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Agenda Regular Meeting of the Historic 
Districts Review Board 

June 24, 2025 at 5:30 PM 
Council Chambers, City Hall 

200 Lincoln Avenue 

 
 

Procedures for Historic Districts Review Board Meeting 
Viewing: Members of the public may stream the meeting live on the City of Santa Fe’s YouTube 
channel at www.youtube.com/@cityofsantafe. The YouTube live stream can be accessed at this 
address from most smartphones, tablets, or computers.  
 
Join on Zoom: https://santafenm-gov.zoom.us/j/84481664315 
 
By Phone: 301 715 8592  
 
Webinar ID: 844 8166 4315 
 
The agenda and packet for the meeting will be posted at https://santafenm.portal.civicclerk.com/ 
   
1. Call to Order 

2. Roll Call 

3. Approval of Agenda 

4. Approval of Minutes 

 a. May 27, 2025 

5. Approval of Findings/Conclusions 

6. Matters from the Public 

7. Staff Communications 

 a. Old Pecos Trail, Old Santa Fe Trail, Plaza, W San Francisco St, Galisteo and Cerrillos Rd. 
The City of Santa Fe Tourism Division requests a recommendation to the Governing Body 
of the design for banners honoring the original pre-1937 path of the Route 66 highway. 

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 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 
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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 Historic 
Districts Review Board June 10, 2025 Page 2 of 3 on the McKenzie St. adjacent to the 
vehicle entrance. (Paul Duran, paduran@santafenm.gov) 

9. New Business 

 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. (Paul Duran, paduran@santafenm.gov) 

 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. (Paul Duran) 

 c. 2025-010489-HDRB, 539 Garcia St., Downtown & Eastside Historic District, contributing, 
Matthew Rembe, agent for Penny Rembe, owner, requests a historic status review with 
primary facade(s) designation, if applicable, for a residential structure and an accessory 
structure. (Lani McCulley) 

10. Discussion Items 

 a. SANTA FE GENERAL PLAN UPDATE: “SANTA FE FORWARD”/ “SANTA FE 
AVANZANDO.” Staff will introduce the 2050 General Plan Update, including a Project 
Overview and presentation on the Community Engagement plan, and schedule. (Heather 
L. Lamboy, Director, Planning & Land Use, hllamboy@santafenm.gov) 

11. Matters from the Board 

12. Next Meeting:  

 a. July 8, 2025 

13. Adjourn 

  

Persons with disabilities in need of accommodations, contact the City Clerk's office at 
955-6521, five (5) working days prior to meeting date. 
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Regular Meeting of the Historic 

Districts Review Board 
May 27, 2025 at 5:30 PM 

Council Chambers, City Hall 
200 Lincoln Avenue 

 

Meeting Minutes 
https://www.youtube.com/live/vumgQFWxqZ0?si=S3jzG-FiveScv8pl 

 
  
Call to Order 
Chair Rios called the regular meeting of the Historic Districts Review Board to order at 
approximately 5:30 pm in the Santa Fe Community Convention Center, Sweeny Ball 
Room B, 201 West Marcy Street, Santa Fe, New Mexico. (Call to Order time stamp is 
1:30:30) 
 
1. Roll Call  
Roll Call indicated the presence of a quorum as follows: 
 
Members Present 
Ms. Cecilia Rios, Chair  
Mr. John Bienvenu, Vice Chair 
Ms. Jennifer Biedscheid 
Ms. Amanda Mather 
Ms. Mary Ellen Degnan 
Mr. Scott Cherry 
 
Members Absent 
Ms. Madelein Aguilar Medrano (excused) 
 
Others Present 
Ms. Heather Lamboy, Planning and Land Use Director 
Mr. Kevin Nault, Assistant City Attorney 
Ms. Lani McCulley, Senior Planner  
Mr. Paul Duran, Senior Planner 
Ms. Amanda Romero, Senior Planner  
 
Note: All items in the Board packet for all agenda items are incorporated herewith by 
reference. The original Board packet is available on Civic Clerk and can be requested 
from the Historic Preservation Division. 
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2. Approval of Agenda  
Director Lamboy stated that item 7(b), the informational session for 515 Paseo de 
Peralta has been postponed to an unknown date and Item number 10(a) is postponed 
to the next hearing on June 10, 2025.  
  
Member Biedscheid moved to approve the agenda as amended. Member Degnan 
seconded. The motion passed unanimously by voice vote (5-0). 
 
3. Approval of Minutes  
 

a. May 13, 2025 
 

Member Bienvenu requested changes to the minutes of May 13, 2025. He requested that 
on page four under the board action that in the first sentence which reads “Member 
Bienvenu moved that the recommendations of the staff be adopted as findings…” add a 
comma to separate that from the rest of the sentence and further down where it says, “an 
ideal work” change the word “work” to “world”. Also, on page five in the middle of the first 
full paragraph after the word “Cleofes” add the word “Romero” and change in the next 
sentence “Shia” to “Shaya”. He also asked that on page 12 in the fourth full paragraph, 
on the second line where it says, “divided light windows is appropriate” to add the word 
“not” so that it reads “divided light windows is not appropriate in this district”. 
 
Member Bienvenu moved to approve the minutes as amended. Member Cherry 
seconded. The motion passed unanimously by voice vote (5-0). 
 
4. Approval of Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law  
 
a. 2024-009653-HDRB 1010 Camino San Acacio (January 14, 2025) 
b. 2024-009611-HDRB 1226 Cerro Gordo Rd. (January 14, 2025) 
c. 2024-009323-HDRB 312 Pino Rd. (January 14, 2025) 
d. 2024-009651-HDRB 423 Camino Don Miguel (January 14, 2025) 
e. 2024-009612-HDRB 1126 Camino Delora (January 14, 2025) 
f. 2024-008779-HDRB 428 San Antonio St. (January 14, 2025) 
g. 2024-009652-HDRB 829 A W. Manhattan Ave. (January 14, 2025) 
h. 2024-009615-HDRB 715 Gregory Ln. (January 14, 2025) 
i. 2024-009616-HDRB 1302 Canyon Rd. (January 14, 2025) 
 
No changes were made to any of the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Member Biedscheid moved to approve all nine Findings of Fact and Conclusions of 
Law. Member Cherry seconded. The motion passed unanimously by voice vote (5-0). 
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5. Matters from the Public  
 
A constituent asked that the Board repeat what was said about item 10 (a) and (b) from 
the agenda in reference to the Santa Fe forward general plan update and the land 
development code update for phase one. 
 
Director Lamboy explained that item 10(a) the Santa Fe forward general plan update is 
postponed to a later hearing and that item 10(b) the land development code update for 
phase one will be discussed later tonight. 
 
Stefanie Beninato wanted to make one other remark about 925 Acequia Madre and the 
idea that it's not visible. She stated that with Google Streets aerial views that are current, 
and anybody can see anybody's property whether it's visible from the street or not. So, 
this non-portal non-ramada is going to be visible aerially. Her concern was that people 
will know it's there and they'll come in stating “well you allowed this”. This is a bad 
precedent for Acequia Madre and the district allowing a structure that is neither a ramada 
nor a portal with very poor material for a roof. 
 
6. Staff Communications  
 
Ms. Lamboy made an announcement that on June 14th there will be the first open house 
for the general plan update at the Higher Education Center at Midtown at 10 am to 2 pm.  
 
Ms. Lamboy stated there is also a site with Midtown Arts Alliance in the afternoon on June 
14th and invited everyone to stop by there as well. 
 

a. Santa Fe Green Building Code Update Presentation - Stephen Onstad, 
Founder EverGreen Building Solutions, Santa Fe Code Compliance & IECC 
Residential Energy Inspector/Plans Examiner and Doug Pushard, Founder, 
HarvestH2o and KuelWater.org, and Tom Graham, AIA, Assistant Land Use 
Director, City of Santa Fe. 

 
Steve Onstead and Doug Pushard introduced the team, gave a history of the green 
code development, explained HERS rating, and emphasized the planned changes to 
the green code, especially regarding residential buildings and how it will affect those 
buildings which are in overlay districts, such as the Historic Districts. (1:37:17-2:15:11) 
 
7. Old Business  
No items were listed under Old Business. 
 
 
8. New Business  
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a. 2025-010295-HDRB, 234 Irvine St, Westside-Guadalupe Historic District, 
contributing, Samantha Greenberg, agent for Edan Kark, owner, requests a status 
review with primary façade designation, if applicable, for a residential structure and 
requests a status downgrade for an accessory structure. 

 
Lani McCulley presented the case and staff recommendation. Staff recommended the 
historic status of the residential structure be retained as contributing with the primary 
façades designated as the north, east, and south facades (facades 5, 6, and 7 
respectively).  While some modifications have been made, these three (3) facades hold 
the original footprint and historic details of the residence, including the inset wood 
windows with lead lozenge patterns and the original roof line of the building. Staff 
recommended excluding the non-historic doors and windows and the non-historic east 
elevation porch from the designation. Staff recommended that the accessory structure be 
designated/downgraded to non-contributing. There are inconsistencies in the designation 
record of the accessory structure.  In a 2010 case file, the accessory structure is listed as 
non-contributing, and yet the city’s map of historic properties lists the accessory structure 
as contributing.   Staff could not identify any case files to support the contributing 
designation.  Staff also recommended that the yard wall be designated as non-
contributing due to age per 14-5.2(C)(2) Designation of Significant, Contributing or 
Noncontributing Status Within Historic Districts.    
 
Chair Rios asked are indicating that the only primary facade is the south façade? 
 
Ms. McCulley stated as on the map it is five, six, and seven, which includes the south, 
north, and east.  
 
Chair Rios asked with the wall if staff indicated that it is not historic. 
 
Ms. McCulley confirmed the wall is not historic. 
 
Chair Rios asked if the porch is not historic. 
 
Ms. McCulley confirmed the porch is not historic.  
 
Chair Rios asked for confirmation that in the main residence some windows or portions 
of windows are also not historic. 
 
Ms. McCulley confirmed that some windows or portions of windows are also not historic. 
 
Samantha Greenberg, 234 Irvine Street, Santa Fe, was sworn in. Ms. Greenberg 
agreed with the staff’s recommendation and was available for questions. 
 
Public Comment: 
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Norma Montoya, 102 Entrada La Cienega, Santa Fe, was sworn in. Ms. Montoya wanted 
to know what contributing and non-contributing meant and how that might affect the 
property values in the area. Especially as it relates to her neighboring home at 233 Irvine 
Street. 
 
Chair Rios explained that the property values might be indirectly related only because a 
status review often leads to a remodel case and remodeling improves an individual 
property value which in turn may help with the neighboring lots. She encouraged the 
neighbor to continue to review agendas online to keep an eye on any remodel that may 
be requested later.  
 
Ms. Stefanie Beninato, PO Box 1601, Santa Fe, New Mexico was sworn in, again found 
it unfortunate that people get to add on without permits and that there does not seem to 
be any consequence. She felt the house had been greatly altered with a failure to follow 
code. She pointed out that the fact that there's an outstanding violation from 2019 without 
any consequence by the city such as taking the owners to court is troubling because the 
city does not treat people equally in terms of notice of violations. She supported the staff’s 
recommendation of the three facades being primary and the house staying contributing. 
She wondered if some part of the wall existed before it was raised up to 90 inches and 
what the actual average height of a wall is in that area. She also addressed Ms. Montoya’s 
question that she felt it depended on whether someone believes having a historic 
designation makes their property more or less valuable because some people might think 
it's a burden while other people are willing and eager to have that kind of designation. 
Also, since the Board is only addressing one property rather than all properties on the 
street so what happens to this property is unique to this property and does not necessarily 
affect anybody else's property.  
 
Board Action: 
Member Cherry moved in case 2025-010295-HDRB for 234 Irvine Street in the Westside-
Guadalupe Historic District that per staff’s recommendation that the residence be retained 
as contributing with facades five, six, and seven as the primary facades excluding the 
non-historic elements which includes non-historic doors and windows and the non-historic 
east elevation porch, that the accessory structure be downgraded to non-contributing and 
the yard wall be designated as non-contributing. Member Degnan seconded. The motion 
passed with the Board voting unanimously by roll call vote (5-0).  
 
 

b. 2024-010293-HDRB, 345 Garcia St, Downtown & Eastside Historic District, 
non- contributing, Gayla Bechtol, agent for Robert Holleyman and Bill Keller, 
owners, propose to construct a freestanding 436 sq. ft. guest house with garage 
and a 481 sq. ft. carport to a height of 10’-0” where the maximum allowable is 15’-
5”. On the main residence construct a 108 sq. ft. portal, enlarge the existing 382 
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sq. ft. portal to 621 sq. ft., replace windows and doors, change the size of several 
non-primary façade windows including converting several into doors, infill 
windows, construct two exterior fireplaces, alter the layout of the driveway resulting 
in a realignment of the fence and removal of 2 linear feet of the contributing wall. 
Three exceptions are requested to 14-5.2 (D)(5)(a)(iii) to infill a window on a 
primary façade, 14-5.2(D)(2)(d) to enlarge the portal within 10’ of the primary 
façade, and 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) for removing part of the contributing wall. 

 
Lani McCulley presented the case and staff recommendation Staff’s analysis of the 
proposed project identified 3 exceptions to the design standards of the Historic District 
overlay. The following recommendations summarize the staff’s analysis of the exception 
criteria for each request.  For section 14-5.2(D)(5)(a)(iii) No existing openings shall be 
closed, for the proposed closing of the north facing window on the west primary elevation, 
staff finds that the criteria have been met and recommends approval of the exception 
request. For section 14-5.2(D)(2)(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, for the proposed extension of the south portal, staff finds that the 
exception criteria have not been met and recommends denial of the exception request. 
For section 14-5.2(D)(1)(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, for the removal of two linear feet from the 
contributing yard wall, staff finds that the criteria have been met and recommends 
approval of the exception request. Staff recommend approval of the other elements of the 
application that do not require exceptions as they comply with 14-5.2(D) General Design 
Standards for all Historic Districts, and 14-5.2(E) Downtown and Eastside Design 
Standards. 
 
Chair Rios requested clarification that the windows and doors that are being proposed 
to be replaced are non-historic windows and doors 
 
Ms. McCulley explained that the windows are all non-historic as there are no historic 
windows on the property. 
 
Member Bienvenu stated that though there are quite a few things being brought before 
the Board, it sounds like staff is generally in agreement with all the requests except for 
one and that is with respect to the portal removal and reconstruction in a different 
configuration. He asked if he understood correctly. 
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Ms. McCulley stated that this was accurate because the portal would be changing size. 
 
Member Bienvenu stated that there are various proposals for the south portal with the 
first proposal that came before us in the packet was that would be entirely removed and 
rebuilt. 
 
Ms. McCulley stated she understood it was technically being repaired and that the entire 
structure was not coming down, but it is being reconfigured for better water flow. 
 
Member Bienvenu ask if the vigas and the posts will all remain as they 
are today  
 
Ms. McCulley stated parts of those are being replaced  
 
Member Bienvenu asked if the west elevation is the primary façade, would that include 
the west side of the portal, is that fair to say? 
 
Ms. McCulley stated yes, and that Member Bienvenu brought it up on the field trip, this 
morning, and it does seem like that it would be part of the primary façade. 
 
Member Bienvenu stated he agreed because on the west facade the upper parapet of the 
portal is even with and blends in with the entire elevation on that side of the house. So, 
he thought this is not just an addition within 10 ft of a primary facade but on the primary 
façade and requested confirmation that could be accurate. 
 
Ms. McCulley stated it could be. 
 
Member Bienvenu confirmed that for the alternative plan part of that facade to remain 
with a 10 feet setback and then an additional two feet towards the south being built out.  
 
Ms. McCulley confirmed that this was her understanding of the concept that the first 10 
feet of the portal would be retained in its current configuration and then the remaining 
length of it would be widened. 
 
Member Bienvenu stated that the staff report focused rightfully on the most obvious 
aspect of what is in issue here with the portal, which is the 10-foot rule, but it seemed that 
there were some additional issues where this proposal would violate the code provisions. 
One is the provision that was mentioned which is found in 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) that the removal 
of historic materials or alteration of architectural features and spaces that embody the 
status, which here is contributing, shall be prohibited. He stated that this proposal would 
alter the spaces and architectural features that embody the status of the contributing 
status for this structure if it gets changed. However, if it stays as it is built no other 
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provision would be in question for the portal. However, section 14-5.2(D)(5)(b) which 
states that for all facades of significant contributing and landmark structures architectural 
finish features finishes and details other than doors and windows shall be repaired rather 
than replaced that seems apply in this case as well and would require an exception. I do 
agree with the staff’s recommendations.  
 
Chair Rios asked what the existing depth of the portal is and what the depth of the 
proposed portal would be. 
 
Ms. McCulley stated it is currently eight feet deep, and it was being extended a couple of 
feet to ten feet deep. 
 
Chair Rios asked what the dimensions were for the removal of the portion of the historic 
wall. 
 
Ms. McCulley stated that on the right-hand side of the driveway when you're entering 
there is that one section of the wall that was constructed between 1966 and 1973 and the 
proposal is to remove two feet of that section of the wall to widen the entry for the 
driveway. 
 
Chair Rios thanked Ms. Bechtol and the applicants for the drawings that were on display 
at the field trip. She felt it was very helpful to have the existing and proposed drawings 
available. 
 
Gayla Bechtol, 320 Aztec Street, Santa Fe, was sworn in. Ms. Bechtol stated she did not 
feel the portal was part of the west elevation primary façade because it was not mentioned 
in the conversation about the façade during the November hearing and that was in part 
because the portal was added much later. She felt if she understood that this was the 
case, that the design would be different. She felt including this west side of the portal as 
part of the primary façade was an overreach. The staff’s recommendation was for the 
three exceptions not for five and she was prepared to discuss those three exceptions. 
Regarding the first exception to infill the window on the primary facade which again is 
perpendicular to what was designated as the primary façade, but it is within range the 
applicant agrees with staff's recommendation and the rationale for granting this exception 
as restated that all the windows were replaced in 1987 and are not historic. Also, it does 
not match the other windows and as it is not original to the structure nor is it historic it will 
not damage the streetscape to remove this window. The second exception for the removal 
of the two feet of the contributing yard wall at the driveway is unsafe because the current 
wall opening onto Garcia Street is quite narrow. It is the third narrowest driveway on 
Garcia right now. By removing two feet of that yard wall, it will substantially enhance the 
safety of backing into traffic on Garcia Street.  As evidenced by the Historic Cultural 
Properties Inventory (HCPI) and staff reports, the wall and its openings have had many 
changes over time. So, the applicants agree with the conclusion that the exception criteria 
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have been met because this design minimizes the impact on the neighborhood and the 
district and is designed to help with safety with ingress and egress of the property 
therefore decreasing risk of injury to the applicant, other vehicles, and pedestrians. 
Regarding the third exception to enlarge the portal, it is being widened to twelve on the 
southern facade of the residence.  This committee made a designation in November 2024 
that this facade is not a primary facade based on this designation and our need to rebuild 
the portal due to deterioration, it is proposed to enlarge the portal from the current eight-
foot depth to a depth of twelve feet. This will improve the functional use of the space and 
is designed with materials that are in keeping with the structure in the historic district. The 
exception proposed is to allow the enlargement to extend to the board's designated 
primary facade on the west which faces Garcia Street since this is an open and 
transparent portal. Granting the exception is appropriate. Staff take the position that the 
exception criterion is not met as it modifies the character of the primary west Garcia Street 
facade and communicates a false sense of history. However, the request is exceedingly 
modest and since it is an open portal and not an addition in the conventional sense, the 
portal will be rebuilt with new materials, and this is a good use of resources that are 
consistent with the preservation of the building and its contributing status. The Board 
noted that there is plan B offered where the west façade of the portal could be rebuilt with 
the eight-foot depth for the first ten feet of the elevation and then widen to twelve feet. 
This design would not require an exception since it is set back from the primary façade 
by ten feet.  The portal is a more modest addition than the ones most often considered 
and approved by the board. It is largely open and transparent, and it is not an added room 
or rooms. Portal designs with a 12-foot depth are consistent with historic district designs 
and proportions for these reasons and because the materials and design standards are 
met, the applicant urges the board's approval of plan B if it determines that plan A is an 
exception that they do not want to grant.  
 
Director Lamboy shared the slides for the Plan B design on the screen. 
 
Ms. Bechtol felt that the perspectives for both plan A and plan B very clearly the minimal 
change being proposed to the portal. She felt plan B impacted the house more than the 
plan A design. She pointed out that the portal is 50 feet long and that is really where the 
character of the structure as the board determined in November when they determined 
that the south façade was not a primary façade that embodied most of the character in 
part because it was constructed later and was just barely 50 years old; however it is the 
character of the streetscape and the character of the historic nature of this house with the 
50- foot length is a defining feature.  
 
Ms. Bechtol stated plan A has the minimal effect on the streetscape because the primary 
impact has to do with the 50-foot length of the portal. She also stated it is a tear down 
and reconstruction with no repair because the wood is rotted from water intrusion. She 
pointed out that the perspective drawings show the view from the streetscape. This is less 
than 200 feet of additional square footage versus the 1,300 that is allowed to be added 
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to this home. The 200 square feet that is being added to the portal is modest and will 
make the house more livable.  
 
The portal was not assigned primary with the historic characteristics of this house it was 
the west elevation and the northwest corner. She also noted that plan B, which affects 
the portal greater, would be acceptable but it does impact the portal more. The idea is to 
widen the portal to make it more livable for the owners. 
 
Ms. Bechtol confirmed that this case would not have been presented in this way if the 
portal was thought to be part of the primary façade. 
 
Member Bienvenu clarified that they understood about the primary facade in the sense 
that they had the same question which is why they requested to see the façade diagram 
because it wasn't clear whether that was specifically called out. It does not sound like it 
was excluded. It seems to be a visual part of the façade because the stucco is consistent 
on the façade. 
 
Ms. Bechtol stated that they are not flush, the portal steps in by 6” or greater. 
 
Ms. Bechtol asked if there was no façade diagram from the November case since, they 
seem to be standard with status reviews. 
 
Ms. McCulley clarified there was no façade diagram. 
 
Member Bienvenu clarified that if the portal is set back that would mean that it would not 
be part of that facade so that would resolve that issue. It is possible that is why it wasn't 
discussed at the time whereas today the discussion revolved around the fact that on the 
site visit it appeared to be completely flush and part of that entire elevation. Regardless, 
prior to tonight, no exception was requested for it. The point in bringing it up is more to 
talk about how we address the exception criteria that is being sought, which is the 10-ft 
setback and that goes with the removal of historic material or the repair and restoration 
of existing architectural features even on non- primary facades. That should inform the 
discussion here tonight in deciding whether the exception criteria have been met. 
 
Member Bienvenu stated that plan B would be out of the question because it would 
destroy the most important characteristic of the portal, which is its length across the entire 
elevation. He felt that if the portal needed to be reconstructed because it cannot be saved 
then reconstructing it with a relatively minor extension may not have as large of an 
aesthetic impact but could have a livability benefit. 
 
Ms. Bechtol confirmed that the existing portal cannot be saved. Only a couple of the 
corbels are repairable, the decking, beams and columns are all rotten from the water 
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damage. She said she had the wood assessed by another builder who confirmed this for 
her.  
 
Member Biedscheid stated that when reviewing the history of this case, the original 
recommendation of staff was to status this house as non-contributing. So, the Board had 
a difference of opinion and designated the west façade as primary. On the south, 
according to the HCPI has the most changes of any facade on this structure there's some 
indication that if it were an original part of the house, it would have been a territorial style, 
but it shows a Pueblo Revival style, so this is not the import of the case.  The removal of 
the two linear feet on the contributing wall which was never in question is maybe more of 
a topic of conversation. While the safety features of the suggested change sort of 
outweigh the need to preserve that wall as it is, it is a very common difficulty in our modern 
situation with cars and driveways. If these changes are going to happen, they must be 
made in a sensitive way so that those two feet of the wall are not missed. As for the 
extension of the portal as recommended in the original proposal, for an additional four 
feet of depth as a single depth rather than staggered is the way to go. It is a beautiful and 
very light touch in terms of the look of the property. It seems to be a recreation of what is 
there with some additional space and fits the house as constructed today. 
 
Director Lamboy stated she was able to review the minutes from the November 26th status 
review and staff recommended a non-contributing status at that hearing but the decision 
of the Board was to retain it as contributing. She read the motion into the record, “Member 
Bienvenu moved that in case number 2024-009369-HDRB at 345 Garcia Street for the 
reasons stated on the record earlier i move that the historic status of the main residential 
structure to be maintained as contributing with the west elevation and northwest corner, 
the area around the chimney, as the primary facades as recommended in the HCPI and 
that the status of the accessory structure be downgraded to non-contributing and that the 
front wall be designated as contributing”. She stated that it was approved unanimously by 
the Board. There are some things we must accommodate for in historic preservation, that 
is why staff didn’t have concern with the contributing wall being widened a little bit. The 
concern in reference to the portal is that it changes the character of the front of the building 
to have such an increase in depth. The proposed portal is going to have a shed roof. 
 
Ms. Bechtol commented the roof is currently flat, that's one of the reasons why it's failed 
over the last 50 years. There has to be six inches of slope, therefore it's technically a shed 
roof.  
 
Director Lamboy stated the view from the street will be the same, but the roof is a shed 
a shed roof. So, staffs’ objection to that was the change in the overall appearance to the 
front façade or west façade. 
 
Ms. Bechtol stated that there would be a bit more thickness on the roof so there would be 
metal flashing above the decking to hide the slope. 
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Member Cherry asked if the pitch was going to run the length of the portal rather than the 
width.  
 
Ms. Bechtol confirmed the slope is from west to east rather than the north to south to 
avoid the need for a gutter and the fascia will hide the slope of the roof because the fascia 
is consistent across the south of the portal. 
 
Robert Holleyman, 345 Garcia Street, Santa Fe was sworn in. Mr. Holleyman thanked the 
Board for coming to the house today and for considering the case. He stated that they 
have wanted to live in Santa Fe and in this house. He and his husband Bill Keller have 
had a home in Sanat Fe for about 20 years. They moved here full-time from Washington 
DC a little over a year ago because they found this house and because they knew they 
wanted to be here. So, they sped up their plans to be here full-time. They deeply care 
about this house. It was built about 90 years ago when Mr. Holleyman’s father from South 
Louisiana first came to New Mexico to go to high school in Roswell. Mr. Holleyman was 
a janitor in his first summer job out of high school 52 years ago here in Santa Fe and he 
had a dream to live in Santa Fe one day. He said that everything they are trying to do with 
this house is to do the right thing for the city and the historic district by using the lightest 
touch possible while still adapting it for their use. Increasing that driveway entrance a little 
bit, the garage and accessory dwelling unit among other things is so that they can age in 
place with assisted living capacity by providing any providers with the guest house to 
reside in.  He stated that he and Bill I are committed to being good stewards of the house 
to doing things that not only uphold its status as a contributing structure, but ideally ones 
that enhance the ability of the overall historic district.  
 
Public Comment: 
 
Ms. Stefanie Beninato, previously sworn in, stated that something that has not been 
considered on the portal is to keep the 8-foot depth. She did not hear anyone speak about 
the hardship which is a criterion for getting an exception. This is not an interior space 
which is necessary for livability, it is a bonus space so the portal could be kept at an 8-
foot depth. The entire length for the slope is a quarter inch per foot so that is a foot slope 
on 50 feet which would be quite adequate to get things to drain. She stated that keeping 
it flat from south to north seems problematic because it will pool on that roof. She 
reminded the Board that they adopted the staff’s position on 614 Paseo de Peralta that 
said that safety is not something unique to any property and that safety is something that 
everybody must deal with. So, regarding taking out two feet of the wall, there are other 
options like a way to turn around in the property so that you can come out facing the street 
as opposed to backing out or perhaps back in as opposed to backing out. Especially since 
it is the smaller part of the wall it should be a huge concern to remove that part. To be 
consistent with what staff has recommended in the past about safety if it's not unique and 
it's something that many people have to deal with such as narrow driveways which are 
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not visible, which is a constant across the city  and as portals are not necessary they're 
just a desire and an 8- foot portal should be quite livable quite usable and it is a solution 
that doesn't interfere with the primary facade because it keeps the existing depth. 
 
Board Action: 

Member Biedscheid moved to approve the application as submitted noting that the 
exception criteria for the rebuilding of the portal within 10 feet of the primary facade 
have been met. With respect to the first criteria which staff recommended was not 
met which is “do not damage the character of the streetscape”, despite the 
additional 4 feet of depth the key elements of the existing portal are retained. It's 
an open and transparent structure maintaining the 50-foot length consistent with 
the existing portal and the south facade of the building. With respect to criterion 
two “to prevent a hardship to the applicant or injury to the public welfare”, the 
current hardship associated with the deterioration of the portal requiring its rebuild 
and the limited functionality of the narrow depth is remedied by this solution. The 
function of the narrow portal is not sufficient to prevent the front door from being 
drenched in rain and this addresses that hardship, noting that we agree with the 
staff’s recommendation on the other elements and that all exception criteria have 
been met for those. Chair Rios offered if Member Biedscheid wanted to specifically 
indicate in reference to the exception criteria what that is like the infill of the 
window. Member Biedscheid did not feel it was necessary since the motion was to 
follow staff’s recommendation on those two elements. Member Mather seconded. 
The motion passed with the Board voting unanimously by roll call vote (5-0).  
 
 
c. 2025-010341-HDRB, 248 Rodriguez St., Downtown & Eastside Historic 
District, non- contributing, Jennifer Salimbene, agent for Steven Barrett, property 
owner, proposes to demolish a 104 sq. ft. shed 9’-4” in height. 

 
Amanda Romero presented the case and staff recommendation. Staff recommended 
approval of the proposed project and found that the application complies with Section 14-
3.14 Demolition of Historic or Landmark Structure.  
 
Jennifer Salimbene, 125 Lincoln Avenue, Santa Fe, was sworn in. Ms. Salimbene agreed 
with the staff’s recommendation and was available for questions. 
 
Public Comment: 
There were comments from the public. 
 
Board Action: 
Member Cherry moved to approve the application for demolition as submitted. Member 
Degnan seconded. The motion passed with the Board voting unanimously by roll call 
vote (5-0). 
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d. 2025-010343-HDRB, 248 Rodriguez St., Downtown & Eastside Historic 
District, Jennifer Salimbene, agent for Steven Barrett, property owner, proposes to 
construct a 1507 sq. ft. residence to a height of 14’-0”, where the maximum 
allowable is 14’-4”. 

 
Amanda Romero 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) General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and 14-5.2(E) Downtown and 
Eastside Design Standards.  
 
Chair Rios asked staff to indicate exactly where the home is going to be in reference to 
the shed that is going to be removed since there is an arroyo in this area. 
 
Ms. Romero offered the proposed site plan and pointed out the location of the shed in 
comparison to the planned residence.   
 
Jennifer Salimbene, previously sworn in, was available for questions. 
 
Public Comment: 
Ms. Leslie Larson, 238 Rodriguez Street, Santa Fe, was sworn in. Ms. Larson was 
confused how a 100 sq. ft. shed footprint could be increased to over 1,000 sq. ft. since 
there is an arroyo bed. 
 
Chair Rios explained it will be in the same location as the shed since the Board had just 
approved the removal of the shed and the home will be approximately 1,507 sq. ft. and 
will start where the location of the shed was and go across the property not down into the 
arroyo. 
 
Ms. Larsen stated that there is a retaining wall along the property line at the neighboring 
driveway, and the tiny shed, and then the arroyo so it is unclear where the building is 
going to be located. 
 
Ms. Romero stated the retaining wall will not be moved but the house will run along the 
retaining wall starting at the shed and moving back. She pointed this out on the slides. 
 
Ms. Larsen stated that the owners of the property have a landscape business and there's 
a lot of activity with deliveries and hundreds of bags of potting soil or bark 
And supplies and it was not clear how they could fit the residence, and the landscaping 
business supplies on the lot.  
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Chair Rios pointed out the property use, and business is not under the purview of the 
Board.  
 
Ms. Larsen wanted to know how the property was going to be used because this is a big 
change in a very limited space. 
 
Chair Rios explained that the applicant also gets approvals through other city 
departments including zoning which will make sure that the building meets the code 
requirements. 
 
Ms. Romero reminded the Board that the applicant has already gotten preliminary zoning 
review for the proposal, and it is approved for a new residential structure. 
 
Director Lamboy pointed out that lot coverage is a zoning criterion and that criterion is 
being met. Zoning reviews the plan set prior to the Board hearing. In reference to any 
business being run out of the house and their concern with storage, concerned 
constituents can contact the city’s constituent services, Amanda, or Ms. Lamboy, to 
discuss it.  There are home occupations where somebody can have a home office but 
typically materials and other types of storage are required to be in a commercial area. So, 
if there are concerns about how a person conducts business at a residence, please 
contact the city.  
 
Member Biedscheid stated that it looks like from the Casita roof plan that there are solar 
panels proposed and asked if there could be confirmation that they will not be visible from 
the street and that they will be behind a parapet or other screen. 
 
Ms. Salimbene confirmed that the parapet would screen the solar panels from public 
visibility. 
 
Board Action: 
Member Biedscheid moved to approve the application as submitted. Member Mather 
seconded. The motion passed with the Board voting unanimously by roll call vote (5-0).  
 
 

e. 2025-010348-HDRB, 557 San Antonio St., Downtown and Eastside 
Historic District, Non- contributing, Ju Tan, agent for Clayton and Maggie Miles, 
owners, propose to construct a 402 sq. ft. portal addition on the main structure, a 
240 sq. ft. addition with a 40 sq. ft. portal on the studio structure, and window and 
door replacements on the main and studio structures. 

 
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) 
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General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and 14-5.2(E) Downtown and Eastside 
Design Standards. 
 
Chair Rios asked if the applicant was proposing to have two colors on all windows within 
the house or was it in a certain portion of the house. 
 
Mr. Duran stated that proposal is for all windows and doors to have color, either the 
crimson or the grayish teal color and that while each color is acceptable individually, staff 
does not recommend the combination. 
 
Chair Rios clarified with the large expanse of single pane glass and a lot of divided lite 
windows on the home being proposed and what the public visibility of the bank of windows 
was. 
 
Mr. Duran stated the public visibility would be minimal because on the main structure on 
that south facade the windows would be underneath the portal and on the western facade 
on the casita with the divided lites, they would be visible.  
 
Member Biedscheid asked which facades would have the divided lites and which were 
publicly visible. 
 
Mr. Duran clarified that the western facade on the casita is publicly visible and will have 
divided lites. The southern facade of the casita is partially publicly visible; these windows 
are not divided lite. The eastern facade of the casita is not divided lite windows and is 
partially visible from the trail. At the main residence the western facade has divided lite, 
this faces the street, so they are publicly visible.  The south facade will be underneath the 
portal and not publicly visible, and the clerestory windows are publicly visible. The eastern 
and northern facades of the main residence are not publicly visible. He stated that there 
will be two different styles from the publicly visible facades. 
 
Ju Tan, 1219 Cerro Gordo Road, Santa Fe, was sworn in. Mr. Tan gave clarification that 
the casita is a studio not a casita and the proposal is an addition with a utility and bathroom 
and that the homeowners have signed the accessory structure affidavit as required by the 
permitting office. Regarding the windows, the windows that are currently divided lites will 
be replaced with divided lites and those that are single panes will be replaced with single 
panes. The two new windows on the north façade of the main residence will not have 
divided lites in keeping with the north façade motif. The studio has no windows, just 
wooden fabrication that are boarded up with cut outs, so they will be replaced with divided 
lite windows to match the other windows of the studio. So, this is an in-kind replacement 
for what is presently in the home. The visibility is partially obscured by the 6’0” high yard 
wall that steps up with the slope of the street going south. 
 
Chair Rios asked for clarification of the steel frame gate. 
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Mr. Tan explained that the intent is to replace the existing gate with a steel frame gate 
clad with steel plates with a cut-out motif that is to be determined.  
 
Mr. Duran explained that a steel gate would need an exception request from the Board. 
So, the steel gate cannot be a part of this request. However, if it were kept in-kind and 
the Board is comfortable with it being a steel frame with coyote fencing, which was 
previously approved in 2014, the Board could act on it.   
 
Clayton Miles, 557 San Antonio Street, Santa Fe, was sworn in. Mr. Miles shared that the 
plan was to have a solid rusty steel gate with a simple laser cut that cannot be seen 
through and make it a sliding gate because the current gate opens into the parking 
spaces. 
 
Attorney Nault noted that the notice in the agenda includes the portal addition, the addition 
to the studio structure, and the window and door replacements but it does not mention 
the gate. So, it cannot be considered at this meeting it would need to be continued to 
another meeting. 
 
Chair Rios confirmed with the applicant that they will need to work with staff for the gate 
approval by coming back to the Board later.  
 
Public Comment: 
Ms. Stefanie Beninato, previously sworn in. Ms. Beninato stated that windows that are 
publicly visible should be replaced with divided lites especially on the south side. She was 
not sure that the area of the bank of windows could be considered a portal, but she 
thought the single panes were more for commercial building than residential buildings. 
 
Mr. Duran pointed out that the applicants are requesting “desert rose” colored stucco 
which needs board approval. 
 
Director Lamboy clarified that according to the guidelines adopted by the Board the 
“desert rose” color is up to the discretion of the board. It is not considered outright 
permitted. 
 
Mr. Miles explained that while out of state the color was chosen online by comparing 
visually to what the surrounding houses had and that is why the “desert rose”, but if the 
Board would prefer another color, then they would accept it if it matched the other houses. 
 
Maggie Miles, 557 San Antonio Road, Santa Fe, was sworn in. Mrs. Miles explained that 
the color combination was chosen to put color and character in the property.  
The blue color was chosen to match the historic museum that and there is the governor 
residence is the inspiration for the two-color window treatment. The colors define the 
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character of Santa Fe, and this is to incorporate this character and beauty of Santa Fe to 
the house. 
 
Mr. Duran shared the color palette that was being discussed. 
 
Board Action: 
Member Bienvenu moved to approve the application with the conditions that the stucco 
color of all structures be one of the approved colors on the staff's list rather than the 
submitted color, that the lites of the windows be divided except for the windows under the 
portal which are permitted to be undivided at the discretion of the applicant, that the color 
of the windows and doors be one of the two options that was presented by the applicant 
but not both or in the alternative white, that the gate be replaced with a design similar to 
the one existing and not made of steel, and that revised drawings be submitted to staff 
for approval.  Member Cherry asked for clarification regarding the color of the windows, 
if the color of the trim or any of the wood adjacent to the windows should be addressed. 
Member Bienvenu stated that motion includes all the above as being one color or white. 
Member Degnan seconded. The motion passed with the Board voting unanimously by 
roll call vote (5-0).  
 
Chair Rios asked if the red color is on the chosen palette and is approvable. 
 
Mr. Duran confirmed that the color is acceptable in the Downtown and Eastside Historic 
District.  
 

f. 2025-010350-HDRB, 907 Don Miguel Pl., Downtown & Eastside Historic 
District, Contributing, Jeffrey Seres, agent for Steve Bardwell and Sarah 
Kennington, owners, propose alterations to the main residence, and the following 
additions: a new 48 sq. ft. entry portal on the west primary façade, a new detached 
118 sq. ft. storage room with a 181 sq. ft. portal, and a new detached 185 sq. ft. 
garage. 

 
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) 
General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and 14-5.2(E) Downtown and Eastside 
Design Standards.   
 
Member Bienvenu shared that at the field trip there was discussion about the portal, while 
the new design is an improvement there are technical difficulties because this is a primary 
façade and no additions are allowed on a primary façade. While not attached it is not 
considered an addition but there should be caution allowing structures within inches of a 
primary façade because it defeats the intent of the provision in the ordinance. It is 
interesting that the existing portal seems to be detached though the historic remnants 
above it imply that it was attached at some point with some kind of roofing material. Could 
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the applicant clarify if they want the portal attached or if they want the portal with the gap 
above the door because it avoids the need for an exception. Could this be considered 
without an exception since it is replacement of an existing condition of a portion of the 
façade that was excluded as part of the primary façade designation, and it seems the 
portal used to be attached.  
 
Mr. Duran stated that staff were trying to draw the same conclusion since the portal is in 
the same space as the 48 sq. ft. that's already established, and no additional square 
footage could be considered. 
 
Member Cherry pointed out that the existing shade structure is 7’6” long by 4’0” wide and 
the proposed is 12’0” by 4’ wide long on the elevations.   
 
Jeff Seres, 122 Lorenzo Road, Santa Fe, was sworn in. Mr. Seres stated that the 
homeowners Sarah Kennington and Steve Bardwell were here as well. He stated that the 
challenge on this project has been to address the issues that are deficient primarily the 
lack of energy efficiency in the roof, walls, and windows with the minimum number of 
changes that would potentially jeopardize the status of the structure so the intent was to 
make the residence habitable and add outside amenities such as seen on the garage and 
the storage room and portals creating a courtyard in between the structures. The west 
portal is detached but if the Boards’ decision is to attach it and rebuild in kind meaning 
the same size as existing that would be acceptable. He clarified that it is not intended to 
be attached to the residence.  
 
Member Cherry stated there are reasons for not having the gap like the weather protection 
of the door, a sleeker design with only two posts, but the existing one is most likely a 
homeowner built to provide some cover. 
 
Director Lamboy wanted to map out the path forward depending upon what decision the 
Board might want to make. What's at hand here technically does not require an exception 
because it is detached albeit just by a few inches, but it is detached. There could be 
wholesale replacement of the existing portal but not attached because that's existing even 
though the view from the streetscape is relatively the same because you can't really 
discern that separation.  To attach it to the primary facade would require an exception 
and that exception would have to be noticed and so that decision could not be made 
tonight. 
 
Director Lamboy added that the extending of the parapet, in many cases for contributing 
and significant buildings we do allow for things like green building purposes such as 
additional rooftop features like solar, but it cannot change the overall character of the 
building. The challenge with this building is it's only about eight feet tall and so the 
character of the facade is a bit different. The Board needs to discern whether a one foot 
four inch change would change the character enough to warrant an exception. 
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Mr. Seres clarified that the applicant would like the portal to be detached.  
 
Director Lamboy clarified that the distinction is that there must be a structural attachment 
to be considered an attached structure.  
 
Member Degnan questioned staff when a freestanding shade structure becomes a portal. 
 
Mr. Duran stated a freestanding structure becomes a portal when it is attached structurally 
to the façade. 
 
Steve Bardwell, PO Box 644, Pioneer Town, California was sworn in. Mr. Bardwell stated 
that they were trying to be very respectful of the existing building by not attaching anything 
to the existing building. This is in part to avoid exceptions, but we also thought that in the 
future at some point one could remove this portal and not damage the existing building. 
He stated that they would like to keep it just as close to the existing as possible and that 
they have been there when it has rained like crazy and only a small amount of water 
comes down in the gap. We could consider running a piece of flashing that maybe gets 
right up close to the building, but they would like to keep the gap. 
 
Public Comment: 
Elizabeth West, 318 Sena Street in the South Capitol, Santa Fe, was sworn in. Ms. West 
shared that she thinks this is a great example of the details and sensitivity with which the 
Board must work, and she really followed Member Bienvenu’s approach but then heard 
the applicants say that there's a possibility they might want to take it away at some point. 
She thought well that's another angle. She is unclear what is attaching the portal to the 
building.  She has enjoyed this immensely, that's mostly why she is here, however it is 
sort of serious, and she loves that it's being taken seriously. She points out that it looks 
as if it were trying to be attached in an informal way and thought the Board was dealing 
with it quite well. She was curious about the statement about if it is not attached that 
means someday it would be easier to take it away altogether and how that adds another 
dynamic. She thanked the Board for the fun. 
 
Ms. Stefanie Beninato, previously sworn in, felt extending the shade structure changes 
the character of the façade, but allowing it in its current footprint would be fine. She said 
it looks a bunch of roofing paper that was mastic over it that attaches it to the house. She 
suggested putting a header into the wall to attach it to the house and felt the header would 
prevent it from being difficult to remove from the residence later and it would make 
maintenance easier in the meantime. It is game playing to avoid the exception with a four-
inch separation because it still impacts the primary façade because it appears to be 
attached. She appreciated the clarification that the “portal” on the garage was serving as 
a carport because otherwise it did not fit the structure.   
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Member Biedscheid noticed that it's not simply a rebuilding of the same style portal, it is 
larger and that does change the character of the façade because the square posts are 
being replaced with round posts that are tapered at the top which the Board has tried to 
avoid in the past. It represents a departure from what's there if that's the objective of the 
applicants to sort of keep it simple and mimic what is there with more integrity I do think 
this is a bit of a departure. 
 
Chair Rios asked if the homeowners would be willing to keep the shade structure the 
same size with the square posts rather than the proposed round posts. 
 
Mr. Seres confirmed that if we need to rebuild this portal exactly the way it is that it is 
acceptable. 
 
Mr. Bardwell stated they are willing to rebuild the structure in the same footprint that now 
exists and utilizing square columns, but they wouldn't rebuild it exactly as it is. They would 
try to make it a little more attractive, perhaps square columns with some chamfered 
edges, but they would be perfectly happy with doing that keeping it the same size and 
rebuilding it right in the same that it is. 
 
Board Action: 
Member Bienvenu clarified that separating structures by an inch or two from a primary 
facade should not automatically make the project not have an exception in all cases, 
because it would defeat the intent of the ordinance. However, in this case the applicant 
is replacing an existing structure that is already separated from the primary façade, and 
with that in mind, Member Bienvenu moved to approve the application as submitted with 
the alteration and condition that the portal over the main entrance be reconstructed in 
kind with some minor modifications, but generally in the existing footprint and existing 
style with revised plans submitted to staff for approval. Member Degnan seconded. The 
motion passed with the Board voting unanimously by roll call vote (5-0).  
 
 
9. Discussion Items  

a.  Study Session for CONSIDERATION OF BILL NO. 2025-  . (Councilor 
Cassutt) An ordinance to repeal and replace the Land Development Code, (also 
known as “Chapter 14”) with the Phase 1 of 3 of the Land Development Code 
update. The proposed amendments include “non-substantive” changes, which do 
not meaningfully change the standards, regulations or procedures of the LDC, but 
simply clarify, organize or better illustrate existing language. Additionally, the 
proposed amendments include “substantive” changes, which are identified below 
as follows: 14-03 - 2-foot height increase for structures, 14-03.03C - Addition of a 
Parks and Open Space Zoning District, 14-03.02 - By-Right Density For R-10 
Through R-29 Districts, 14-04 - Elimination of Unused Overlay Districts, 14-04.05A 
- Removal of Alcohol-Related Regulations in the Airport Rd Overlay District, 14-
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07.05 - Amended Standards for Parking Lot Landscaping, 14-07.07 - Increased 
Flexibility In Parking Requirements, 14-07.07 - Addition of Electronic Vehicle (“EV”) 
Parking Requirements, 14-07.07 -Amended Bicycle Parking Requirements, 14-
07.09 – Elimination of Content-based Regulation of Signs, 14-07.02 - Enhanced 
Affordability Incentives, and 14-04.6 - Amended Subdistrict Regulations in the 
Historic District. 

 
Land Use Heather Lamboy and Assistant Land Use Director Maggie Moore presented a 
summary of the changes to the Land Development Code made during phase one of the 
rewrite of the code.  The intent of the first phase was to reorganize the layout to make the 
code easier to use and to include items such as illustrations. There are some substantive 
changes to the code as well. Changes include organizing zoning districts so that the lot 
and building standards are together with the district, placing the height ordinance in its’ 
own location, more consolidated purpose statements, simplification and reduction of table 
notes, height changes outside of the historic districts, creation of higher density districts, 
park and open space changes, and so forth. There are also changes to specific overlay 
districts such as the removal of the ban on alcohol sales in the Airport Road Overlay 
District. Special use permits will now be called conditional use permits to allow businesses 
that were not around when the code was initiated but are common today; the example of 
doggy day care was given. The uses chart was expanded. Housing types were updated. 
Landscaping, parking, street, and bicycle, electric vehicle, and sign requirements were 
changed or added. There were some changes to wall and fence allowed materials. Impact 
fees, street design, and public access like sidewalks are separated out and expedited so 
the team can work with the Public Works Department for those components. A chart has 
been added that calls out the different Boards, their duties, the various types of projects 
they handle, the steps for the hearings, approval criteria, and the appeal procedures. 
Affordable housing incentives have been reconsidered with the possibility of more 
changes coming. This phase also addresses issues with conflicts within the code such as 
the wall and fence heights in the Business Capital District, which is more restrictive than 
the historic district, which causes applicants to need two approvals, one from both the 
Board of Adjustment and one from the Historic Districts Review Board for a wall or fence.  
The numbering system of the code has changed so the historic districts will no longer be 
14-5.2. 
 
Changes specific to the Historic code at this time is the reorganization and inclusion of 
the conflicting standards provision, giving authority to the chief building official to having 
the ability to make a determination that as long as the health and safety aren't impacted 
then a building code standard can be waved in particular cases to preserve historic 
buildings so the framework of the state of New Mexico code is the same, GIS mapping 
issues, non-conforming status, telecommunications facilities attached to a historic 
building, minimum maintenance standards, notice requirements, restoration of status, 
reporting to the governing body exceptions, heights, descriptions of architectural 
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character of the districts, materials, roof design, colors, shapes, solar energy systems, 
walls and fences, green houses and parking. 
 
Phase two will address architectural design standards outside of the historic districts. 
There is some discussion at the historic district subcommittee to divide the Downtown 
and the Eastside Historic District into two districts. Other changes to Historic districts and 
archaeological districts. Other considerations would be to expand mixed use districts to 
allow for different types of development like neighborhood grocery stores and possibly 
reduce the number of overlay districts.  
 
The general plan will also make sure that the future land use map and the zoning code 
match and there will be an opportunity for people to engage in that process as well. 
 
The Boards’ main concern was to the substantive revisions being made because it was 
made clear that phase one was to be reorganized and cleaned up only. So, items like the 
removal of the description of the Old Santa Fe style and recent Santa Fe styles in the 
Downtown and Eastside District and adding undefined styles like bungalow is a major 
concern. The Board felt that the substantive changes should not be the actions of a small 
group of volunteers, but it should be more the staff and the state and preservation 
professionals. There was also concern that the  
 
The Board felt that the character descriptions that are being included here are not useful 
and misleading by including undefined styles, specifically the 12 listed for the Don Gaspar 
District. They felt that just because one exists does not mean it should be considered for 
the district. The Board felt the character defining sections are extremely important and 
they need to be drafted extremely carefully to make sure that they really capture what the 
Board is responsible for protecting each district. While this is important it does seem to 
be more than a phase two portion of the writing. This, along with accepting new styles, is 
a substantive change.  
 
The Board requested that the substantive changes be removed from the approval for the 
phase one work for the review at Governing Body in August. The Board also requested 
that the order of the districts not be alphabetical but place the Downtown and Eastside 
first in the code because it sets the standard for all the districts.  
 
There was a question whether it was an option to move directly into phase two based on 
this phase one working template rather than get approval from the Governing Body with 
each phase since each phase would result in a change of location of information yearly 
causing more confusion until the update is completed.  
 
Phase one will be introduced to the council in June and then it will go through the various 
subcommittees for review and input in this type of study session. The hope is to have the 
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phase one adopted by August and then for phase two to start immediately since it will 
take a couple of years. Phase two is planned with several subphases. 
 
The Board asked if the guidelines they have approved like the wall and fence guidelines, 
stucco guidelines, and concrete color guidelines would be added and if they would be 
part of phase one or phase two. They also questioned the definitions section of the code 
and if it was planned to be expanded with terms as they relate to Historic Preservation 
such as the use of the term in-kind and what all that entails. 
 
It was clarified that this is a study session for comments and some feedback prior to the 
Governing Body review and that there would be another review after the Governing Body 
review.  
 
The Land Use Director requested further comments via email. (4:57:00-5:48:24) 
 
 
10. Matters from the Board  
There were no matters from the Board. 
 
11. Next Meeting  
June 10, 2025 
 
12. Adjournment  
 
Member XXX moved to adjourn. Member XXX seconded. The vote passed 
unanimously, and the meeting was adjourned at 9:45 pm. 
 
 
 
 
 
___________________________ 
Lani McCulley, Transcription 
 
 
 
 
__________________________________________   _____________ 
Cecilia Rios, Historic District Review Board Chair  Date 
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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: 
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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

40

>15 15

5'-2" 5'

1

6 6

Bradyn Furry

03/05/2025

16

UUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUsesesesesesesesesesesssesesesesesesssesssesesessesseseeseesessseesesseeee DDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDepepepepepppepepepepepepepepepepeppepeppeppeepepeppppeeeeepppppepepppepppppeppppppppepppppppppppppartment staff prior to submittal fff

ATURE

03 26 2025

2025-010226--PAR
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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

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
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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

Page 123 of 457



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
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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; 
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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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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
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* 8 SPACES PROVIDED
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6'
 - 

8"

EXISTING LANDSCAPE

EXISTING LANDSCAPE
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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 -
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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"
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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"
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ROOFTOP UNITS
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SITE PLAN
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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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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 
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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 

v 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 ½ GLASS 3-PANEL CUT DOWN (SIMPSON 1998) WOOD 
BEAD NON-HISTORIC 

K 36” x 69” DH 3W2H/3W2H HISTORIC 

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

LOCATION DESCRIPTION 

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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JOB DATE 

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

LOCATION DESCRIPTION 

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 
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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. 
 

v 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: Ra N. Patterson 
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CODE CONDITION AND INTEGRITY CODES 

P = PREMIUM EXTERIOR FINISHES AND SASH, FRAME, AND CASING MEMBER IN PREMIUM OR VERY GOOD CONDITION.  

 PUTTY GLAZE INTACT.  

 ONLY COSMECTIC TOUCH-UP, IF NEEDED. 

  

S = SATISFACTORY EXTERIOR FINISHES FADING AND WORN IN PLACES BUT STILL ADHERED TO THE WINDOW MEMBERS.  

 PUTTY GLAZING CRACKING BUT INTACT AND ALL SASHES, FRAMES, AND CASING MEMBER WITH LESS THAN 30% –  

 40% DETERIORATION. 

  

F = FAIR EXTERIOR FINISHES HAVE CRACKED & PEELED. MISSING TO BARE SURFACE.  

 PUTTY GLAZING CRACKING AND MISSING IN 30% – 40% OF THE SASHES. ALL SASHES, FRAMES, AND CASINGS HAVE  

 SOME MEMBERS 30% – 40% COMPLETELY DETERIORATED. 

  

U = UNSATISFACTORY EXTERIOR FINISHES HAVE COMPLETELY DETERIORATED. 

 PUTTY GLAZING MOSTLY MISSING. ALL SASHES, FRAMES, AND CASING MEMBERS HAVE MORE THAN 30% - 40%  

 DETERIORATION, BEYOND REPAIR. 

  

  

  

NOTES: 
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LABEL WINDOW & DOOR DESCRIPTION CONDITION & 
INTERGRITY CODE 

HISTORIC/NON-HISTORIC - AGE 
 

A 60” x 24” FIXED 4W2H F NON-HISTORIC – BARN SASHES 1984 

DR #1 34” x 76” RH DOOR 3W1H/2-PANEL F NON-HISTORIC – SIMPSON DOOR (NOT FROM SITE) 
1980 

DR #2 32” x 94” BI-FOLD GARAGE DOOR S HISTORIC 

DR #3 30” x 76” RH DOOR 2W2H/3 VENT PANEL S NON-HISTORIC – SIMPSON 1984 

B 37” x 35” INSWING CASEMENT 2W3H F HISTORIC 

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

C 103” x 28” – 5 LR SLR OUTSWING 2W3H F NON-HISTORIC – SASHES STUCK IN 2 x 4 FRAME 
BARN SASHES 1984 

D 25” x 77” TUBE STEEL W/INSULATED GLASS 1-LT S NON-HISTORIC – 2018  

E 19” x 26” STEEL CASEMENT 1W2H F HISTORIC – HOWEVER NOT ORIGINAL FROM 
BUILDING 

DR #5 48” x 76” DOOR OPENING U DOOR JAMB & DOOR MISSING 

F 48” x 48” AWNING PUSH OUT 3W3H S NON-HISTORIC – KOLBE 2018 

G 190” x 146” MULLED STEEL WINDOW 
W/HOPPER 

F HISTORIC 

DR #6 94” x 99” DOOR OPENING W/HS ALL 
ALUMINUM TRANSOM 

U NON-HISTORIC – DOOR JAMB & DOOR MISSING HS 
ALL ALUMINUM HORIZONTAL SLIDER TRANSOM 2018  

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

I 72” x 61” STEEL WINDOW 5W3H W/40 x 40 
HOPPER 

S NON-HISTORIC – STEEL WINDOW INSTALLED INTO 
WOOD JAMB W/A PAIR OF ORIGINAL WOOD 
DOUBLE HUNG WERE ORIGINALLY EXISTING 
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LABEL WINDOW & DOOR DESCRIPTION CONDITION & 
INTERGRITY CODE 

HISTORIC/NON-HISTORIC – AGE 
 

J 36” x 69” WOOD DOUBLE HUNG – MOST LIKELY U NON-HISTORIC – JAMB & SASHES MISSING 

v DR #7 46” x 78” ALL WOOD OUTSWING GATE 19 
PANELS  

F HISTORIC – TOO SHORT FOR OPENINGS IF ADDED PC 
TO BOTTOM WOULD NOT MATCH. SOLUTION IS TO 
SAVE THE PANELS AND INSTALL IN NEW STILE AND 
RAIL GATE 

DR #8 30” x 76” LH DOOR ½ GLASS/3-PANEL  S NON-HISTORIC – 1998  

K 36” x 69” DH 3W2H/3W2H  F HISTORIC – SASHES/2018 SILLS & STOPS 

v DR #9 60” x 81” INSWING GATE ALL WOOD 12 
PANELS  

U HISTORIC – PANELS ONLY TOO SHORT FOR OPENINGS 
IF ADDED PC TO BOTTOM WOULD NOT MATCH. 
SOLUTION IS TO SAVE THE PANELS AND INSTALL IN 
NEW STILE AND RAIL GATE 

** L 32” x 54” DH 3W2H/3W2H F HISTORIC – SASHES/2018 SILLS & STOPS 

DR #10 12/32/12” x 78” DOOR 5 LITES  
1W3H/1-PANEL/3W3H/1-PANEL/1W3H/1-PANEL 

S NON-HISTORIC – SIMPSON DOOR WOOD BEAD 1984 

** M 32” x 54” DH 3W2H/3W2H F HISTORIC – SASHES/SILLS & STOPS 2018 

** N 32” x 54” DH 3W2H/3W2H F HISTORIC – SASHES/SILLS & STOPS 2018 

DR #11 32” x 77” RH DOOR CUT DOWN F NON-HISTORIC – SIMPSON 1984 

** O 32” x 54” DH 3W2H/3W2H F HISTORIC – SASHES/SILLS & STOPS 2018 

** P 32” x 47” DH 3W2H/3W2H F HISTORIC – SASHES/SILLS & STOPS 2018 

DR #12 32” x 77” LH DOOR 3W3H/1-PANEL F NON-HISTORIC – KOLBE 2018  

Q 36” x 20” – 2 TRANSOM 3W1H F NON-HISTORIC – BARN SASHES 1988 

** R 21” x 38” RH STEEL CASEMENT 2W3H F HISTORIC 

DR #13 47” x 80” (2-24”) FIXED DOOR 2W5H F NON-HISTORIC – SHOP MADE 2018 
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LABEL WINDOW & DOOR DESCRIPTION CONDITION & 
INTERGRITY CODE 

HISTORIC/NON-HISTORIC – AGE 
 

** S 28” x 54” – 3 DH 3W2H/3W2H F HISTORIC – SILLS & STOPS 2018 

** T 28” x 54” – 3 DH 3W2H/3W2H F HISTORIC – SILLS & STOPS 2018 

** U 28” x 47” – 1 DH 3W2H/3W2H F HISTORIC – SILLS & STOPS 2018 

** V 28” x 47” – 2 DH 3W2H/3W2H F HISTORIC – SILLS & STOPS 2018 

** W 28” x 47” – 2 DH 3W2H/3W2H F HISTORIC – SILLS & STOPS 2018 

DR #14 36” x 81” – 3 LH/STAT/RH DOOR 3W5H 
36” x 14” – 3 TRANSOM 3W1H W/BARN SASHES 
WOOD BEAD 

F 
F 

NON-HISTORIC – SIMPSON 1990 
NON-HISTORIC – BARN SASHES 1984  

X 60” x 24” – 2 STAT 4W2H F NON-HISTORIC – BARN SASHES 1984 

Y 36” x 46” – 2 (2-18”) INSWING CASEMENT U HISTORIC – HOWEVER MISSING SASHES 

DR #15 64” x 84” FIXED DOOR 3W5H F NON-HISTORIC – SHOP MADE 2018 

Z 36” x 46” – 2 OUTSWIING CASEMENT 2W4H U HISTORIC – SILL BURIED IN THE WALL 

AA 28” x 54” – 1 DH 3W3H/3W2H F HISTORIC – HOWEVER SASHES ARE NOT EQUAL LIKE 
ALL THE OTHER DOUBLE HUNGS 

BB 20” x 26” – 3 INSWING CASEMENT LS R 3W2H F HISTORIC 

CC 34” x 54” – 1 DH 3W2H/3W2H U HISTORIC – SILL BURIED IN THE WALL (SEE NOTE) 

DR #16 30” x 79” RH INSWING METAL 3W3H/2-PANEL F NON-HISTORIC – THERMA TRU DOOR 2018 

DD (9) 36” x 49” – 2 (2-18”) OUTSWING BARN SASHES 
2W4H 

F NON-HISTORIC – HUNG IN A 2 x 4 JAMB 2018 

DR #17 30” x 79” LH DOOR OPENING U NON-HISTORIC - 2018 
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LABEL WINDOW & DOOR DESCRIPTION CONDITION & 
INTERGRITY CODE 

HISTORIC/NON-HISTORIC – AGE 
 

EE 39” x 45” – 2 (2-20”) STAT/STAT 2W4H U NON-HISTORIC – HUNG IN A 2 x 4 JAMB 2018  

FF 39” x 45” – 2 (2-20”) STAT/STAT 2W4H U NON-HISTORIC – HUNG IN A 2 x 4 JAMB 2018 

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

** GG 32” x 54” – 3 DH 3W2H/3W2H F HISTORIC – SILL BURIED IN WALLS (SEE NOTE) 

** HH 32” x 54” – 3 DH 3W2H/3W2H F HISTORIC – SILL BURIED IN WALLS (SEE NOTE) 

** II 28” x 47” – 1 DH 3W2H/3W2H F HISTORIC – SILL BURIED IN WALLS (SEE NOTE) 

** JJ 28” x 47” – 2 DH 3W2H/3W2H F HISTORIC – SILL BURIED IN WALLS (SEE NOTE) 

** KK 28” x 47” – 3 DH 3W2H/3W2H F HISTORIC – SILL BURIED IN WALLS (SEE NOTE) 

** LL 32” x 47” – 3 DH 3W2H/3W2H F HISTORIC – SILL BURIED IN WALLS (SEE NOTE) 

** MM 28” x 47” – 3 DH 3W2H/3W2H F HISTORIC – SILL BURIED IN WALLS (SEE NOTE) 

** NN 28” x 47” – 3 DH 3W2H/3W2H F HISTORIC – SILL BURIED IN WALLS (SEE NOTE) 

OO 28” x 47” – 3 DH 3W2H/3W2H F HISTORIC – SILL BURIED IN WALLS (SEE NOTE) 

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

F HISTORIC 

** QQ 28” x 47” – 2 DH 3W2H/3W2H  F HISTORIC – SILL BURIED IN WALLS (SEE NOTE) 

RR 25” x 41” – 1 DH 3W2H F HISTORIC 

DR #19 28” x 73” RH DOOR INSULATED GLASS CUT 
DOWN 3W5H 

F NON-HISTORIC - 1990 
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LABEL WINDOW & DOOR DESCRIPTION CONDITION & 
INTERGRITY CODE 

HISTORIC/NON-HISTORIC – AGE 
 

SS 18” x 24” R STEEL CASEMENT 1W2H  U HISTORIC – NOT OF ORIGINAL ERA SET OUT OF 
PLUMB, WILL BE DESTROYED WHEN REMOVED TO SET 
TO PLUMB 

TT (11) 36” x 49” – 2 (2-18”) LR OUTSWING CASEMENT 
2W4H 

F NON-HISTORIC – BARN SASHES SET IN 2 x 4 FRAMES 
2018 

UU 60” x 47” HS ALUMINUM WHITE 3W3H METAL 
BARS BETWEEN THE GLASS  

F NON-HISTORIC – 1999  

VV 48” x 24” HS ALUMINUM WHITE 3W2H METAL 
BARS BETWEEN THE GLASS 

F NON-HISTORIC – 1999 

WW 30” x 24” HS ALUMINUM WHITE 2W2H METAL 
BARS BETWEEN THE GLASS 

F NON-HISTORIC – 1999 

DR #20 32” x 80” LH DOOR CARVED PANELS 2W5H  U HISTORIC – HOWEVER PANELS PARTS ARE ONLY RE-
USEABLE IF THEY CAN BE REMOVED WITHOUT BEING 
DESTROYED 

XX 20” x 8” FIXED OBSCURE GLASS STOPPED IN 
WITH WOOD & STUCCO  

U NON-HISTORIC – WHEN CUTTING THE STUCCO TO 
REMOVE GLASS, THE GLASS WILL BREAK IN ALL 
PROBABILITY 1999 

YY 24” FULL ROUND – GLASS STOPPED IN WITH 
WOOD & STUCCO 

U NON-HISTORIC – WHEN CUTTING THE STUCCO TO 
REMOVE GLASS, THE GLASS WILL BREAK IN ALL 
PROBABILITY 1999 
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DOOR SCHEDULE

2109

FALLING COLORS

04/28/2025

206 McKenzie St. Santa Fe, NM  87501

FOR CONSTRUCTION

DOOR SCHEDULE

DOOR
NO.

ROOM NUMBER &
NAME

ELEV
TYPE WIDTH HEIGHT HINGES HARDWARE GROUP ACCESS CONTROL NOTES

10 10 - BASEMENT A 2' - 8" 6' - 4" 1.5 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", square corner Cylinder Classroom, Leverhandle - NEW
100 100 - ENTRY P 4' - 9" 6' - 10" EXISTING TO BE REUSED Active: RMH, Lever x Lever Handle passage w/ 8859 Mortise Lock RH

OSCI - Dummy: RMH, Lever x Lever Fully dummy set LH
OSCI - Surface Bolts: (2) RMH 12" w/ SB2MS Mortise Strikes
Weatherstripping

OSCI - Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 NEW DOORS TO MATCH EXISTING DESIGN

101A 101 - GALLERY - 6' - 0" 7' - 10" EXISTING TO BE REUSED Active: RMH, Lever x Lever Handle passage w/ 8859 Mortise Lock RH
OSCI - Dummy: RMH, Lever x Lever Fully Dummy set LH
OSCI - Surface Bolts: (2) RMH 12" w/ SB2MS Mortise Strikes
Door Sweep

OSCI - Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 EXISTING DOORS TO BE REUSED

101B 101 - GALLERY Q 3' - 9 1/2" 6' - 6" OSCI - RMH: 3 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) Active: RMH, Lever x Lever Handle passage w/ 8859 Mortise Lock RH
OSCI - Dummy: RMH, Lever x Lever Fully Dummy set LH
OSCI - Surface Bolts: (2) RMH 12" w/ SB2MS Mortise Strikes
Door Sweep

OSCI - Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 DOOR DESIGN TO MATCH 101A

101C 101 - GALLERY R 3' - 9 1/2" 6' - 6" 1.5 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", square corner RMH: Cylinder Classroom, Leverhandle - NEW SCREEN DOOR ON EXTERIOR
102A 102 - HALL - 1' - 7" 6' - 5" EXISTING TO BE REUSED RMH: Cylinder Classroom, Leverhandle - EXISTING WOOD DOOR
102B 102 - HALL N 3' - 1 1/2" 6' - 3" OSCI - RMH: 1.5 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) RMH: Lever x Lever Handle passage w/ 9159 Mortise Lock, Color: Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) OSCI - Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 NEW
102C 102 - HALL M 2' - 7 1/2" 2' - 6" 2 PR: Deltana, Double Action Hinges, Color: Oil Rubbed Bronze Ashley Norton, Push Plate 13" x 3" - NEW DOUBLE-SWING, DOUBLE ACTION
103B 103 - RESTROOM - 2' - 6" 7' - 0" EXISTING TO BE REUSED RMH: Lever x Lever Handle passage w/ 9159 Mortise Lock, Color: Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) OSCI - Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 OSCI - LINCOLN
104A 104 - GREENHOUSE E 4' - 10 3/4" 7' - 0" 3 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", square corner RMH: Exterior Mortise Lockset, Color: Silicon Bronze Dark (BD)

Astragal
Coordinator
Weatherstripping

NEW

104B 104 - GREENHOUSE F 2' - 8" 6' - 2" OSCI - RMH: 1.5 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) RMH: Lever x Lever Handle passage w/ 8759 Mortise Lock OSCI - Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 NEW
106A 106 - KITCHEN F 2' - 8" 6' - 2" OSCI - RMH: 1.5 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) RMH: Lever x Lever Handle passage w/ 8759 Mortise Lock OSCI - Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 NEW
107 107 - FOYER D 5' - 4 3/4" 7' - 10" OSCI - RMH: 3 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) NEW

108A 108 - FOYER D 5' - 4 3/4" 7' - 10" OSCI - RMH: 3 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) NEW
108B 108 - FOYER G 5' - 0" 6' - 6" OSCI - RMH: 3 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) Active: RMH, Lever x Lever Handle passage w/ 9159 Mortise Lock RH

Dummy: RMH, Lever x Lever Full dummy set LH
Surface Bolts: (2) RMH 12" w/ SB2MS Mortise Strikes
Weatherstripping

OSCI - Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 NEW

108C 108 - FOYER S 5' - 0" 6' - 6" 3 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", square corner Active: RMH, Lever x Lever Handle passage w/ 9159 Mortise Lock RH
Dummy: RMH, Lever x Lever Full dummy set LH
Surface Bolts: (2) RMH 12" w/ SB2MS Mortise Strikes

OSCI - Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 NEW

109A 109 - GARAGE C 2' - 10" 6' - 4" OSCI - RMH: 1.5 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) RMH: Lever x Lever Handle passage w/ 8759 Mortise Lock
Weatherstripping

OSCI - Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 NEW

109B 109 - GARAGE K 2' - 6" 6' - 8" OSCI - RMH: 1.5 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) NEW
110A 110 - CONFERENCE - 2' - 6" 6' - 6" EXISTING TO BE REUSED Dummy: RMH, Lever x Lever Fully Dummy set OSCI - Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006

Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 4500C
OSCI - LINCOLN

110B 110 - CONFERENCE J 3' - 0" 6' - 8" OSCI - RMH: 3 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) RMH, Lever x Lever Handle Single Cylinder Mortise Entry Set w/ NO Turnpiece
Weatherstripping

OSCI - Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 NEW

111 111 - RESTROOM - 3' - 0" 6' - 8" EXISTING TO BE REUSED Ashley Norton, Privacy Bolt
OSCI - Ashley Norton, passage set w/ Lever Handle

- OSCI - LINCOLN

112 112 - RESTROOM - 3' - 0" 6' - 8" EXISTING TO BE REUSED Ashley Norton, Privacy Bolt
Ashley Norton, Passage Set w/ Lever handle

- OSCI - LINCOLN

114B 114 - RECEPTION - 2' - 0" 6' - 6" EXISTING TO BE REUSED Ashley Norton, Passage Set w/ Knob - EXISTING WOOD DOOR
114C 114 - RECEPTION L 2' - 6" 6' - 0" OSCI - RMH: 1.5 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) NEW
114D 114 - RECEPTION S 3' - 9 1/2" 6' - 10" OSCI - RMH: 3 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) NEW
115 115 - OFFICE - 3' - 0" 7' - 0" EXISTING TO BE REUSED RMH: Lever x Lever Handle passage w/ 9159 Mortis Lock OSCI - Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 MATCH DOOR 100A
116 116 - RESTROOM - 3' - 0" 7' - 0" EXISTING TO BE REUSED EXISTING - OSCI - LINCOLN
117 117 - AV - 3' - 0" 7' - 0" EXISTING TO BE REUSED RMH: Lever x Lever Handle Single Cylinder Mortise Entry Set w/ NO Turnpiece OSCI - Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 OSCI - LINCOLN
118 118 - CONFERENCE - 3' - 0" 7' - 0" EXISTING TO BE REUSED RMH: Fully Dummy Set w/ Lever Handle, 8859 Mortise Lock OSCI -  (2) Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 OSCI - LINCOLN
119 119 - OFFICE I 4' - 8 1/2" 6' - 2" OSCI - RMH: 3 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) RMH: Lever x Lever Passage set w/ 8859 Mortise Lock OSCI - Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 NEW
121 121 - RESTROOM - 3' - 0" 7' - 0" EXISTING TO BE REUSED Ashley Norton, Privacy Bolt

OSCI - Ashley Norton, Passage Set w/ Lever Handle
OSCI - LINCOLN

123 123 - HALL I RMH: 3 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) RMH: Lever x Lever Handle Passage w/ 9059 Mortise Lock
Weatherstripping

Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 NEW

124 124 - OFFICE H 2' - 8 1/2" 6' - 5" OSCI - RMH: 1.5 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) RMH: Lever x Lever Handle passage w/ 8759 Mortise Lock Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 NEW
126 126 - RESTROOM - 2' - 6" 6' - 8" RMH: 1.5 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) Ashley Norton, Privacy Bolt - NEW
127 127 - HALL N 2' - 9" 6' - 5" OSCI - RMH: 1.5 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) RMH: Lever x Lever Handle classroom - NEW
128 128 - CLOSET - 3' - 4" 6' - 6" EXISTING TO BE REUSED Deltana: Ball Catch, Color: Oil Rubbed Bronze - EXISTING WOOD PAIR DOORS
129 129 - JANITOR - 3' - 4" 6' - 6" EXISTING TO BE REUSED Deltana: Ball Catch, Color: Oil Rubbed Bronze - EXISTING WOOD PAIR DOORS

130A 130 - BREAKOUT - 2' - 8" 6' - 8" EXISTING TO BE REUSED RMH: Fully Dummy Set w/ Lever Handle, 8859 Mortise Lock Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006
Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006

OSCI - LINCOLN

130B 130 - BREAKOUT H 4' - 0" 6' - 8" OSCI - RMH: 1.5 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) RMH: Lever x Lever Handle passage w/ 8759 Mortise Lock Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 NEW
131 131 - ENTRY F 3' - 0" 6' - 6" OSCI - RMH: 1.5 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) RMH: Lever x Lever Handle Single Cylinder Mortise Entry Set

Weatherstripping
Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 NEW

132A 132 - CAFE F 2' - 8" 6' - 7" OSCI - RMH: 1.5 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) - NEW
132B 132 - CAFE F 2' - 8" 6' - 7" OSCI - RMH: 1.5 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) - NEW
133 133 - RESTROOM - 3' - 0" 7' - 0" EXISTING Inox, Privacy Bolt w/ Indicator

OSCI - Ashley Norton, Passage Set w/ Lever Handle
- OSCI - LINCOLN

LEGEND:

OSCI - OWNER SUPPLIED, CONTRACTOR INSTALLED

LINCOLN = REINSTALL OWNER-PROVIDED DOOR FROM PREVIOUS OFFICE.  CUT TO FIT OPENING

LINCOLN GLASS - REINSTALL OWNER-PROVIDED DOOR WITH GLASS LITE FROM PREVIOUS OFFICE.  CUT TO FIT OPENING

METAL GRATE = ADD METAL SECURITY GRATE OVER GLAZING TO MATCH EXISTING GRATES

RMH = ROCKY MOUNTAIN HARDWARE

8' - 0"
8' - 0"

5' - 0"

10/4/2023
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134 134 - RESTROOM - 3' - 0" 7' - 0" EXISTING TO BE REUSED Inox, Privacy Bolt w/ Indicator - OSCI - LINCOLN
135A 135 - HALL F 2' - 8" 6' - 4" OSCI - RMH: 1.5 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) RMH: Lever x Lever Handle Single Cylinder Mortise Entry Set

Weatherstripping
Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 NEW W/ SHATTERPROOF GLASS

135B 135 - HALL F 2' - 7 1/2" 6' - 6" OSCI - RMH: 1.5 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) RMH: Lever x Lever Handle Passage w/ 8759 Mortise Lock
Weatherstripping

Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 NEW

135C 135 - HALL - 2' - 8" 6' - 8" OSCI - RMH: 1.5 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) OSCI - LINCOLN GLASS
135D CY3 U 3' - 8" 7' - 4" 3 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", square corner RMH: PR 12" Surface Bolts w/ SB2MS Mortise Strikes Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 REUSE DECORATIVE PANELS
137 137 - RESTROOM - 2' - 0" 6' - 6" EXISTING TO BE REUSED Ashley Norton, Privacy Bolt, Color: Dark Bronze - EXISTING WOOD DOOR
138 138 - OFFICE O 2' - 8" 6' - 7" 1.5 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", square corner RMH: Lever x Lever Handle Passage w/ 9159 Mortise Lock

Weatherstripping
Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 NEW DOORS TO MATCH EXISTING DESIGN

139 139 - STORAGE B 5' - 4" 7' - 0" 3 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", square corner Cylinder Classroom, Leverhandle
Astragal
Weatherstripping

- NEW

140 140 - STORAGE B 5' - 0" 6' - 8" 3 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", square corner Cylinder Classroom, Leverhandle - NEW
141B CY2 P 5' - 0" 7' - 8" 3 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", square corner RMH: Cylinder Classroom, Leverhandle - NEW DOORS TO MATCH EXISTING DESIGN
141C CY2 S 5' - 0" 7' - 8" 3 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", square corner NEW - NO SCREEN
143 CY1 R 4' - 10" 7' - 0" 3 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", square corner RMH: Lever x Lever Handle Passage set w/ 8859 Mortise Lock Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 NEW - NO SCREEN
200 200 - RESTROOM - 2' - 6" 7' - 0" EXISTING TO BE REUSED Ashley Norton, Restroom Privacy Pocket Door - OSCI - LINCOLN

202A 202 - OFFICE - 2' - 6" 7' - 0" EXISTING TO BE REUSED EXISTING - OSCI - LINCOLN
202B 202 - OFFICE - 2' - 10" 6' - 6" EXISTING TO BE REUSED EXISTING - EXISTING WOOD DOOR - SWITCH SWING
203 203 - OFFICE - 2' - 8" 7' - 0" EXISTING TO BE REUSED EXISTING - OSCI - LINCOLN
204 204 - CLOSET - 2' - 8" 6' - 8" EXISTING TO BE REUSED EXISTING - EXISTING WOOD DOOR
205 205 - OFFICE - 2' - 10" 6' - 9" EXISTING TO BE REUSED EXISTING - OSCI - LINCOLN
206 206 - CLOSET T 3' - 11" 6' - 8" RMH: 3 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) RMH: Lever x Lever Full Dummy set BOTH SIDES

Deltana: Ball Catch, Color: Oil Rubbed Bronze
- NEW

207 207 - CLOSET T 3' - 11" 6' - 8" RMH: 3 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) RMH: Lever x Lever Handle Passage set w/ 8759 Mortise Lock
OSCI - RMH: Single dummy Set w/ Lever Handle
OSCI - RMH: PR Mini Surface Bolts

Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 NEW

209A 209 - RESTROOM - 2' - 0" 6' - 0" EXISTING TO BE REUSED Ashley Norton, Privacy Bolt - OSCI - LINCOLN
209B 209 - RESTROOM - 2' - 0" 6' - 0" EXISTING TO BE REUSED Ashley Norton, Passage Set w/ Knob - EXISTING WOOD DOOR
211 211 - CONFERENCE H 2' - 4" 6' - 2" OSCI - RMH: 1.5 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) RMH: Lever x Lever Handle passage Set w/ 8759 Mortise Lock

Weatherstripping
Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 NEW - SEE 9/A-9.01 FOR FLASHING

213 213 - ELEC K 2' - 8" 6' - 8" OSCI - RMH: 1.5 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) Ashley Norton, Passage Set w/ Knob - NEW
216 216 - HALL - 5' - 0" 6' - 6" EXISTING TO BE REUSED Ashley Norton, 2 PR Single Dummy Set w/ Knob Handle

OSCI - PR Deltana Ball Catch
- EXISTING WOOD PAIR DOORS

217 217 - OFFICE - 2' - 7" 6' - 6" EXISTING TO BE REUSED EXISTING - OSCI - LINCOLN
218 218 - CLOSET - 4' - 0" 6' - 6" EXISTING TO BE REUSED EXISTING - EXISTING WOOD DOORS
219 219 - CLOSET - 4' - 0" 6' - 6" EXISTING TO BE REUSED EXISTING - EXISTING WOOD DOORS
222 222 - PANTRY - 2' - 6" 6' - 6" EXISTING TO BE REUSED Ashley Norton, Passage Set w/ Knob

Weatherstripping
- EXISTING WOOD PAIR DOORS FROM HALL 208-

RELOCATED
224 224 - RESTROOM - 2' - 6" 6' - 6" EXISTING TO BE REUSED Ashley Norton, Privacy Bolt - OSCI - LINCOLN

226A 226 - OFFICE - 3' - 0" 7' - 0" EXISTING TO BE REUSED Ashley Norton, Passage Set w/ Knob - OSCI - LINCOLN GLASS
226B 226 - OFFICE - 2' - 6" 6' - 4" EXISTING TO BE REUSED RMH: Lever x Lever Handle Passage set w/ 8759 Mortise Lock Assa Alba, Electric Strike, HES 1006 OSCI - LINCOLN
226C 226 - OFFICE I 4' - 0" 6' - 6" RMH: 3 PR: 3.5" X 3.5", concealed bearing butt, Silicon Bronze Dark (BD) EXISTING - NEW
227 227 - MECHANICAL - 5' - 0" 6' - 6" EXISTING ACTIVE: Cylinder Classroom, Leverhandle RHR

DUMMY: Dummy Lever Handle, Both Sides
- EXISTING STEEL PAIR DOORS

LEGEND:

OSCI - OWNER SUPPLIED, CONTRACTOR INSTALLED

LINCOLN = REINSTALL OWNER-PROVIDED DOOR FROM PREVIOUS OFFICE.  CUT TO FIT OPENING

LINCOLN GLASS - REINSTALL OWNER-PROVIDED DOOR WITH GLASS LITE FROM PREVIOUS OFFICE.  CUT TO FIT OPENING

METAL GRATE = ADD METAL SECURITY GRATE OVER GLAZING TO MATCH EXISTING GRATES

10/4/2023
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WINDOW
NO.

WINDOW

NOTES
ELEV
TYPE ROOM NO. & NAME WIDTH HEIGHT

1SL 104 - GREENHOUSE 3' - 4" 7' - 10" SKYLIGHT - VENTED / FIXED
2SL 104 - GREENHOUSE 3' - 4" 7' - 10" SKYLIGHT - VENTED / FIXED
4SL 200 - RESTROOM 3' - 0" 3' - 0" SKYLIGHT - FIXED
5SL 201 - HALL 2' - 0" 9' - 0" SKYLIGHT - FIXED
6SL 100 - ENTRY 1' - 0" 14' - 6" SKYLIGHT - OPERABLE
A A 109 - GARAGE 5' - 0" 2' - 0"

AA I 122 - OFFICE 2' - 4" 4' - 6"
B B 105 - PANTRY 3' - 0" 2' - 11"

BB1 P 122 - OFFICE 1' - 8" 2' - 2"
BB2 P 122 - OFFICE 1' - 8" 2' - 2"
BB3 P 122 - OFFICE 1' - 8" 2' - 2"

C C 102 - HALL 1' - 8" 2' - 4"
CC I 127 - HALL 2' - 10" 4' - 6"
DD1 M 135 - HALL 3' - 0" 4' - 1"
DD2 M 135 - HALL 3' - 0" 4' - 1"
DD3 M 135 - HALL 3' - 0" 4' - 1"
DD4 M 135 - HALL 3' - 0" 4' - 1"
DD5 M 135 - HALL 3' - 0" 4' - 1"
DD6 M 135 - HALL 3' - 0" 4' - 1"
DD7 M 135 - HALL 3' - 0" 4' - 1"
DD8 M 135 - HALL 3' - 0" 4' - 1"
DD9 M 135 - HALL 3' - 0" 4' - 1"
DD10 M 135 - HALL 3' - 0" 4' - 1"

E D 101 - GALLERY 1' - 7" 2' - 2"
EE M 223 - HALL 3' - 3" 3' - 9"
F E 101 - GALLERY 5' - 0" 5' - 0"

FF M 223 - HALL 3' - 3" 3' - 9"
G F 100 - ENTRY 4' - 9" 2' - 6"

GG1 I 226 - CONFERENCE 2' - 8" 4' - 6"
GG2 I 226 - CONFERENCE 2' - 8" 4' - 6"
GG3 I 226 - CONFERENCE 2' - 8" 4' - 6"
H1 G 125 -KITCHEN 3' - 4" 2' - 2"
H2 G 124 - OFFICE 3' - 4" 2' - 2"
H3 G 126 - RESTROOM 3' - 4" 2' - 2"

HH1 I 225 - OFFICE 2' - 8" 4' - 6"
HH2 I 225 - OFFICE 2' - 8" 4' - 6"
HH3 I 225 - OFFICE 2' - 8" 4' - 6"

I H 138 - OFFICE 6' - 0" 5' - 1"
II I 217 - OFFICE 2' - 4" 3' - 11"
J I 138 - OFFICE 3' - 0" 5' - 9"

JJ1 I 217 - OFFICE 2' - 8" 4' - 6"
JJ2 I 217 - OFFICE 2' - 8" 4' - 6"
K I 132 - CAFE 3' - 0" 5' - 9"

KK1 I 211 - CONFERENCE 2' - 8" 4' - 6"
KK2 I 211 - CONFERENCE 2' - 8" 4' - 6"
KK3 I 211 - CONFERENCE 2' - 8" 4' - 6"

L I 132 - CAFE 2' - 8" 4' - 6"
LL1 I 211 - CONFERENCE 2' - 8" 4' - 6"
LL2 I 211 - CONFERENCE 2' - 8" 4' - 6"
LL3 I 211 - CONFERENCE 2' - 8" 4' - 6"
M I 132 - CAFE 2' - 8" 4' - 6"

MM1 I 202 - OFFICE 2' - 4" 3' - 11"
MM2 I 202 - OFFICE 2' - 4" 3' - 11"

10/4/2023

WINDOW SCHEDULE

WINDOW
NO.

WINDOW

NOTES
ELEV
TYPE ROOM NO. & NAME WIDTH HEIGHT

MM3 I 202 - OFFICE 2' - 4" 3' - 11"
N I 132 - CAFE 2' - 8" 4' - 6"

NN1 I 202 - OFFICE 2' - 4" 3' - 11"
NN2 I 202 - OFFICE 2' - 4" 3' - 11"
NN3 I 202 - OFFICE 2' - 4" 3' - 11"

O I 132 - CAFE 2' - 8" 4' - 6"
OO1 I 203 - OFFICE 2' - 4" 3' - 11"
OO2 I 203 - OFFICE 2' - 4" 3' - 11"
OO3 I 203 - OFFICE 2' - 4" 3' - 11"
OO4 I 203 - OFFICE 2' - 4" 3' - 11"
OO5 I 203 - OFFICE 2' - 4" 3' - 11"

P I 132 - CAFE 2' - 8" 3' - 11"
PP N 205 - OFFICE 3' - 0" 3' - 10"
Q J 130 - BREAKOUT 3' - 0" 1' - 8"

QQ1 I 205 - OFFICE 2' - 4" 3' - 11"
QQ2 I 205 - OFFICE 2' - 4" 3' - 11"

R I 130 - BREAKOUT 1' - 9" 3' - 2"
RR I 209 - RESTROOM 2' - 1" 3' - 5"
S1 I 118 - CONFERENCE 2' - 4" 4' - 6"
S2 I 118 - CONFERENCE 2' - 4" 4' - 6"
S3 I 118 - CONFERENCE 2' - 4" 4' - 6"
SS D 212 - BREAKROOM 1' - 6" 2' - 0"
T1 I 118 - CONFERENCE 2' - 4" 4' - 6"
T2 I 118 - CONFERENCE 2' - 4" 4' - 6"
T3 I 118 - CONFERENCE 2' - 4" 4' - 6"

TT1 M 223 - HALL 3' - 0" 4' - 1"
TT2 M 223 - HALL 3' - 0" 4' - 1"
TT3 M 223 - HALL 3' - 0" 4' - 1"
TT4 M 223 - HALL 3' - 0" 4' - 1"
TT5 M 223 - HALL 3' - 0" 4' - 1"
TT6 M 223 - HALL 3' - 0" 4' - 1"
TT7 M 223 - HALL 3' - 0" 4' - 1"
TT8 M 223 - HALL 3' - 0" 4' - 1"
TT9 M 223 - HALL 3' - 0" 4' - 1"
TT10 M 223 - HALL 3' - 0" 4' - 1"
TT11 M 223 - HALL 3' - 0" 4' - 1"

U I 116 - RESTROOM 2' - 4" 3' - 11"
UU I 138 - OFFICE 2' - 6" 3' - 6"
V1 I 115 - OFFICE 2' - 4" 3' - 11"
V2 I 115 - OFFICE 2' - 4" 3' - 11"
VV O 138 - OFFICE 2' - 6" 2' - 0"
W1 I 115 - OFFICE 2' - 4" 3' - 11"
W2 I 115 - OFFICE 2' - 4" 3' - 11"
WW G 138 - OFFICE 2' - 6" 2' - 0"
X1 A 109 - GARAGE 5' - 0" 2' - 0"
X2 A 109 - GARAGE 5' - 0" 2' - 0"
Y I 124 - OFFICE 3' - 0" 3' - 10"

YY Q 138 - OFFICE
Z I 119 - OFFICE 3' - 0" 3' - 10"

ZZ1 B 104 - GREENHOUSE 2' - 7" 4' - 0"
ZZ2 B 104 - GREENHOUSE 2' - 7" 4' - 0"
ZZ3 B 104 - GREENHOUSE 2' - 7" 4' - 0"
ZZ4 B 104 - GREENHOUSE 2' - 7" 4' - 0"

3' - 1"

8' - 7" 2' - 4"

2' - 6"

6' - 0" 1' - 8"
3' - 0" 3' - 10"

5' - 0"

5' - 0"
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City of Santa Fe, New Mexico

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DATE: June 24, 2025 

TO: Historic Districts Review Board  

  

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

  

 

2025-010496-HDRB, 492 Arroyo Tenorio, Downtown and Eastside Historic District, Non-

contributing, Will McDonald, agent for Rob Johnson, owner, requests approval for a 112 sq. ft. 

addition on the south elevation. 

 

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially): 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

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

14-5.2(D) Historic Districts Design Standards.  

 

Sample motions: 

a. Approve or deny Case #2025-010496 to allow these alterations to 492 Arroyo Tenorio.  

b. Approve or deny Case #2025-010496 to allow these alterations to 492 Arroyo Tenorio 

subject to conditions.  
 

Should the Board deny the application request, the applicant shall return with an alternative 

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

 

CITY SUBMITTALS  

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

APPLICANT SUBMITTALS 
 

   x     Proposal Letter 
 
   x     Site Plan/Floor Plan 
 
   x     Elevations 
 
   x    Photographs 
 
         Other: 
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Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2025-010496-HDRB 
Page 2 of 4 

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:  

 

The single-family residence at 492 Arroyo Tenorio is listed as non-contributing to the Downtown 

and Eastside Historic District. The Santa Fe County Tax Parcel map identifies the structure as 

being built in 1900 on a 0.11-acre lot and comprised of 2,274 sq. ft. of roofed area. Mr. Will 

McDonald completed a detailed history of the property and records the original structure was built 

pre-1960 but the exact date is unknown. The original structure was built in the Spanish-Pueblo 

Revival design style seen by the adobe block and wooden viga construction material and flat roof 

with rounded parapets. The 1985 plat map of the property shows a patio addition to the north and 

a breezeway addition connecting to another room to the east. The 1985 Floor Plan shows the 

additions of a new kitchen, study room, guest bedroom, and portal. The extensive remodel changed 

the original footprint of the structure which is no longer visible. The new addition request will not 

impact the current state of the structure and will harmonize with what is currently visible.  

 

 

Figure 1. NM DOT Map from 1966. 
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Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2025-010496-HDRB 
Page 3 of 4 

 

Figure 2. 1985 Plat Map. 

 

Previous cases at 492 Arroyo Tenorio include: 

 

On November 8, 2022, in Case No. 2022-005981-HDRB, the Board approved the addition of a 

213 sq. ft. carport to a height of 9’-11”, as submitted. 

 

On August 10, 1999, in Case No. H-99-136, the Board approved the yard wall and gate alterations 

on the north and south elevations to varied heights at 5’-6” to 6’8”, as submitted.  

 

APPLICANT’S REQUEST: 

The applicant proposes the following exterior alterations: 

 

1) Construct a 112 sq. ft. addition to a height of 11’ where the maximum allowable is 12’-3” 

on the south elevation. 

 

RELEVANT CODE CITATIONS:  
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Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2025-010496-HDRB 
Page 4 of 4 

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.  

(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).  
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June 17, 2025 

HISTORY OF LOT AND STRUCTURES AT 

492 ARROYO TENORIO


Figure 1 is a Site Plan/Floor Plan of 492 Arroyo Tenorio 
showing what we believe to be the evolution of the structures 
based on the the documents in Figures 2-5.  

This lot appears to have been created in a lot split in 1985 
(see Figure 3) splitting 492 Arroyo Tenorio from 502 Garcia 
Street.  The 1966 New Mexico Department of Transportation 
aerial photo (Figure 2) shows a small structure that was likely  
a garage and storage. The 1985 plat (Figure 3) shows a more 
extensive structure.  In 2003 Turner/Lechner floor plan (Figure 
4) indicates that the foyer and kitchen were added at that 
time.  The 2007 Turner/Lechner floor plan (Figure 5) indicates 
that the north portal was enclosed as an office then.  The 
carport was approved by the HDRB in 2022 and built in 2023.


505  930-1149 
will.wfd@gmail.com 
488c Arroyo Tenorio 

Santa Fe   New Mexico 
87505


D    E    S    I    G    N
walking      fish
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CARPORT  - 2023
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Will McDonald

Will McDonald_1
FIGURE 1



Arroyo Tenorio
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ia

 S
tre

et
Original structure  
 at 492 Arroyo Tenorio

FIGURE 2   DETAIL FROM  
NM DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION AERIAL PHOTO  
5/2/66
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Will McDonald_2

Will McDonald_3

Will McDonald_4
FIGURE 3
1985 PLAT

Will McDonald_5
492 ARROYO
TENORIO
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Will McDonald_6
FIGURE 3
1985 PLAT

Will McDonald_7
FIGURE 4

Will McDonald_8

Will McDonald_9
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City of Santa Fe
Land Use Department | Historic Preservation Division

Plan Number: 2022-005981--HDRB 

Project Description: Add single car carport (connects to east yard wall 

Project Location(s): 492 ARROYO TENORIO
Santa Fe, NM 87505

Contacts: 

WILL MCDONALD will.wfd@gmail.comApplicant: 
488 ARROYO TENORIO  ST C
SANTA FE , NM 87505

Rob Johnson rmjventures@gmail.comProperty Owner: 

Historic District: HD: Downtown And Eastside

Historic Building Status: 

Non-Statused: False Non-Contributing: TRUE Contributing: False Significant/Landmark: False

Primary Elevations: N/A 

Publicly Visible Facade-East: 

Publicly Visible Facade-North: 

Publicly Visible Facade-South: 

Publicly Visible Facade-West: 

No

Yes

No

Yes

Historic District Inventory 

Number: Year of Construction: 

Project Type: Remodel Historic 

Building Name: 

Ver. 08          10/28/2020Page 1 of 1

Page 318 of 457



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

DATE: November 8, 2022 

TO: Historic Districts Review Board Members 
  

FROM: 
Angela Schackel Bordegaray, Senior Planner, Historic Preservation 
Division 

  

 
Case # 2022-005981-HDRB Address: 492 Arroyo Tenorio Street 
 Historic Status: Non-contributing 

Historic District: Downtown & Eastside 
 
REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially): 

 
 
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.  
 
 
 
 
 

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

APPLICANT SUBMITTALS 
 
   x     Proposal Letter 
 
   x     Site Plan/Floor Plan 
 
   x     Elevations 
 
   x    Photographs 
 
   x      Other: Stain color sample 

Page 319 of 457



Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2022-005981-HDRB 
Page 2 of 2 

 
BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:  
 
492 Arroyo Tenorio is a 2,285 square foot Spanish-Pueblo Revival building designated as non-
contributing to the Downtown and Eastside Historic District. It has a flat roof and parapet. The 
original was built in the early 1900s and underwent extensive alterations including in 2003 and 
2007. Its north street-facing façade is a series of additions and modifications that also included 
window replacement. It is near the Acequia Madre where it intersects with Garcia Street and 
Arroyo Tenorio. The house is enclosed by a tall front stucco yard wall and pedestrian gate with 
a slight arch. 
 
Now, the applicant proposes the following exterior alterations: 
 
1. Add a 213 square foot single-bay carport at the street of its north elevation to a height of 9’ - 
11,” where the maximum allowable building height in this streetscape is 11’- 7.” Proposed 
height is below the existing 11’ parapet. 

a. The carport’s west posts will attach to the house’s east courtyard wall (6’ – 9”) and 
extend east over one of the two existing parking spaces.  

b. The carport will have wooden posts, a beam and vigas and be stained Cabot’s semi-
solid stain in chestnut brown.  

c. The other parking space will remain open. 
 
No other changes are proposed at this time.  
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October 5, 2022 

Angela  Bordegaray 
Historic Review 
City of Santa Fe 
200 Lincoln Avenue 
Santa Fe, NM 87504 

Angela, 

We request that the attached documents be reviewed by the Historic Districts Review Board at 
the meeting on Tuesday, November 8, 2022.    

This residence at 492 Arroyo Tenorio is designated as a non-contributing structure in the 
Downtown and Eastside Historic District.  The original residence was probably constructed in the 
1950’s.  The building footprint shown on the 1985 plat, signed by city officials and recorded at 
the county, is significantly smaller than the present structure.  The entire north  street facing 
façade is a series of additions since that time.  There is documentation of additions and 
modifications in 2003 and 2007.  The building is in a pueblo style with a flat roof and parapets.   

With this application we seek approval for the construction of a single car carport only.  The 
carport will have a roofed area of 213 square feet and will be constructed over one of the two 
existing parking spaces on the east side of the property which fronts Arroyo Tenorio.  The height 
of the carport will be 9’-11” measured from the existing brick parking surface whose height will 
not be changed.  The structure will be wood with a modified bitumen roof and metal drip edge.  
There will be a girder with a bearing height of 8’-0” with vigas above that will be visible, 
extending beyond the girder.   

Our intention is to create a structure that is simple in detail with a traditional style found in Santa 
Fe for portals and other shade structures.  We believe that while this structure will function as a 
carport it will add some visual interest to this walled property in a dense neighborhood consistent 
with traditional building styles.    

 Please feel free to call or email me with any questions or comments about this application.  I will 
be representing the project at the HDRB on behalf of the owner.  

Sincerely, 

Will McDonald 

505  930-1149 
will.wfd@gmail.com 
488c Arroyo Tenorio 

Santa Fe   New Mexico 
87505
D    E    S    I    G    N

walking      fish

RE:492 Arroyo Tenorio 
     Carport addition
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492 ARROYO TENORIO STREETSCAPE FACING EAST
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492 ARROYO TENORIO STREETSCAPE FACING WEST
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492 ARROYO TENORIO NORTH FAÇADE-PARKING &GATE
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492 ARROYO TENORIO NORTH FAÇADE-PARKING &GATE
NOTE:THE EAST SIDE OF THE YARD WALL IS THE ONLY EAST FAÇADE DUE 
TO SHARED EAST WALL WITH NEIGHBOR RESIDENCE

EAST SIDE OF 
YARD WALL
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492 ARROYO TENORIO NORTH FAÇADE
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492 ARROYO TENORIO NORTH FAÇADE-WEST PORTION
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492 ARROYO TENORIO WEST FAÇADE-NORTH PORTION
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492 ARROYO TENORIO

WEST FAÇADE 
MIDDLE PORTION  
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492 ARROYO TENORIO

WEST FAÇADE 
SOUTH PORTION  
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492 ARROYO TENORIO

SOUTH FAÇADE 
WEST PORTION  
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492 ARROYO TENORIO SOUTH FAÇADE-EAST PORTION  
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STUCCO-NONE

DOOR AND WINDOW 
CLADDING -NONE

EXTERIOR FINISHES 
492 ARROYO TENORIO

     

EXPOSED WOOD 
CABOT 

  SEMI-SOLID STAIN 
COLOR: CHESTNUT BROWN
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City of Santa Fe
Land Use Department

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

PROJECT DESC: 2022-005981-HDRB. 492 Arroyo Tenorio. Downtown and Eastside Historic District. 
Non-contributing. Will McDonald, agent for Rob Johnson, owner, proposes to add a 213 sq.ft. 
carport to a height of 9’–11” (maximum allowable height of 14’-4”).

LOCATION: 492 ARROYO TENORIO
Santa Fe, NM 87505

RemodelPROJECT TYPE: 

CASE NUMBER: 2022-005981--HDRB

WILL MCDONALDApplicantCONTACTS: 488 ARROYO TENORIO  ST C
SANTA FE , NM 87505

Rob JohnsonProperty Owner

This is to certify that the Historic Districts Review Board (HDRB) acted on your request at their hearing on 
Nov 08, 2022. The decision of the Board was to to approve the proposal as submitted.

For further information please call 505-955-6605. 

BOARD ACTION

Angela Bordegaray

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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April 13, 2025 

Paul Duran 
Historic Review 
City of Santa Fe 
200 Lincoln Avenue 
Santa Fe, NM 87504 

Paul, 

We request that the attached documents be reviewed by the Historic Districts Review Board at 
the meeting on Tuesday, May 13, 2025.   

You met me for the initial site visit August 16, 2024.  The owner paused the project after that and 
now would like to move ahead. 

This residence at 492 Arroyo Tenorio is designated as a non-contributing structure in the 
Downtown and Eastside Historic District.  The original residence was probably constructed in the 
1950’s.  The building footprint shown on the 1985 plat, signed by city officials and recorded at 
the county, is significantly smaller than the present structure.  The entire north  street facing 
façade is a series of additions since that time.  There is documentation of additions and 
modifications in 2003 and 2007.  In 2023 a carport was constructed.  The building is in a pueblo 
style with a flat roof and parapets.   

With this application we seek approval for the construction of a 110 square foot office addition 
on the south (rear) of the house.  It will  be entirely invisible to the public.  Still, it will be detailed to  
be harmonious and integral with the existing building. 

As we discussed in e-mail, I submitted an application for a PZR on Wednesday, 4/9/25 but it is yet 
to be approved.  I appreciate your willingness to accept this application with a pending PZR 
and understand if the PZR is not approved this application will need to be postponed.   

 Please feel free to call or email me with any questions or comments about this application.  I will 
be representing the project at the HDRB on behalf of the owner.  

Sincerely, 

Will McDonald 

505  930-1149 
will.wfd@gmail.com 
488c Arroyo Tenorio 

Santa Fe   New Mexico 
87505


D    E    S    I    G    N
walking      fish

RE: 492 Arroyo Tenorio 
      Office Addition
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STUCCO 
EL REY “FAWN” 

(TO MATCH EXISTING)

DOOR AND WINDOW 
CLADDING  

WHITE (TO MATCH EXISTING)

EXTERIOR FINISHES 
492 ARROYO TENORIO

EXPOSED WOOD 
CABOT 

  SEMI-SOLID STAIN 
COLOR: CHESTNUT BROWN
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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 

  

 

2025-010497-HDRB, 964 Acequia Madre, Downtown and 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 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. 

 

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially): 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff finds that all the exception criteria have been met and recommends approval of the 

application as it complies with 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and 

14-5.2(E) Downtown and Eastside Design Standards. 

 

Sample motions: 

CITY SUBMITTALS  

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

APPLICANT SUBMITTALS 
 

   x     Proposal Letter 
 
   x     Site Plan/Floor Plan 
 
   x     Elevations 
 
   x    Photographs 
 
         Other: 
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Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2025-010497-HDRB 
Page 2 of 12 

a) Approve or deny Case #2025-010497 to allow these alterations to 964 Acequia Madre.  

b) Approve or deny Case #2025-010497 to allow these alterations to 964 Acequia Madre 

subject to conditions.  

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

d) Approve or deny the exception to 14-5.2(D)(5)(b) to replace roof materials not in-kind. 

e) Approve or deny Case #2025-010497 to allow those alterations to 964 Acequia Madre that 

do not require an exception.   

 

Should the Board deny the exception request, the applicant shall return with an alternative proposal 

for review and approval prior to proceeding to building permit. 

 

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:  

The single-family residence at 964 Acequia Madre is listed as contributing to the Downtown and 

Eastside Historic District with the north and east facades designated as primary excluding non-

historic materials. The main structure is noted on the Santa Fe County Parcel map as being 

constructed pre-1900s on a 0.13-acre lot in the Spanish-Pueblo Revival design style and comprises 

of 5,848 sq. ft. of roofed area. The construction of the structure includes a low transverse gable 

roof comprised of several different types of roofing material, wooden double-hung windows, and 

white territorial wooden trim. The current roof condition is in disrepair with several major leaks 

seeping into the main residence. The applicant proposes a roofing material that imitates the historic 

type and color while providing the necessary upgrade. 

 

 

Figure 1. 964 Acequia Madre Facade Diagram. 
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Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2025-010497-HDRB 
Page 3 of 12 

 

Figure 2. Current roof condition. 

 

Previous cases at 964 Acequia Madre include: 

 

On January 25, 2022, in Case No. 2021-004608-HDRB, Member Biedscheid moved to designate 

the east façade, number 2, as primary, excluding the side portion of the portal that appears on that 

façade, and the north façade, number 1, excluding the portal and all non-historic windows, doors, 

or openings as to be determined by further assessment. Vice Chair Katz seconded the motion. The 

motion passes by unanimous (4-0) roll call vote with Members Biedscheid, Bienvenue, Katz and 

Larson voting in favor and none voting against. 

 

Below is the 2021 architectural history and previous case assessment at 964 Acequia Madre 

completed by Mr. John Murphey. A review of the Historic Districts Review Board (HDRB) case 

database revealed that the house was the subject of five separate cases between 1992 and 2005. 

While the City has not retained the actual case files, an examination of public notices, agendas, 

and minutes gives some sense of the proposed project and the HDRB’s decisions (Murphey 

2021:3). 

 

The first case, H-92-153, intended an “upgrade” of the building, including raising its roof.  

Scheduled to be heard at the October 26, 1992, hearing, the project was apparently withdrawn.  

Similar proposals, including a change of windows and an alteration of roof form, were presented 

to the Board over the twelve ensuing years. An application in 1993 (H-93-124), withdrawn before 

the hearing, proposed changing the roof form from pitched to flat (Murphey 2021:3). 
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Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2025-010497-HDRB 
Page 4 of 12 

In Case No.H-94-152, presented on September 12, 1994, the application proposed a new north 

“portal” and yard wall. Communication with the project’s architect confirmed that it received 

approval with the porch constructed soon after. This addition is evident when comparing the 1984 

survey photo to the current north facade. The final case on record dates from 2005 (H-04-62) and 

proposed a driveway vehicular gate (Murphey 2021:3). 

 

APPLICANT’S REQUEST: 

The applicant proposes the following exterior alterations: 

 

1) Replace approximately 2,171 sq. ft. of the existing roofing material to a 26-gauge sloped 

metal roof color natural galvanized steel or a color directed by the HDRB. The current roof 

is sloped but with varying types of materials. The roof will stay the same height and not 

change. 

 

EXCEPTION CRITERIA AND RESPONSES: 

 

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

5.2(D)(1)(a) removal of historic material. The new roofing material will change what is currently 

existing on the roof. 

 

(i) Do not damage the character of the district 

 

Applicant Response: The new roofing material will not damage the character of the district 

because the new roofing material was used historically in the district and will protect the adobe, 

wooden vigas, plaster and sheetrock construction materials.  

 

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

been met. The current roof is in complete disrepair and needs to be sufficiently removed and 

replaced with a roofing system that will provide the structural protection needed for this 

contributing structure. 

 

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

 

Applicant Response: The new roofing material will prevent any more damage to the house and 

protect from animals living in the roof and ceiling.  

 

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

been met. A new structurally sound roof would provide the necessary protection needed for 

preserving the contributing status of the structure and minimizing animals from living inside 

the current roof.  

 

(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 new roofing material is the best material to prevent from any further 

damages to the house while providing long term protection for the house in the future.  
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Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2025-010497-HDRB 
Page 5 of 12 

 

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

been met. The applicant is proposing a roofing system that is as closely related to the historic 

material as possible. The current historic roofing material is no longer made and is unavailable 

for purchase. 

 

Exception to 5.2(D)(5)(b) architectural features, finishes, and details other than doors and 

windows, shall be repaired rather than replaced: Staff requests an exception to 5.2(D)(5)(b) 

architectural features, finishes, and details other than doors and windows, shall be repaired rather 

than replaced. The new roofing material will change the overall look of the current roof. 

 

(i) Do not damage the character of the district 

 

Applicant Response: The new roofing material will not damage the character of the district 

because the new roofing material was used historically in the district and will protect the adobe, 

wooden vigas, plaster and sheetrock construction materials. 

 

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

been met. The current roof is in complete disrepair and needs to be sufficiently removed and 

replaced with a roofing system that will provide the structural protection needed for this 

contributing structure. 

 

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

 

Applicant Response: The new roofing material will prevent any more damage to the house and 

protect from animals living in the roof and ceiling. 

 

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

been met. A new structurally sound roof would provide the necessary protection needed for 

preserving the contributing status of the structure and minimizing animals from living inside 

the current roof.  

 

(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 new roofing material is the best material to prevent from any further 

damages to the house while providing long term protection for the house in the future.  

 

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

been met. The applicant is proposing a roofing system that is as closely related to the historic 

material as possible. The current historic roofing material is no longer made and is unavailable 

for purchase. 

 

RELEVANT CODE CITATIONS: 

Page 353 of 457



Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2025-010497-HDRB 
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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.  

(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  

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;  
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(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.  

(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 
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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.  

(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.  
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(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.  

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  
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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    

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;  
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(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.  

(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 
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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.  
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Plan Number: 2021-004608--HDRB 

Project Description: Primary Facade Designation

Project Location(s): 964 ACEQUIA MADRE
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Contacts: 
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SANTA FE , NM 87501

Property Owner: Wilson and Elizabeth Britton 

Historic District: HD: Downtown And Eastside

Historic Building Status: 

Non-Statused: False Non-Contributing: False Contributing: True Significant/Landmark: False

Primary Elevations: 
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DATE: January 25, 2022 

TO: Historic Districts Review Board Members 

FROM: Angela Bordegaray, Senior Planner, Historic Preservation Division

Case # 2022-004608-HDRB Address: 964 Acequia Madre 
Historic Status: Contributing
Historic District: Downtown & Eastside 

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially): 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends designating the east façade number 2 primary per 14-12 for Contributing 
Structures and Primary Façades. 

CITY SUBMITTALS 

 X        Historic Inventory Form 

 X        Façade diagram  

APPLICANT SUBMITTALS 

 X    Proposal Letter 

 X   Site Plan/Floor Plan 

 X    Elevations 

 X   Photographs 

  X     Other: Building Footprint 
Study 
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BACKGROUND & SUMMARY: 

864 Acequia Madre is a single-story 5,848 sf building contributing to the Downtown and 
Eastside Historic District. The house is “simplified” Spanish-Pueblo Revival style with a low 
transverse gable roof and white territorial wooden trim. Windows are wood double-hung 
surrounded by white wood trim. While its date of construction is unknown, a portion of the 
house is likely at least 100 years old. 

The applicant provided a building footprint study by architectural historian John Murphey 
that determined the house’s footprint grown over the years. A photograph shows the 
northeast corner of the house in a 1984 historic survey without a front (north) portal and a 
recent image showing a wood territorial styled portal with simple brackets and posts painted 
white. Visual evidence also suggests changes to the front façade fenestration. Resulting from 
a 1994 HDRB case, a new north portal and yard wall were added. The footprint study states 
that the front door shifted west between 1984 and the present.  

The applicant requests designation of primary façade(s) as applicable. Staff recommends façade 
2 as primary because it maintains its original massing and historic windows a. Façade 1 (front) 
has been significantly altered by the addition of a formal portal, changing its “simplified” 
Spanish-Pueblo revival style to more of a Territorial Revival style, which presents as a later 
addition. The house entry door is not in its original opening.  
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A. CHRISTOPHER PURVIS
                  A R C H I T E C T S
Historic Districts Review Board

City of Santa Fe, City Hall

Santa Fe NM   87501         Friday, November 5, 2021


RE:  964 Acequia Madre							

Enclosed (1) 24”x36” 

and (1) 11”x17” copies 

A-1		 Site & Floor Plans Existing		 11/4/21
Photographs of elevations

Letter from John Murphy


Dear Angela Bordegaray and

Members of the Historic Districts Review Board


This contributing house built at least 100 years ago . See attached HCPI form and letter from John 
Murphey. 


The buildings are contributing so we ask that you designate the designate primary elevations


 Please call if you have any  questions on the project 982-5461 

Sincerely,       

 Christopher Purvis.  

     518 Old Santa fe Trail St1 PMB 373    Santa Fe    N M

87505   Tel 505-982-5461   E Mail   Architect@ACP-ART.com
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1 964 Acequia Madre – Footprint Study 
Architectural History Services 

November 8, 2021 

Wilson and Elizabeth Britton 
964 Acequia Madre 
Santa Fe, NM 87505 

John W. Murphey 
Architectural Historian 

S A N T A F E + S A N F R A N C I S C O 
John@archhistoryservices.com 

RE: 964 Acequia Madre - Footprint Study: Residence (PN#10175616) 

Dear Wilson and Elizabeth: 

As requested, I analyzed the development of your residence at 964 Acequia Madre in regard to 

its footprint. This analysis was conducted, as I understand it, to inform preliminary planning for 

a future renovation project. Through research, which included aerial photographs, city 

directories, newspaper accounts, and property records, I determined the house’s footprint has 

experienced growth over the years and recently has had a new front (north) porch added. 

Visual evidence also suggests changes to the front façade fenestration. 

Administrative Background 

The house is a Contributing Structure to the City of Santa Fe Downtown and Eastside Historic 

District. It is also a contributor to the National Register-listed Santa Fe Historic District (SRCP# 

260). It has been surveyed twice: first in 1984, in a reconnaissance manner using a Historic 

Building Inventory, and in 2003, more thoroughly with a Historic Cultural Properties Inventory. 

The 1984 survey photograph is critical to understanding the evolution of the north façade 

(Figure 1). The house has been subject to at least five Historic District Review Board cases, 

dating between 1992 and 2005. 
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2 964 Acequia Madre – Footprint Study 
Architectural History Services 

Brief Historical Background 

While its date of construction is unknown, a portion of the house is likely at least 100 years old. 

Historically it ties to the Barbero family. From roughly the 1920s to the 1960s, it was occupied 

by Miguel G. Barbero (1895-1965), a former sheepherder and later plasterer, his wife Isabel E. 

Barbero (1897-1990), and five children.1 The house remained in family ownership until the 

1970s. Identified initially with Manhattan Street, it took on the address 964 Acequia Madre in 

the early 1930s. 

Aerial Photographs 

There is no map coverage (e.g., Kings, Sanborn) for the area, but from a review of aerial 

photographs, there is clearly growth in footprint and massing and a change with the 

introduction of the non-historic front porch. 

A flyover image from 1948, though of poor quality, shows what appears to be the original core 

of the house. As captured in the photograph it’s a free-standing, side-gabled dwelling with no 

attachments or additions (Figure 2). 

Ten years later, a 1958 aerial gives the first clear sense of the house. By this time, it is a multi- 

roofed dwelling, connected to the house to the west. These two houses, as indicated on a 1957 

parcel map, were once part of the same property (Figure 3). The west building is now on a 

separate parcel addressed 960 Acequia Madre. 

The 1958 view shows a medium pitch roof, longer on its north exposure, suggesting the 

presence of possibly an enclosed porch (Figure 4). An enclosed porch was typical of a side- 

gabled dwelling of this era. 

1 Information on the Barberos is based on a review of public records, census enumerations, and newspaper 
accounts. 
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3 964 Acequia Madre – Footprint Study 
Architectural History Services 

 

An aerial from 1966 captures almost the same view, and because of its angle, gives a better 

indication of the front façade. (Figure 5). This roof configuration continues through the early 

1970s. A view from 1978 reveals much the same footprint. (Figure 6). 

 
Based on the aerials, at no point did the house have a separate open porch, as it does today. 

 
 

Project Case Records 
 
 

A review of the HDRB Access database revealed that the house was the subject of five separate 

cases between 1992 and 2005. While the City has not retained the actual case files, an 

examination of public notices, agendas, and minutes gives some sense of the proposed project 

and the HDBR’s decisions.2 

 
The first case, H#-92-153, intended an “upgrade” of the building, including raising its roof. 

Scheduled to be heard at the October 26, 1982, hearing, the project was apparently withdrawn. 

Similar proposals, including a change of windows and an alteration of roof form, were 

presented to the Board over the twelve ensuing years. An application in 1993 (H#-93-124), 

withdrawn before the hearing, proposed changing the roof from pitched to flat. 

 

Most pertinent to your research is a case from 1994 (H#94-152). Presented on September 12, 

1994, the application proposed a new north “portal” and yard wall. Communication with the 

project’s architect confirmed that it received approval with the porch constructed soon after.3 

This addition is evident when comparing the 1984 survey photo to the current facade (Figure 1). 

The final case on record dates from 2005 (H#-04-62) and proposed a driveway vehicular gate. 

 
 

2 This information is based on a review of the HDRB Access database, 1992-2012, newspaper publication of 
meeting agendas, and information provided by the City of Santa Fe Historic Preservation Division. 
3 Dale F. Zinn, email communication to John Murphey, October 10, 2021. 
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4 964 Acequia Madre – Footprint Study 
Architectural History Services 

Conclusion 

Comparing the two images in Figure 1, it is evident that the front door shifted to the west 

between 1984 and the present. Additionally, it seems the roof’s north pitch may have changed 

in angle and height. This may reflect work that came following HDRB review. However, without 

complete records, it is not possible to determine the origin of these alterations. 

It is unquestionable, however, that the house has grown and evolved over the years. Most 

recently this evolution included the non-historic porch added to the front elevation. The porch 

has introduced a new design in terms of form, size, and style, that is not entirely in harmony 

with the building’s age and historical context. 

Please contact me if you have any questions or comments. 

Sincerely, 

John W. Murphey 
Architectural Historian 
505-577-7593
john@archhistoryservices.com
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5 964 Acequia Madre – Footprint Study 
Architectural History Services 

Illustrations 

Figure 1: 1984 HBI survey photograph (above) compared with recent image of 
Front (north) elevation. 
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Figure 2: 1948 aerial photograph 
Probable early iteration of house’s footprint and form. 
Courtesy University of New Mexico/EDAC. 

Page 377 of 457



7 964 Acequia Madre – Footprint Study 
Architectural History Services 

Figure 3: Portion of Scanlon-Erwin & Associates, “Block and Parcel Map of Santa Fe,”1957. 
Parcel 5 at the time included subject house and adjacent house to west. 
Courtesy City of Santa Fe GIS. 
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Figure 4: 1958 aerial photograph. 
House with pitched form and unknown extension. 
Courtesy New Mexico Department of Transportation. 
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Figure 5: 1966 aerial photograph. 
Courtesy New Mexico Department of Transportation. 
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Figure 6: 1978 aerial photograph. 
Courtesy New Mexico Department of Transportation. 
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HDRB Minutes January 25, 2022 Page 4 

1. 2021-004608-HDRB. 964 Acequia Madre. Downtown and Eastside 
Historic District. Christopher Purvis, agent for Britton Wilson, requests 
primary facade designation on a contributing building. (Angela Schackel 
Bordegaray) 

STAFF REPORT    

964 Acequia Madre is a single-story 5,848 sf building contributing to the Downtown and 
Eastside Historic District. The house is “simplified” Spanish-Pueblo Revival style with a 
low transverse gable roof and white territorial wooden trim. Windows are wood double-
hung surrounded by white wood trim. While its date of construction is unknown, a portion 
of the house is likely at least 100 years old. 
 
The applicant provided a building footprint study by architectural historian John Murphey 
that determined the house’s footprint has grown over the years. A photograph shows the 
northeast corner of the house in a 1984 historic survey without a front (north) portal and 
a recent image showing a wood territorial styled portal with simple brackets and posts 
painted white. Visual evidence also suggests changes to the front façade fenestration. 
Resulting from a 1994 HDRB case, a new north portal and yard wall were added. The 
footprint study states that the front door shifted west between 1984 and the present. 
 
The applicant requests designation of primary façade(s) as applicable. Staff recommends 
façade 2 as primary because it maintains its original massing and historic windows a. 
Façade 1 (front) has been significantly altered by the addition of a formal portal, changing 
its “simplified” Spanish-Pueblo revival style to more of a Territorial Revival style, which 
presents as a later addition. The house entry door is not in its original opening. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION   
 
Staff recommended designating the east façade number 2 primary per 14-12 for 
Contributing Structures and Primary Façades. 
 
QUESTIONS FOR STAFF      
 
 Vice Chair Katz asked about the effect of the façade on the historic windows. 
 
 Ms. Bordegaray indicated the photos were in the packet.  The north façade now 
has a porch.  
 

Vice Chair Katz said it would be nice to see what it looked like before so they could 
see how it changed.      
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Chair Rios said the photo in the packet from John Murphy shows the house prior 
to porch construction.  John Murphy indicated the door was moved to the west but after 
studying the photographs, she disagreed.  She thought the photographs were taken from 
different angles and the door has not been moved.   She could see a reflection of the light 
from the windows in the old photograph and why would someone move the door a few 
inches. 

Member Biedscheid noted the photograph is page 16 of the packet. 

Chair Rios referred to the bottom picture where the house appeared longer.  She 
thought the photos were taken from different angles.    

Vice Chair Katz said it was hard because you cannot see the western portion of 
the façade. 

APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION 

Christopher Purvis, 518 Old Santa Fe Trail was sworn.  He said he and John had 
discussed this door at length.  He said he used a graphic trick and turned the top 
photograph on its side. The door appeared to go past the end of the building.  When doing 
the same thing on the lower photograph, it doesn’t and looks like it has been moved 3 
feet.  There isn’t any way to know unless the structure is tested.  He noted on the back 
side is a heater.    

Member Biedscheid asked if the age of the “sunroom” on the west and if historic. 

Mr. Purvis didn’t know.  Research shows that is an addition, but we don’t know 
when.  He thought prior to the addition it had been a portal.   

Member Biedscheid said she asked because she looks for examples of historic 
sunrooms.    

Vice Chair Katz asked if the windows on the north are original or historic. 

Mr. Purvis said they are not historic and the 1993 survey does not address the 
nature of the windows enough to know if they were changed.  The windows on the east 
façade seem to be single pane as well.  The portal addition is quite different.   

PUBLIC HEARING 

Stefanie Beninato, PO Box 1601, was sworn.  She encouraged the east façade be 
designated primary and consider the same for the north façade.  It is difficult to say that 
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the door has been moved.  The window openings might be historic, and possibly 50 years 
old.  As long as the openings are historic, the north façade should be considered primary, 
with the exception of the portal.      
 
BOARD DISCUSSION 
 
MOTION: In Case 2021-004608-HDRB, 964 Acequia Madre, Member Biedscheid 

moved to designate the east façade, number 2, as primary, excluding the 
side portion of the portal that appears on that facade, and the north façade 
number 1, excluding the portal and all non-historic windows, doors, or 
openings as to be determined by further assessment.  Vice Chair Katz 
seconded the motion. 

 
VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous (4-0) roll call vote with Members 

Biedscheid, Bienvenu, Katz and Larson voting in favor and none voting 
against.  

  
 

2.  2021-004611-HDRB. 107 Victoria St. Downtown and Eastside Historic 
District. Will McDonald, agent for Tamar Hurwitz, owner, proposes to 
replace windows, raise parapets, and construct a fence and a 449 sq. ft. 
portal on a non-contributing property. (Daniel Schwab) 

 
STAFF REPORT 
 
107 Victoria Street is a non-contributing property consisting of two structures. Their status 
was confirmed by the Board in case 2021-004254—HDRB on October 12, 2021. The 
structures are a main house and an accessory structure (garage). The original house was 
constructed in around 1953 and was added onto in the early 1960s. The garage was 
constructed also around this time.  

The main house is constructed in a simplified Spanish Pueblo Revival style. It originally 
had a patio on the southwest corner that was enclosed in the mid-1980s. The evolution 
of the structure can be clearly read on the west façade. The windows on the west, east, 
and north facades are historic.  

The garage, possibly originally a horse stable, is constructed in a similar style. In the mid-
2000s, remodeling began: the garage door was changed to a pedestrian door, the ceiling 
was raised and a fireplace was installed. More recently, the window on the west façade 
appears to have been altered. 

In case 2021-004255-HDRB, heard on October 21, 2021, the Board approved an 
application to replace existing door on west (street facing) elevation, install new aluminum 
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City of Santa Fe, New Mexico

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DATE: June 10, 2025 

TO: Historic Districts Review Board 

 

VIA: 

 

Heather Lamboy, Planning & Land Use Department Director 

Maggie Moore, Assistant Land Use Director 

Gary Moquino, Historic Preservation Division Manager 

  

FROM:  Lani McCulley, Senior Planner, Historic Preservation Division 

  

 

2025-010489-HDRB, 539 Garcia St., Downtown & Eastside Historic District, contributing, 

Matthew Rembe, agent for Penny Rembe, owner, requests a historic status review with primary 

facade(s) designation, if applicable, for a residential structure and an accessory structure. 

 

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially): 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends that the historic status of the residential structure be maintained as contributing 

with the south façade, which holds the greatest historic integrity, as the primary facade, and that 

the accessory structure be designated as contributing with the east facade as primary, per section 

14-5.2(C)(2) Designation of Significant, Contributing or Noncontributing Status Within Historic 

Districts. 

 

Sample motions: 

a. In case 2025-010489-HDRB, for 539 Garcia Street, retain the residential structure as 

CITY SUBMITTALS  

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

APPLICANT SUBMITTALS 
 

   x     Proposal Letter 
 
   x     Site Plan/Floor Plan 
 
   x     Elevations 
 
   x    Photographs 
 
   x     Other: [2025 HCPI] 
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contributing with the south façade as primary, and designate the accessory structure as 

contributing with the east façade as primary per staff’s recommendation. 

 

b. In case 2025-010489-HDRB, for 539 Garcia Street, retain the residential structure as 

contributing with the south façade as primary, and designate the accessory structure as non-

contributing. 
 

c. In case 2025-010489-HDRB, for 539 Garcia Street, downgrade the residential structure to 

non-contributing and designate the accessory structure as contributing with the east façade 

as primary. 
 

d. In case 2025-010489-HDRB, for 539 Garcia Street, downgrade the residential structure to 

non-contributing, and designate the accessory structure as non-contributing. 

 

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:  

 

The single-family residence at 539 Garcia Street is listed as contributing to the Downtown and 

Eastside Historic District. No primary facades have been designated on the residential structure. 

The accessory structure has not been assigned a historic status. 

 

 
Figure 1: Property setting 

 

The Spanish Pueblo Revival-style home was constructed in the 1940s using adobe as part of the 

Garcia family compound. A rear addition was constructed sometime between 1958 and 1966 (see 

aerials provided in 2025 HCPI) in a ranch style at a lower height than the original structure. After 

1978, a bay window addition was constructed on the west elevation along with two window 

opening changes. According to the 2025 Historic Cultural Properties Inventory (HCPI), the south 

elevation porch appears to have been reconstructed at an unknown date due to the types of 

materials used in the construction, including milled plates and precut corbels. The windows are a 

combination of wood, aluminum, and vinyl. The residence is one of the original homes located in 

the Jose Dolores Garcia Estate Subdivision (lot 2), which was developed to accommodate Garcia 

family members from land deeded from the Garcia family ranch. 
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Figure 2: South Elevation of Residential Structure 

 

 
Figure 3: November 10, 1958, aerial photograph. Lot 2 is the subject property. 

 

In the northwest corner of the lot sits an adobe one-car garage in Pueblo-Revival style consistent 

with the house style, also dating to the 1940s. The windows are wood sash windows, with one 

being a three-over-one window and the other a one-over-one window. 
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Figure 4: South Elevation of Accessory Structure 

 

APPLICANT’S REQUEST: 

The applicant requests the following: 

 

1) Status review with primary façade designation, if applicable, for a residential structure, and 

2) Status review with primary façade designation, if applicable, for an accessory structure. 

 

The residence and accessory structure combination were constructed at the same time in matching 

styles. The lot is one of the first to be developed in the Jose Dolores Garcia Estate Subdivision, 

which is indicative of family compound development in Santa Fe, where the homes are built for 

the family and divided from the original family tract after the residences are constructed. The 

residential structure retains its original footprint and shows its development over time. Except for 

the bay window and rear addition, the entire structure has not been altered from its original historic 

condition. The residence contributes to the historic associations and architectural design qualities 

that are significant for the Downtown and Eastside Historic District and specifically to the Jose 

Dolores Garcia Estate Subdivision. The south façade holds the most historic integrity, even with 

the possibility of changes and/or reconstruction of the portal. The garage’s east elevation retains 

the most historic integrity with the three-over-one wood window, which is most likely original to 

the structure. Therefore, staff find that the residence and the associated garage are contributing to 

the district.  
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Figure 5: Façade Diagram 

 

 

RELEVANT CODE CITATIONS:  

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)  
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(1) Purpose and Intent  

It is intended that:  

(a) Each structure is 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.  

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

Districts  

(a) Status Designation  

Structures within historic districts may be designated a status of "significant," 

"contributing," or "noncontributing" based upon the definitions of these terms in 

Article 14-12. Staff shall maintain a record as to the current status of structures 

located in the Historic Districts.  

(b) Board Authority to Review Status Designation  

(i) The Board is authorized to change the status of a structure or to designate a 

status for a structure with no status designated.  

(ii) A change in status or the designation of a status shall be based upon an 

evaluation of data provided through survey or other relevant sources of 

information and the definitions of "significant," "contributing," or 

"noncontributing."  

14-12 Significant Structure: 

A structure located in a historic district that is approximately fifty years old or older, and that 

embodies distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction. For a structure to 

be designated as significant, it must retain a high level of historic integrity. A structure may be 

designated as significant: 

(A) for its association with events or persons that are important on a local, regional, 

national, or global level; or 

(B) if it is listed on or is eligible to be listed on the State Register of Cultural Properties or 

the National Register of Historic Places. 

 

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. 
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14-12 Noncontributing Structure: 

A structure, located in an H district, that is less than fifty years old or that does not exhibit sufficient 

historic integrity to establish and maintain the character of the H District. 

 

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. 
 

(E) Downtown and Eastside Design Standards    

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;  
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(e) True old Santa Fe style buildings are made of adobe with a 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.  

(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 complementary 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 of overhang.  
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To the Santa Fe Historical Board,  
 
We would like to request a status review for the property at 539 Garcia St. Santa Fe, NM 87505. 
Please see the documents prepared by John Murphy.  
 
Please contact Aviva Baumann of Wildflower Construction LLC with any questions.  
 
Thank you very much, 
 
Aviva Baumann 
Wildflower Construction LLC 
323-449-9443  
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Historic Cultural Properties Inventory (HCPI) Base Form (FORM 1) 
Historic Preservation Division, New Mexico Department of Cultural Affairs 

Date of Form: May 11, 2025  
 

For HPD Office use only:  
 HCPI No.__________             District No.________                                            ___NRHP  ___SRCP      Criteria __A __B __C __D 

1. Name of property:  
 
Juan and Simona/ 
Stella and José Salazar/ 
Christina Ertner House  
 

2. Location:  
 

539 Garcia Street  

Downtown and Eastside Historic District – 

Santa Fe   

3. Local Reference Number: 
    Santa Fe ID: N/A  

4. County: Santa Fe 
    Parcel # 12382336 
 

5. Property Type: 
_x Buildings: house and garage  
__ Structures:   
__ Site     __ Object 
 

  

6. Date of Survey:    
    May 7, 2025 

7. Previous Survey Date(s): 
__Yes:  
_x_No: per communication with SFe 
HPD and NMCRIS  

8. Name of Project:  
    HDRB Status Evaluation  

9. Lat/Long:  
  35.6787977,-105.9345982 

10. Photo Information: Giulia Caporuscio, photographer, May 7, 2025.             Photo 1: View of west elevation. Camera facing east.  
 

11. Brief Description of the Property:  
 
Constructed in the late 1940s following the subdivision of Don José Dolores Garcia’s estate, the house features 
an original Pueblo Revival front volume, typical of the postwar regional style. A rear ranch-style addition was 
built between 1958 and 1966, reflecting the evolving residential development patterns of midcentury Santa Fe. 
The west elevation was modified after 1978 with the addition of a projecting bay window and a raised window 
surround — both characteristic of 1980s remodeling trends and visually distinct from the earlier construction. 
The property also includes a one-car garage and workshop in a simplified Pueblo Revival mode, consistent with 
the architectural vocabulary of the main house. Both buildings are designated Non-contributing to the 
Downtown and Eastside Historic District.  
Continued on Page 5. 
12. Who uses the property? Residence  

13. Construction Date:  
Date: Before 1958 
__Known    _x_ Estimated      Source: aerial photographs and city directories  

14. Setting: 
_x_ Suburban   __ Rural   __ Village  __ Urban        If Urban: __ Commercial __ Industrial _x_ Residential __Public 

15. Relationship to Surroundings:      _x_ Similar    __ Dissimilar 
   Comments: N/A 
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HCPI Base Form (FORM 1)                          (Continued from other side) 
16. Additional Perspective: (Photos, drawing, footprint, etc., indicate north arrow when possible) 

  

 
                                            
Source: Office of the Santa Fe County Assessor   
Blue parcel lines are not accurate 

17. Surveyor:  
(your name, address, telephone number, and 
any group affiliation) 
 
John W. Murphey  
Architectural Historian  
Architectural History Services  
505-577-7593/707-583-7819 
John@archhistoryservices.com 
w/ Giulia Caporuscio 
 
For: Mathew Rembe  
 
 
 

18. Owner (if known) and other 
knowledgeable people: 
 
Current owner: Penelope Ellen Rembe  
 

19. Is Property Endangered?           _x_ Unknown  __ No  __ Yes      How?  
 

20. Significance to Current Community:      _x_ Unknown  __ None  __ Low  __ Moderate  __ High 
 Describe: Unknown 
 

21. Other Significance or Information of Interest: (such as historical, legendary, structural, former ownership, etc.) 
       See Historical Overview.  
22. National or State Register: 
 
Is this property individually listed on a historic register?  __ Unknown _x_ No   __Yes  
                                                                                        If yes: __ State         __ National 
 If ‘no’ or unknown, do you think this property is eligible for listing?       _x_ No   __Yes 
            Why? See Evaluation of Historical Status 

23. National or State Historic District: City of Santa Fe 
 
  Is this property in a historic district?     __ Unknown     __ No     _x_ Yes 
               If yes:  __ Significant   __ Contributing _x_ Non-contributing: house _x_ No Status: garage  
               Per City of Santa Fe official designation map 
 
If ‘yes’, what is the name of the district?  __ State   __ National  _x_ City of Santa Fe:  
                                                                                            Downtown and Eastside Historic District   

 
 

24. Supplemental Forms: 
 
   __ None   _x_ HCPI Detail Form (FORM 2)     __ Continuation Sheets, # pages: _______________ 
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Historic Cultural Properties Inventory (HCPI) Detail Form (FORM 2) 
Historic Preservation Division, New Mexico Department of Cultural Affairs 

 
For HPD Office use only:                           Please complete HCPI FORM 1 before completing FORM 2 
 HCPI No.__________             District No.________                                            ___NRHP  ___SRCP      Criteria __A __B __C __D 

1. Name of property:  
 
Juan and Simona/ 
Stella and José Salazar/ 
Christina Ertner House  
 

2. Location:  
 

539 Garcia Street  

Downtown and Eastside Historic District 
– Santa Fe   

3. Local Reference Number: 
    Santa Fe ID: N/A 

4. County: Santa Fe 
 

5. Date of Survey: May 7, 2025  

ARCHITECTURAL AND CONSTRUCTION DETAILS: 

6. Visible Construction Material:     House and Garage  
 
_x_Adobe           __ Brick               __ Composition          __ Concrete: Block 
 
__ Concrete:      __Concrete:         __ Earth                        __ Masonry: 
     Cast Stone         Poured                 Plaster                          Simulated 
 
__ Metal:             __ Metal:              __ Metal:                      __ Stone: 
     Corrugated         Structural            V-Crimp                        Random  
                                 Siding                                                        Ashlar 
     Stone: 
__ Random         __Stone:             __Stone:                      __ Stone: Tabular 
     Coursed              River Rock         Rusticated 
                                   
_x_Stucco:           __ Tile:               __ Vinyl                       __ Wood: Board                         
                                  Clay                     Siding                         and Batten   
     Wood:                  
__ Horizontal      __ Wood:            __ Wood:                     __ Wood: Shingle 
     Siding                  Jacal                   Log 
 
__ Wood: Tongue and Groove                                            __ Other:               
 

7. Number of Stories:        __ N/A 
           Number:  _x_1   __11/2  __ 2 
                            __ 21/2    Other:_________ 

8. Foundation:         __ N/A 
             __ Not visible __ None  
             __  At Grade    __Raised 
Materials: _x_ Concrete: _  Stone 
Other:   
Notes 

9. Roof:               __ N/A 

Shape: __Flat  __Gabled 

             __ Hipped __ Pyramidal 
             __x Shed    Other: 
Pitch:   __ None      __ Low 
              __ Medium __ Steep 
Features: __ Eave:  
__ Parapets  
Materials: __Asphalt 
__ Earth 
__ Composition shingle __ Metal: Pressed  
__ Composition Roll        __Metal: Corrugated 
__ Metal: Standing Seam __Metal: Standing Seam  
__ Tile: Terra Cotta  __ Wood: Shingle 
Other:   

10. Window Types: House and Garage  
  

Operation   Material    Glazing Number 

Hung Sash  Wood  1/1  4 

Hung Sash  Wood  3/1 4 
Casement   Aluminum  1  3 

Casement  Vinyl (?) 2-6 1 

Sliding  Aluminum  1-1 2 

Fixed   Aluminum 1 1 

Fixed   Aluminum 9 1 
 

11. Door Types: House and Garage  
 

Type Style Material Number 

Single-Leaf           Decorative    Wood  1 

Single-Leaf           ½-light,   Wood  1 

Single-Leaf           T&G w/ 3 
vision lights  

Wood  1 

Overhead  Paneled  Mfg.  1 
 

 12. Chimneys __ N/A 
  Stuccoed exterior with short brick chimney stack, north elevation  
 
 

13. Porches        __ N/A 
Type:     _x_ Entry      __Partial-Width    __  Full-Width __ Wrap 
 

14. Other Significant Features N/A 

15. Modifications:    x        __ No known modifications 
   
#1 Date: 1958-1966; rear addition; aerial photographs 
#2 Date: Post-1978; addition bay window and replacement and alteration of openings of two windows; aerial photographs and visual and 
material evidence 
#3 Date: Unclear; probable reconstruction of front porch; visual and material evidence 
 

HCPI Detail Form (FORM 2)                          (Continued from other side) 
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16. Primary Architectural Style              __ Not Applicable 

 
__ Art Deco/Streamline Moderne       __ Gothic Revival            __ Mission Revival            __ Pueblo                         _x_ Spanish-Pueblo Revival    
__ Bungalow/Craftsman                     __ International                __ Neo-Classical               __ Queen Anne               __ Territorial 

__ Colonial Revival                             __ Italianate                        __ Northern NM               _x_ Ranch                         __ Territorial Revival 
__ Folk Victorian                                 __ Mediterranean              __ Prairie                           __ Spani sh-Colonial      __ Tudor Revival 
 
Notes:                                                                                                                                         _x_ Other: 1980s  

 

17. Documents Available and Their Locations 
 

Historic Preservation Division 
Land Use Department 
City of Santa Fe 
200 Lincoln Avenue 
Santa Fe, NM 87504 
(505) 955-6605  
https://www.santafenm.gov/land-use/historic-preservation 
 

Archaeological Records Management Section 
Laboratory of Anthropology 
708 Camino Lejo 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 
(505) 476-1320 
https://nmhistoricpreservation.org/arms.html 

 

 S I T E:  
 

18. Attached or Associated Properties  

Are associated properties eligible for listing: N/A 

 
19.Site Plan: Current plat not available. Santa Fe County footprint sketch of house.  
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Historic Preservation Division, New Mexico Department of Cultural Affairs 

  
For HPD Office use only:                           Please complete HCPI FORM 1 before completing FORM 2 
 HCPI No.__________             District No.________                                            ___NRHP  ___SRCP      Criteria __A __B __C __D 

1. Name of property:  
 
Juan and Simona/ 
Stella and José Salazar/ 
Christina Ertner House  
 

2. Location:  
 

539 Garcia Street  

Downtown and Eastside Historic District 
– Santa Fe   

3. Local Reference Number: 
   Santa Fe ID: N/A 

4. County: Santa Fe 
 

5. Date of Survey: May 7, 2025  
 

 

5 
 

Architectural Description Continued 
 
Setting  
 
The house sits along the north side of a gravel driveway behind several older homes on 
Garcia Street. The driveway starts at the street as an entry private compound marked by 
ten identical black mailboxes and a sign warning “Dead End” (Photo 2). The house sits in 
the center of its lot, behind a low coyote fence with chamisas (Photo 3). The landscape 
is gravel and railroad ties with overgrown shrubs and trees. The garage occupies an area 
at the end of the driveway near the northwest property line. 
 
South (Front) 
 
The south façade represents one of the original elevations of the presumed 1940s 
structure (Photo 4). It has a simple arrangement of a plain stucco façade, penetrated by 
an entry door and an opening holding two windows. 
 
A shallow portal protects the entry, which is fitted with a decorative wood door (Photos 
5 & 6). While the structure appears in a 1958 aerial photograph, its components, 
including milled plates and precut corbels, suggest a reconstruction. Its floor is scored 
concrete made to look like flagstone.  
 
To the east of the entrance, there is an opening fitted with paired wood sash windows, 
which have a 3/1 configuration and may date back to the original construction (Photos 7 
& 8). The windows are covered by a brown-painted screen, and the sill is protected by 
galvanized metal flashing. 
 
West  
 
Looking over the driveway, the west elevation also shows alteration, but more 
dramatically (Photo 9). The change begins at the south end (the original building), with a 
post-1978 projecting bay window (Photo 10). The three-sided structure pushes out 4’ 
from the wall and holds three vertical aluminum windows. The structure and its 
windows are not characteristic of the Pueblo Revival mode of the older portion of the 
house. 
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The original portion continues north of the bay window across a projection that 
historically served to articulate the building’s massing. Centered on this wall is a window 
opening fitted with non-original casement windows (Photo 11). Its raised surround 
indicates alteration of an earlier opening. The absence of a sill reinforces the evidence of 
change. 
 
The addition, which houses the primary bedroom, is set back from the original volume 
through a series of offsets that differentiate it from the earlier construction (Photo 12). 
Built between 1958 and 1966, it is lower in height and characterized by a low-pitched 
roof with a plywood overhang and applied fascia — features indicative of midcentury 
ranch-style design. It sits over a crawl space.  
 
While it shares the stucco finish of the original structure, it makes no attempt to 
replicate the Pueblo Revival style, instead presenting a distinctly ranch house aesthetic 
with its aluminum sliding units and window wall. Entry is through a nine-light wood door 
accessed via two concrete steps (Photo 13).  
 
North  
 
The north side has no fenestration (Photo 14). A boxy stuccoed chimney, breaks through 
the overhang, rising above the roof with a short, brick chimney stack.  
 
East  
 
The east side of the building faces what was historically the original owner’s brother’s 
home. It begins at the south end with the earlier volume, penetrated with two openings 
with older 1/1 wood sash windows (Photo 15). The older window package has a slanted 
apron that rests on a precast concrete sill (Photos 16 & 17). The headers have been 
replaced with concrete blocks, and the wood members are in poor condition. The last 
window of the original volume has been replaced with a vertical aluminum casement 
(Photo 19). The 1960s addition takes up the rest of the elevation (Photos 18 & 20. 
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Interior  
 
The interior comprises three bedrooms, including the primary suite located in the rear 
addition. Overall, the interior reflects 1980s-era updates, including textured plaster 
ceilings and the absence of traditional features such as exposed vigas. 
 
Garage  
 
Made of adobe and sharing similar windows, the garage may date to the construction of 
the original portion of the house. 
 
The front façade includes a pedestrian door that provides access to a small workshop 
area, while the vehicle bay is fitted with a modern retractable overhead door (Photo 
21).  
 
Windows are present on both side elevations. The east elevation contains a pair of 3/1 
wood sash windows (Photo 22), framed by a board header shaped to resemble a lintel 
and set above a cast-in-place concrete sill. A similar arrangement of 1/1 sash windows is 
found on the west elevation (Photo 23). 
 
The north elevation is unfenestrated and has an overhanging eave fitted with a gutter 
(Photo 24).  
 
The interior includes a concrete floor, hard-plastered walls, and exposed ceiling beams. 
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Historical Overview 

 
Dangling from a porch corbel, a chain holds three welded letters: “J.B.G.” It’s more than 
decoration; it’s a subtle but critical clue in a tangled story of missing wills, unrecorded 
land deals, and four houses that all shared the same address. 
 
A Road Named Garcia  
 
The house, along with the subdivision it belongs to, emerged only after a lengthy 
probate process following the death of José Dolores Garcia, a prosperous sheep 
rancher. The Garcia family — colonial-era settlers for whom the street is named — once 
owned this property and much of the surrounding land. Their strong presence in the 
area earned it the nickname “El barrio de los Garcias.” A 19th-century map suggests that 
José Dolores acquired the land later disputed in his estate through his marriage to 
Josefita Sena. 
 
José Dolores Garcia’s Land  
 
According to the 1912 King’s map (Fig. 1), Lot 39, which includes the subject house, 
belonged to José Dolores Garcia. His home, a territorial-era adobe with a hipped roof, 
was located at the northwest corner of the property, now addressed as 533 East Garcia 
Street. His younger brother, Hilario, owned Lot 40, a larger parcel to the south. Hilario’s 
house, designed in an L-shaped plan with a flat roof, later became the Garcia Street Club 
School. Both homes faced Garcia Street, while the remainder of the property was used 
for agriculture.  
 
José Dolores Garcia was born on January 1, 1861, at the brink of the Civil War when 
several Southern states began their secession from the Union (Fig. 2). He died in Santa 
Fe on May 8, 1928. His estate, including the house and property on Garcia Street, was 
divided between his widow and twelve children. The estate went into probate court in 
June of 1928 as Case No. 941, and took nearly two years to process.1 An aerial 
photograph from 1935 shows the land behind the family home undeveloped in the 
1930s (Fig. 3). 

 
1 “Case No. 941, Hearing on Final Account of Report of Administratrix [legal notice],” Santa Fe New 
Mexican, April 16, 1930, 5.  
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Fifteen years after probate was concluded, the remaining land north, east, and south of 
the family home was divided through a quitclaim deed executed on May 15, 1945.2 By 
then, one of the heirs had died, and several of the children had sold their shares to 
siblings without accompanying deeds.3 The quitclaim followed a survey conducted a 
month earlier, which laid out a subdivision where several of José and Josefita’s children 
would go on to build homes. 
 
The houses first appeared in the Santa Fe city directory in the late 1940s, all curiously 
listed under the same address: 537 ½ Garcia Street. This shared designation complicates 
research into the specific house in question. The directory recorded three distinct 
households at this “½” address.4 Two of them belonged to Juan and Fidel Garcia, sons of 
José and Josefita.5 Josefita remained at the original family home at 533 Garcia Street, 
which also became part of the subdivision. 
 
What is believed to be Juan’s house — the subject property — appears to correspond to 
a structure visible in a 1948 aerial photograph (Fig. 5). However, anomalies in the blurry 
image do not correspond with the current house. 
 
Juan and Simona Garcia  
 
Born on October 29, 1909, Juan was the third youngest of José and Josefita’s twelve 
children. He attended local schools and, like his older brothers, probably worked 
alongside his father on the family farm.  
 
On November 24, 1937, he married Simona Baros in a high nuptial Mass at Our Lady of 
Guadalupe Church.6 Simona had been born in Moriarty on September 9, 1909, where 

 
2 Quitclaim Deed, Guadalupita Garcia et al. to Jose Onecimo Garcia, recorded August 8, 1945, Book 
28/Page 348, Instrument # 77352, Santa Fe County, New Mexico 
3 This is noted in above deed and verified by the recorded deeds before 1945.  
4 Hudspeth Directory Company, Hudspeth Directory Company, Santa Fe City Directory, 1947 (El Paso: 
Hudspeth Directory Company, 1947), 339. The address first appears in the 1947 directory. It did not 
appear in the 1945 directory; the 1946 directory is not available.  
5 Later real estate records suggest that the Garcia children each held title to multiple lots in the 
subdivision. 
6 “Baros-Garcia Nuptials Today,” Santa Fe New Mexican, November 24, 1937, 2. 
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her father, Eugenio, worked as a shoemaker.7 The Baros family relocated to Santa Fe in 
the 1920s, and Simona found employment at the Santa Fe Electric Laundry. This was the 
city’s main commercial laundry, and it employed dozens of young workers to operate its 
washers, dryers, and presses.  
 
The couple initially lived in the family home at 533 Garcia Street, where Juan worked for 
one of the well-known White Sisters, Amelia, at their El Delirio estate down the street.8 
But Juan and Simona’s early life together was soon disrupted by the war overseas. On 
November 11, 1942, Juan enlisted in the Army and completed basic training at Fort Bliss, 
where he attended the Dehydrated Foods School.9 He was assigned to the advanced 
flying school at Eagle Pass Army Air Field in Eagle Pass, Texas. There, he worked as a 
cook and wrote a column for the base newspaper (Fig.4). He was later transferred to 
Stewart Army Air Field in Newburgh, New York.  
 
Although Juan did not serve overseas, he played a vital support role as an Army cook. As 
a Corporal, he likely oversaw kitchen operations and managed food preparation for 
hundreds of service members. He was honorably discharged on September 30, 1945. 
Reflecting on his experience, Juan told the New Mexican, “Army life has done wonders 
for me.”10 
 
After returning to civilian life, Juan took a job as a delivery driver for the Broome 
Furniture Company on West Palace Avenue — a position also held by his older brother, 
Fidel.11  Court records from a later lawsuit indicate that the company’s owners held 
several lots in the subdivision. 
 
Following the establishment of the subdivision, Juan and Fidel, along with their families, 
moved out of the original home on Garcia Street and constructed new residences 

 
7 U.S. Census Bureau, Year: 1910; Census Place: Moriarty, Torrance, New Mexico; Roll: T624_919; 
Page: 2a; Enumeration District: 0275; FHL microfilm: 1374932. 
8 National Archives at St. Louis; St. Louis, Missouri; WWII Draft Registration Cards For New Mexico, 
10/16/1940-03/31/1947; Record Group: Records of the Selective Service System, 147; Box: 43. 
9 New Mexico Commission of Public Records, State Records Center and Archives; Santa Fe, New Mexico; 
Subsubseries: Military Discharges; Box Number: 16585; Box Title: Military Discharges Garcia-Gaskin. 
10 “Back to Camp,” Santa Fe New Mexican, April 5, 1943, 6. 
11 Hudspeth Directory Company, Hudspeth Directory Company, Santa Fe City Directory, 1949 (El Paso: 
Hudspeth Directory Company, 1949), 112. 
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behind the family house. Determining who lived in which dwelling is difficult, as the 
households shared the same address. City directories indicate that by the early 1950s, 
four separate residences were listed as 537 ½ Garcia Street.  
 
Stella and José Salazar 
 
In 1946, Fidel and his wife Flora’s eldest child, Estella, married José Soilo Salazar, a 
carpenter from Nambé.12 Estella — commonly known as Stella — would eventually 
come to possess the subject house, though the means by which she acquired it remain 
unclear, as no deed has been located.  
 
The 1950 census shows the two families (Fidel and Flora Garcia, and Stella and José 
Salazar) living side by side in houses sharing the 537 ½ address. This arrangement of 
households persisted through the 1950s, with an additional fifth house listed under the 
537 ½ address.13  
 
An aerial photograph from that year shows these homes occupying Lots 2, 3, 5, and 6 of 
the subdivision. (Fig. 6). This aerial is the first to provide a detailed view of the subject 
house. It stood on the ground as a roughly 29’ x 33’ square (Fig. 6). A lower roof 
structure, representing the portal, capped its southwest corner. The west façade had a 
slight offset at its northwest corner. The property included a garage. An aerial 
photograph from 1966 reveals that the rear addition to the house was constructed by 
that time (Fig. 7). 
 
The Christina Ertner Home  
 
In 1969, the family had the subdivision re-platted (Fig. 8). Before then, the lots had been 
distributed informally, sometimes without deeds. The re-platting gave an official 
structure to the subdivision.14 The new plat shows the area populated with the same 
homes captured in the 1958 aerial. Lots 4, 7, and 8 had not been developed. Two years 
later, following the official recording of the re-plat, the lot owners — now including 

 
12 “Stella J. Garcia Betrothed to Joe S. Salazar,” Santa Fe New Mexican, May 6, 1946, 3.  
13 Hudspeth Directory Company, Hudspeth Directory Company, Santa Fe City Directory, 1958 (El Paso: 
Hudspeth Directory Company, 1958), 549. Juan B. Garcia is indicated to be a tenant and not an owner.  
14 Plat, “Replat of the Subdivision of Land, Formerly the estate of Jose Garcia,” recorded May 9, 1971, 
Book 22/Page 32, Instrument # 332930, Santa Fe County, New Mexico.  
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members of the Broome family — sued to quiet the title of the subdivision.15 Following 
the lawsuit, deeds show the family and other owners exchanging and selling lots within 
the subdivision.  
 
In 1975, Stella Salazar, now a widow, sold Lot 2 with the subject house to Robert and 
Christina Ertner. The Ertners were teachers.16 Christina was Stella’s daughter and taught 
art at Alameda Junior High. Originally from Illinois, Robert arrived in Santa Fe in the 
1960s, where he graduated from the College of Santa Fe in 1967 and instructed at Santa 
Fe High.  
 
An aerial image taken in 1978, during their early ownership of the property, reveals that 
the house had maintained the footprint captured in 1966 flyover (Fig. 9). 
 
Christina and Robert divorced in 1984, at which point the property was transferred to 
Christina through a quitclaim deed.17 During her ownership, it underwent several 
alterations, including the addition of a bay window structure on the west side which 
changed its original character. There were also various modifications made to the west 
façade. In 2025, the property was transferred to a new owner. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
15 Notice of Lis Pendens [County of Santa Fe Case # 43383], George R. Broome, et al. vs. City of Santa Fe, 
recorded July 6, 1971, Book 282/Page 384, Instrument # 334244, Santa Fe County, New Mexico.  
16 Warranty Deed, Stella G. Salazar to Robert L. Chistina S. Ertmer, recorded November 25, 1975, Book 
328/Page 562, Instrument # 382031, Santa Fe County, New Mexico.  
17 Quitclaim Deed, Robert L. Ertner to Christina S. Ertner, recorded June 15, 1984, Book 492/Page 845, 
Instrument # 543964, Santa Fe County, New Mexico. 
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Evaluation of Historical Status 
 
Although the house’s composite footprint predates 1966, post-1978 alterations to the 
west façade — its most prominent elevation — have significantly diminished the 
building’s historical integrity and altered the defining characteristics of its original 
Pueblo Revival design. The bay window introduces a sharp geometric projection that 
disrupts the compositional rhythm of the façade, while its angular form and inset 
aluminum framing conflict with the traditional softness and subtle shadowing typical of 
the style. In contrast, the 1960s ranch-style rear addition is less visually and 
architecturally disruptive. Given these considerations, the recommendation is to retain 
its designation as Non-contributing. 
 
While the garage is of age and retains more integrity than the house, it seems 
inconsistent to consider it for historic status when the primary structure no longer 
reflects its original character. 
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Illustrations 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1: N. L. King, “Map of the City of Santa Fe,” 1912. 
Red building footprints present approximate location of current structures. They did 
not exist at the time of the map. 
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Figure 2: Undated portrait of José Dolores Garcia. 
Courtesy of the Rembe family.  
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Figure 3: 1935 Soil Conservation Service aerial photograph, Image # 1009. 
Arrow indicates no buildings were located on the lot.  
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Figure 4: Juan B. Garcia, 1943. 
Courtesy of the Santa Fe New Mexican. 
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Figure 5: October 25, 1948, aerial photograph overlaid with 2025 satellite image. The 
overlay appears to establish the core of the house was in existence signified by the red 
footprint.  
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Figure 6: November 10, 1958, aerial photograph. Designation of lots, as per the José 
Dolores Garcia Estate Subdivision. Lot 2 contains the subject and garage. The house 
had yet to receive its back addition.  
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Figure 7: June 6, 1966, aerial photograph.  
Arrow indicates presence of rear addition.  
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Figure 8: Portion of 1969 replat of the José Dolores Garcia Estate Subdivision showing 
the subject property. Courtesy of J. Robert Martinez, surveyor. 
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Figure 9: September 11, 1978, aerial photograph. 
Arrow indicates absence of bay window structure.  
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Survey Photographs 
(All images taken by Giulia Caporuscio, May 7, 2025, unless otherwise noted) 
 
 

 
Photo 2: Entry drive off Garcia Street. Camera facing east. Aviva Baumann, April 23, 
2025.  
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Photo 3: Setting of property. Camera facing north. Aviva Baumann, April 23, 2025.  
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Photo 4: South (front) elevation. Camera facing north. Aviva Baumann, April 23, 2025.  
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Photo 5: South elevation. Portal. Camera facing north. Aviva Baumann, April 23, 2025.  
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Photo 6: South elevation. Entry door. Camera facing north. 
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Photo 7: South elevation. Window at bedroom. Camera facing north. 
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Photo 8: South elevation. Window at bedroom detail. Camera facing north. 
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Photo 9: West elevation oblique. Camera facing northeast. 
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Photo 10: Bay projection. Camera facing east. 
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Photo 11: West elevation. Altered window at kitchen. Camera facing east.  
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Photo 12: West elevation. Addition. Camera facing southeast.  
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Photo 13: West elevation. Addition. Detail of entry door.  
Camera facing east.  
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Photo 14: North elevation. Camera facing south. 
 

Page 447 of 457



Historic Cultural Properties Inventory (HCPI) Detail Form (FORM 2) 
Historic Preservation Division, New Mexico Department of Cultural Affairs 

  
For HPD Office use only:                           Please complete HCPI FORM 1 before completing FORM 2 
 HCPI No.__________             District No.________                                            ___NRHP  ___SRCP      Criteria __A __B __C __D 

1. Name of property:  
 
Juan and Simona/ 
Stella and José Salazar/ 
Christina Ertner House  
 

2. Location:  
 

539 Garcia Street  

Downtown and Eastside Historic District 
– Santa Fe   

3. Local Reference Number: 
   Santa Fe ID: N/A 

4. County: Santa Fe 
 

5. Date of Survey: May 7, 2025  
 

 

36 
 

 
Photo 15: East elevation oblique from south end. Camera facing northwest.  
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Photo 16: East elevation. Window at bedroom. Camera facing up. 
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Photo 17: East elevation. Window at bathroom. Camera facing west. 
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Photo 18: East elevation oblique from midpoint. Camera facing northwest.  
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Photo 19: East elevation. Altered window at bedroom.  
Camera facing southwest.  
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Photo 20: East elevation oblique from north end. Addition in foreground. Camera 
facing southwest.  
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Photo 21: Garage. South elevation. Camera facing north.  
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Photo 22: Garage. East elevation. Camera facing west.  
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Photo 23: Garage. West elevation. Windows from the interior. Aviva Baumann, April 
23, 2025.  
 
 
 
 
 

Page 456 of 457



Historic Cultural Properties Inventory (HCPI) Detail Form (FORM 2) 
Historic Preservation Division, New Mexico Department of Cultural Affairs 

  
For HPD Office use only:                           Please complete HCPI FORM 1 before completing FORM 2 
 HCPI No.__________             District No.________                                            ___NRHP  ___SRCP      Criteria __A __B __C __D 

1. Name of property:  
 
Juan and Simona/ 
Stella and José Salazar/ 
Christina Ertner House  
 

2. Location:  
 

539 Garcia Street  

Downtown and Eastside Historic District 
– Santa Fe   

3. Local Reference Number: 
   Santa Fe ID: N/A 

4. County: Santa Fe 
 

5. Date of Survey: May 7, 2025  
 

 

45 
 

 
Photo 24: Garage. North elevation. Camera facing west.  
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