x14” – 3 ALL HOPPERS INSWING TRANSOM 3W1H MECHANICAL NAILED SASHES 
(1990) NON-HISTORIC

X 
60” x 24” – 2 4W2H FIXED CASEMENT BARN SASHES ON SIDE WOOD BEAD (1984) 
NON-HISTORIC

COURTYARD

EAST

Y 36” x 46” – 2 INSWING MISSING SASHES HISTORIC FRAME ONLY

DR #15
64” x 84” (2-32”) DOOR FIXED 3W5H ADDED TO TOP AND BOTTOM OF DOORS AND 
SCREWED TOGETHER (2018) NON-HISTORIC

Z 
36” x 46” – 2 OUTSWING CASEMENT 2W4H SILL BURIED WOULD NEED TO REMOVE 
HISTORIC

NORTH

AA 28” x 54” – 1 DH 3W3H/3W2H HISTORIC
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EAST

BB 20” x 26” – 3 LSR INSWING CASEMENT 2W2H HISTORIC

NORTH

CC
34” x 54” – 1 DH 3W2H/3W2H SILL BURIED AND WOULD NEED TO BE REMOVED 
HISTORIC

DR #16 30” x 79” RH INSWING METAL 3W3H/2-PANEL (2018) NON-HISTORIC

DD
36” x 49” – 2 (2-18”) LR OUTSWING BARN SASHES HUNG 2W4H/2W4H IN 2 x 4 JAMBS 
{1-LS/2-SS/6-LR} 9 WINDOWS TOTAL (2018) NON-HISTORIC

DR #17 30” x 79” LH INSWING OPEN JAMBS (2018) NON-HISTORIC

2ND FLOOR

EAST

EE
39” x 45” – 2 STAT/STAT 2W4H/2W4H BARN SASHES HUNG IN 2 x 4 FRAME (2018) 
NON-HISTORIC

FF
39” x 45” – 2 STAT/STAT 2W4H/2W4H BARN SASHES HUNG IN 2 x 4 FRAME (2018) 
NON-HISTORIC

DR #18
48” x 78” (2-24”) 2W5H LH INSWING DOOR WOOD BEAD (SIMPSON 1998) NON-
HISTORIC  

SOUTH

** GG
32” x 54” – 3 DH 3W2H/3W2H SILL BURIED AND WOULD NEED TO BE REMOVED 
HISTORIC

** HH
32” x 54” – 3 DH 3W2H/3W2H SILL BURIED AND WOULD NEED TO BE REMOVED 
HISTORIC

EAST

** II
28” x 47” – 1 DH 3W2H/3W2H SILL BURIED AND WOULD NEED TO BE REMOVED 
HISTORIC

** JJ
32” x 54” – 2 DH 3W2H/3W2H 5” MULLS SILL BURIED AND WOULD NEED TO BE 
REMOVED HISTORIC

** KK
32” x 54” – 3 DH 3W2H/3W2H 5” MULLS SILL BURIED AND WOULD NEED TO BE 
REMOVED HISTORIC

** LL
32” x 54” – 3 DH 3W2H/3W2H 5” MULLS SILL BURIED AND WOULD NEED TO BE 
REMOVED HISTORIC
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SOUTH

** MM
28” x 47” – 3 DH 3W2H/3W2H 5” MULLS SILL BURIED AND WOULD NEED TO BE 
REMOVED HISTORIC

WEST

** NN
28” x 47” – 3 DH 3W2H/3W2H 5” MULLS SILL BURIED AND WOULD NEED TO BE 
REMOVED HISTORIC

** OO
28” x 47” – 3 DH 3W2H/3W2H 5” MULLS SILL BURIED AND WOULD NEED TO BE 
REMOVED HISTORIC

NORTH

PP 36” x 46” – 2 (2-18”) LR INSWING CASEMENT 1W3H HISTORIC

EAST

QQ 28” x 47” – 2 DH 3W2H/3W2H 5” MULL HISTORIC

RR 25” x 41” – 1 DH 3W2H/3W2H HISTORIC

NORTH

DR #19 28” x 73” RH INSWING DOOR 3W5H CUT DOWN (SIMPSON 1990) NON-HISTORIC

SS
18” x 24” R STEEL CASEMENT 1W2H SET OUT OF PLUMBS (1960) HISTORIC BUT NOT 
ORIGINAL

TT
36” x 49” – 2 (2-18”) LR 2W4H BARN SASHES HUNG IN 2 x 4 FRAMES 11 WINDOWS 
TOTAL (2018) NON-HISTORIC  

SOUTH

UU 60” x 42” – HS 3W3H WHITE ALUMINUM GRILLES IN AIR SPACE (1999) NON-HISTORIC  

VV 48” x 24” – HS 3W2H WHITE ALUMINUM GRILLES IN AIR SPACE (1999) NON-HISTORIC

WW 30” x 24” – HS 2W2H WHITE ALUMINUM GRILLES IN AIR SPACE (1999) NON-HISTORIC

DR #20 32” x 80” – LH INSWING 2W5H CARVED PIECES HISTORIC

XX 20” x 8’ FIXED OBSECURE GLASS STOPPED IN (1999) NON-HISTORIC

WEST

YY 24” FULL ROUND GLASS STOPPED IN (1999) NON-HISTORIC

COSF 158



Page 6 of 7

JOB DATE

206 McKenzie Street, Santa Fe, NM 87501 01/02/2025

LOCATION DESCRIPTION

BASEMENT

SOUTH

DR #21 37 x 82 RH INSWING METAL W/2 VENTS (2008) NON-HISTORIC
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In closing, my professional opinion is as follows:

Windows:
A, C, D, F, H (3), I, J, Q, X, DD (9), EE, FF, TT (11), UU, VV, WW, XX, and YY – are non-historic.

Doors:
1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, and 21 – are non-historic.

Windows:
B, E, G, K, PP, QQ, RR – are historic and primary façade.

Window:
R – is historic however the unit is not the original window to the building.

Windows:
** L, M, N, O, P, R, S, T, U, V, W, GG, HH, II, JJ, KK, LL, MM, NN, and OO – all have historic sashes and 
jambs. Many of the sills are buried in stucco and will need to be removed to make these windows 
seal properly. If the units are removed the jambs will be destroyed because the jambs are the 
buck in the adobe. The adobe and the interior plaster is showing signs of deterioration from water 
getting in around the existing jambs due to the lack of flashing and moisture from condensation 
because of the quantity and size of the single glazed windows.

The best solution to protect the integrity of the structure is to remove these units and replace in like 
and kind, all wood windows with divided light and insulated glass. These windows are located on 
the non-primary elevations.

Window:
SS – is historic (not original) set out of plumb. This unit will not operate or seal.

Door: 
Door #2 & #20 – are historic however it is not located on the primary façade.

Door # 7 & #9 – is historic and it is located on the primary façade. These units will need wood 
added to the bottom and top to fit the opening. For this unit to be made stain grade (to match 
the panels) it should probably be re-made. The panels may be re-used and installed in a new 
matching size stile and rail door.

Window: 
Y – is historic however missing sashes.

Windows:
Z, AA, BB, and CC - are historic however not on the primary façade.   

If you have any questions, please contact me at 505-379-7900.

Assessment prepared by: 
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