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Agenda Amended Agenda of the 
Regular Meeting of the Historic 

Districts Review Board 
July 22, 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/88515984485 
 
By Phone: 301 715 8592  
 
Webinar ID: 885 1598 4485 
 
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. June 24, 2025 

5. Approval of Findings/Conclusions 

 a. 2025-009719-HDRB, 878 E. Palace Ave (February 11, 2025) 

 b. 2025-009690-HDRB, 1525 Canyon Rd. (February 11, 2025) 

 c. 2025-009698-HDRB, 1 Camino Pequino unit A (February 11, 2025) 

 d. 2025-009773-HDRB, 127 Duran St. (February 11, 2025) 

 e. 2024-009202-HDRB, 925 Acequia Madre (February 11, 2025) 

6. Matters from the Public 

7. Staff Communications 

 a. SANTA FE GENERAL PLAN UPDATE: “SANTA FE FORWARD”/ “SANTA FE 
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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) 

8. Old Business 

 a. 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, paduran@santafenm.gov) 

 b. 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 
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. (Paul Duran) 

9. New Business 

 a. 2025-010664-HDRB, 619 W Alameda St., Westside-Guadalupe Historic District, 
noncontributing, Dura Build Construction, agent for Max Scott, owner, requests a historic 
status review with primary facade(s) designation, if applicable, for a residential structure. 
(Lani McCulley, ljmcculley@santafenm.gov) 

 b. 2025-010763-HDRB, 515 Paseo de Peralta, Downtown & Eastside Historic District, 
significant, Rebecca Wood, agent for Georges & Tina Feghali, owners, requests a historic 
status review with primary facade(s) designation, if applicable, for a residential structure, 
yardwalls, and outbuildings. (Amanda Romero, alromero@santafenm.gov) (POSTPONED 
to August 12, 2025) 

 c. 2025-010764-HDRB, 438 Apodaca Hill, Downtown & Eastside Historic District, non-
contributing. Jeffrey Seres, agent for Chuck Williams and Lee Lewin, owners, requests to 
construct a 260 sq. ft. free standing carport to a height of 11’-6” where the maximum 
allowable is 13’-9”. (Amanda Romero) (POSTPONED to August 12, 2025) 

 d. 2025-010493-HDRB,626 Canyon Rd, Downtown & Eastside Historic District, contributing, 
Richard Martinez, agent for Santa Elena Properties LLC, owner, requests to construct a 
290 sq. ft. addition to a height of 12’-0” where the maximum allowable is 14’-9” reconfigure 
the existing pergola to 175.5 sq. ft. to height of 9’-9”. (Amanda Romero) (POSTPONED to 
August 12, 2025) 

 e. 2025-010698-HDRB, 222 Polaco St., Westside-Guadalupe Historic District, Gayla 
Bechtol, agent for Lee Kirch, owner, requests to install a coyote fence to a height of 6’-0 
where the maximum allowable is 4’-7”. Exception is requested to 14-5.2(D)(9)(a)(ii)(B) 
(Amanda L. Romero) 
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10. Discussion Items 

11. Matters from the Board 

12. Next Meeting:  

 a. August 12, 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 
June 24, 2025, at 5:30 PM 

Council Chambers, City Hall 
200 Lincoln Avenue 

 

Meeting Minutes 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=T3ayHp9933M 

  
Call to Order 
Acting Chair Bienvenu called the regular meeting of the Historic Districts Review Board 
to order at approximately 5:30 pm in the City Council Chambers, City Hall, Santa Fe, 
New Mexico. 
 
2. Roll Call  
Roll Call indicated the presence of a quorum as follows: 
 
Members Present 
Mr. John Bienvenu, Vice Chair 
Ms. Jennifer Biedscheid 
Ms. Amanda Mather 
Ms. Mary Ellen Degnan 
Mr. Scott Cherry 
 
Members Absent 
Ms. Cecilia Rios, Chair (Excused) 
Ms. Madelein Aguilar Medrano (Excused) 
 
Others Present 
Ms. Heather Lamboy, Planning and Land Use Director 
Ms. Maggie Moore, Planning and Land Use Assistant Director 
Mr. Frank Ruybalid, Assistant City Attorney 
Ms. Amanda Romero, Senior Planner  
Mr. Paul Duran, 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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3. Approval of Agenda  
Mr. Moquino stated that the new business item C, he will be doing the presentation in 
Lani McCulley’s absence, and discussion item 10 is withdrawn until further notice. 
  
Member Degnan moved to approve the agenda as amended. Member Biedscheid 
seconded. The motion passed unanimously by roll call vote (4-0). 
 
4. Approval of Minutes  
No changes were made to the minutes of May 27, 2025. 
 
Member Biedscheid moved to approve the minutes. Member Mather seconded.  
The motion passed unanimously by voice vote (4-0). 
 
5. Approval of Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law  
No Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law were presented with this agenda. 
 
6. Matters from the Public  
There were no matters from the public at this time. 
 
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 on the design for banners honoring 
the original pre-1937 path of the Route 66 highway. 
 

Director Lamboy presented the communication regarding the banners for the Route 66 
highway celebration. I'm here on behalf of the tourism department to present to you a 
celebration for the 100th anniversary of the pre-1937 route of Route 66. The city has 
obtained funding from the tourism department of the state, as well as through our tourism 
lodging tax revenues, to provide for the posting of banners for the celebration. The route 
would be generally up Old Pecos Trail, down Old Santa Fe Trail, around the plaza, back 
out Galisteo, due west on San Francisco out Galisteo, which becomes Cerillos Road to 
Interstate 25. That was the historic route of Route 66, and to be consistent with the code 
requirement that all banners be reviewed and approved by this board in the historic 
districts, this would be going to the governing body for final approval, but it is incumbent 
upon this board to act on all things in the historic districts. There were was a lot of 
discussion with the city attorney's office since there is a component of the code that 
requires a font as recognized by the city and what was interpreted, since the code isn't 
very clean in that particular case, what was interpreted is that it would have the City of 
Santa Fe logo as the font that would be used as accepted by the land use director, which 
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was never really clarified when that section of the code was written. In collaboration with 
the city attorney's office, you'll see two versions, one version is with the city of Santa Fe 
full seal on the lower right, and the other one has just the central portion of the seal. As 
well you'll see measurements on that first drawing that has the entire seal to give you an 
idea of how big these banners will be and the duration on which they'll be up is for several 
months for the 100th anniversary of the route 66 highway which was an important part of 
our heritage and something that the city wants to recognize. I am open to comments from 
the board about any concerns, comments, and what kind of recommendations you might 
have. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu asked for clarity on what the Board is being asked to do, the 
background of this design, who designed it, and who's already more or less pre-approved 
of it? 
 
Director Lamboy stated it is not pre-approved. The way the banner's language goes in 
the ordinance is that they're permitted throughout the city with Governing Body approval. 
The board may recall, there used to be a provision in the code before 2014 that no 
banners were permitted in the historic districts. Gary and his predecessor Phil Santos 
used to spend a lot of time citing people for banners. Then it was determined that the city, 
in its projects, could utilize banners to advertise events that the city is part of. This is a 
state and local event, but the city is involved. The Governing Body likes to hear about 
whether these banners would be acceptable in the historic district. Therefore, the Board 
will be providing a recommendation to the Governing Body.  
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu asked who has gotten it to the place that it is in right now, so that 
it is being presented to the board.  
 
Director Lamboy stated it was designed in collaboration with a graphic designer and the 
tourism division of the city of Santa Fe.  
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu pointed out that there seemed to be different documents. 
 
Director Lamboy explained that there are two types, and she was sharing both 
possibilities. One is with the seal, and one is with the shorter part of the seal. She 
explained she received this most recent draft today, but she wanted to bring it to the board 
as soon as possible to get their feedback. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu asked if the tourism division designed it, did they go through 
multiple possibilities, and settle on this as being their best version of what they think would 
be the very best banner? The Board doesn't want to do graphic design, they want to 
decide if it fits the historic traditional styles, according to what the ordinance lays out.   
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Director Lamboy stated that the sign code does state that there can be no more than two 
font styles and no more than three colors, with one of the colors being similar to the 
background of a building, if it's on a building like with the La Fonda celebration that 
happened several years back. But these will be on streetlights similar to the veterans’ 
banners that are throughout town. There was also a request at the board several years 
ago requesting input on the design for those veterans’ banners located in the historic 
districts.  
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated that the board did not particularly care for the design, but 
because it was the last minute the board did not want to stand in the way of them being 
put up, so the decision was to allow them but not for future purposes. The board wanted 
to see a better design if they were going to come back to the downtown area. 
 
Director Lamboy assured the board that this was not the last minute, so they had time to 
have input on these banners. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu asked about the spacing between the banners. 
 
Director Lamboy shared the map of the locations and explained that the spacing was 
dependent on the road and the distance between the light poles. Like on Old Pecos Trail 
the light standards are further apart but the plaza everything is much closer, the spacing 
in the historic district will be approximately every 200 feet whereas on Old Pecos Trail the 
distance would be larger than that and same with Cerrillos Road. The spacing varies 
depending on the road. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated they do seem pretty close together, at least in the downtown 
area, there are eight around the plaza, and then another seven or so down San Francisco 
Street before it turns to Galisteo. 
 
Director Lamboy stated she made the same comment about the number in the historic 
districts, so the division is working on that, but they wanted to present this version for 
comments from the board. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu asked how long the banners would be displayed. 
 
Director Lamboy stated that four to five months, throughout the summer and early fall. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated to the board members for clarification that what is being 
asked is a recommendation from the board tonight by a vote. 
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Director Lamboy stated that if that is the pleasure of the board tonight, but if it is the 
pleasure of the board to postpone to a subsequent meeting to think about it, there is time 
to do that. 
 
Member Biedscheid asked if the design meets the three-color rule, as there are two 
yellows in the background of the Route 66, and then the yellow border seems to be a 
different color, equaling four different colors.  
 
Director Lamboy stated that it is a very good point, but the design team looked at it as just 
hues of yellow, as counting as one color. 
 
Member Biedscheid stated she was fine with it but wanted to make sure it complied. 
 
Member Degnan was glad this was being done since this is wonderful, but there seems 
to be a lot of them, so I'm going to trust the wisdom of the staff to determine, with future 
approvals, the number. It seems to be a lot. 
 
Director Lamboy stated she would communicate that and bring a revised number or 
comments back to the board.  
 
Member Mather commented that she preferred the full logo design better because it feels 
more cognizant as far as where the logo of the city is, and running along the same color 
font and not being outside of the box. 
 
Member Cherry asked what the banners would be made of. 
 
Director Lamboy stated she did not have that information handy, but she believed it to be 
a typical banner material, like vinyl, nothing extraordinary. 
 
Member Mather asked if both designs would be the same size; it's just a graphic issue. 
 
Director Lamboy confirmed that the size is the same; the only question was the design 
preference.  
 
Member Cherry stated his curiosity in the materials was that he was not fond of the idea 
of printing a bunch of plastic banners that eventually make their way to the ocean. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu asked what type of supports would be used and how they would 
be set up. 
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Director Lamboy stated they would be like the veterans’ banners in that they'll have 
attachments that come out from the pole, and then brackets will be at the top and bottom 
of the banner to enclose and hold it.  
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu clarified that every mark on the map corresponded to an actual 
light pole.  
 
Director Lamboy confirmed he was correct.  
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu asked if the approved banners for La Fonda's Centennial 
Celebration were vinyl. 
 
Director Lamboy said they were. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated that the banners would not be up very long, so he didn’t 
think it would have a long-term impact on the historic district. He did not think it was an 
incredibly wonderful design; it doesn't speak to anything. It doesn't speak to the historical 
associations. It doesn't speak to the current. It neither speaks to 100 years ago nor to 
today. It's an odd set of fonts and geometric devices, and it's a little bit hard to understand 
what it's acknowledging. Such as the way Route 66 is vertical, and Centennial is across. 
It is difficult to put those together, as this is the centennial of Route 66. He was not sure 
that they're getting the point across, but maybe it will be different when they're just one 
after another, all in a line following a certain route.  
 
Director Lamboy said she would pass along the comments. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu said he just didn’t love it. He could not see how it was going to add 
anything to the downtown or to the city or to this celebration, but he also didn’t think it was 
particularly worth fighting over. 
 
Member Mather asked if the graphic spoke to anything from the original signage from 
Route 66, or was it sort of tomorrow's version of yesterday. 
 
Director Lamboy stated she felt it was the latter; it was a version of yesterday. She was 
considering brown Route 66 highway signs that are a big part of that heritage, sort of like 
the neon culture that is associated with the Grand Old Highway, but it doesn't have a 
historic district color reference, so that was one of the factors that was considered, but it 
was sort of cool that there was a neon reference. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated that there are some really obvious iconic references for 
Route 66, typically, and there is none of them are being referenced in this design. He 
asked if anyone wanted to have a recommendation made to the governing body.  
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Assistant Director Moore gave a point of clarification that the sign code section 14-8.10 
says that the section does not apply to banners; therefore, the three-color rule that is 
generally applied to signs doesn't apply to this one.  
 
Director Lamboy stated that her directions to the tourism group are that it is important to 
be consistent with other signage, and the three colors were a good metric. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated that if the banners were to be along Cerrillos Road the 
design would be different, the issue is that this is going through the historic downtown 
which is not normally associated with Route 66 and has its design standards so the 
quandary is that what would normally be done for a Route 66 celebration and what would 
be appropriate in the historic district. 
 
Director Lamboy stated the other option would be for her to speak with the tourism group 
with the board’s feedback and bring any changes later if the board would like.  
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated it would be better to give the tourism group the board’s 
feedback and have them present a final best design for approval. 
 
Director Lamboy agreed that she would do that and offered to have Randy Randall or one 
of the other group members come to the hearing to answer questions that she could not 
address tonight. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu said that it is appreciated to go through a preliminary process like 
this rather than a last-minute submittal. 
 
Director Lamboy offered to have a report for the board at the next hearing. 
 
Public Comment 
 
Elizabeth West stated it was unclear what the banner is for, and she found it confusing. 
She felt the board made some good comments and appreciated Director Lamboy being 
willing to bring this in early for feedback. She did not like the idea of vinyl or plastic signs, 
and she felt the “wings” on either side were confusing and unnecessary. She would like 
to see other options.  
 
Stephanie Benonato appreciated the discussion, though she could not see the packet, so 
she was unclear what the design options were. She shared her understanding of the old 
route and stated that putting this signage up is at least in keeping with the history; 
however, she finds this kind of signage to be distracting, and sometimes, like with La 
Fonda kept up longer than the allotted time. She also compared it to the sign on 
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Guadalupe Street, where there's still a sign up that doesn't do much in terms of attracting 
your attention for the reason it is up; it's just visually distracting. 

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

 
8. Old Business  

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

 
Acting Chair Bienvenu summarized that this was heard at the last meeting and was 
continued for further review of the window and door assessment report that was provided 
at the meeting, and to conduct another site visit. Nothing has changed in the application. 
 
Mr. Duran confirmed that it is correct and the recommendations by staff are the same, 
and followed up with the site visit that took place on Monday. Staff recommended approval 
of the proposed project and found that the application complies with Section 14-5.2(D) 
General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and 14-5.2(E) Downtown and Eastside 
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Design Standards and the exception criteria were met for all exception requests except 
for the request for an exception to 14-5.2(D)(2)(c) for the addition and increase in height 
to the primary south elevation facade.  Staff also recommended that the applicant find 
other design options for that addition, including lowering the parapet to be subservient to 
the adjacent historic parapet. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated that the board heard this two weeks ago; therefore it is 
suggested that we have the board proceed to begin considering the application. We've 
heard from both staff and the applicant already; we can hear from both staff and the 
applicant again in response to any specific questions that the board has. He confirmed 
this was acceptable to the members of the board. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu added that six essential exterior alterations are being requested, 
three of which require exceptions. He noted they were all found on page 11 of the staff 
report, which is page 14 of the packet. He summarized the application; the first is replace 
all the doors and windows that requires an exception under 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) for the 
removal of historic material, the second is to construct a new steel carport within the 
existing auto court that requires an exception under 4-5.2(E) to permit the use of metal 
for the structure in this district, the third is changing the overall height by 3 feet 3 inches 
of a previously approved parapet on the McKenzie Street facade from 14 feet 1/2 inches 
to 17 feet 3 inches high with a slightly different design and an exception is requested 
under 14-5.2(D)(2)(c). Those are the three that require exceptions. The fourth item is the 
roof-mounted HVAC units, the fifth item is to construct a new pedestrian gate on the 
McKenzie Street façade, and finally, stuccoing the exterior with new stucco to match the 
existing.  
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu recommended that each item be considered individually with a 
separate motion for each, to keep everyone focused on the same aspect of the request. 
While there would then be several motions, it would be nice if they could all be 
incorporated into a single document of findings of fact and conclusions of law, as opposed 
to six separate findings. 
 
Attorney Ruybalid confirmed that this would be an option since this is all one presentation 
on one case. The findings and conclusions would have to be broken out with each 
exception and explanation of the criteria for the exception, but it can all be a single 
document. 
 
Stated that due to the complexity of item one, the board would consider item two first.   
 

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

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

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

3) 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.   

 
Acting Chair Bienvenu shared that the next item for discussion was item three, which 
requires an exception, and staff does not recommend approval. He explained that this 
item is for changing the overall design and height from the existing height of 14 feet 1/2 
inches to 17 feet 3 inches in height, and that the 14 feet 1/2 inches was a previous board-
approved modification, and asked if staff would clarify the reasoning for the 
recommendation of denial. 
 
Mr. Duran confirmed the board did approve the previous modification to the height. Mr. 
Duran shared the image of the previous approval for the north façade. He stated that 
there were no issues with the design when it was previously approved. However, now the 
as-built design before the board for approval is the revised pre-board approval 
construction to complete the façade. The current infrastructure needs the extra 3 feet 3 
inches to provide screening for rooftop appurtenances. Staff had concerns with the 
architectural design, raising what was approved because it changed the character of that 
northern façade; therefore, staff are not recommending approval. However, there is the 
fact that the applicant needed this to provide the necessary screening for their rooftop 
skylights and other appurtenances, and it is as built. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu confirmed that the staff is stating is not the design, but that the 
exception criteria have not been met. 
 
Mr. Duran confirmed. 
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Acting Chair Bienvenu questioned why the parapet was not previously addressed for 
additional height. if it was necessary to raise the parapets to be higher to screen rooftop 
appurtenances why was the issue not discussed several years ago when the parapets 
were previously discussed. 
 
Mr. Duran stated these skylights have not yet been added it is currently open space. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu asked if the skylights were a part of the original plan that was 
approved a few years ago. 
 
Mr. Duran stated that they were approved in 2022. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated he was trying to understand if the as approved in 2022, if 
the skylights were approved as well, and if they would have been approved as being 
publicly visible. 
 
Mr. Duran stated that they would have been hidden behind the parapet. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu asked if they would have been hidden in 2022, why the additional 
height is required now. 
 
Mr. Duran shared that the issue is the structural integrity of the adobe in the building. in 
order to hold the integrity of the building and the adobe and the current structure and the 
current framing of the structure it had to be raised. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated that it is a very strong alteration of the design characteristic 
of that façade.  
 
Mr. Furry gave some background about the portion of the building that is behind the wall. 
In the early 1900s, this was an open alley, and sometime in the 1940s, we're not sure 
what year, it was enclosed by the owner at that time. What the current owners want to do 
is bring the look of an open alley back, and to return the building to what it was, but it can't 
be an exterior space anymore. The solution for that would be to put in glass skylights or 
a glass roof that would disappear as much as possible for anybody using the space inside. 
So, it's as if you were outside again, like the building was originally. The skylights in the 
previous submittal were approved along with this design. However, the wall that was there 
that we were adding has disintegrated due to a lack of maintenance beforehand from 
years past and negligence from a previous construction process. Now that had to be 
rebuilt because it was destroyed with the new skylight structure behind it and with the way 
it would need to drain to avoid draining on the street, the slope has to drain onto the 
adjacent roof so it has to be high enough to get over that roof be able to be flashed that's 
what determines the height of this wall. Again, that is influenced first by the height of the 
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glass roof and then the wall in front of it to hide it, so the design being submitted is the 
same design of the wall, it's just three feet three inches higher. With the previously 
approved design the top of the arch that was submitted was more in line with the facade 
that you see on the left which was on the east side now, by pushing it up we feel that it 
sets this part of the building apart more because between the two sections of the building 
we have two different heights and this now pushes it in between whereas before it was in 
line with the one so it got a little lost in the existing façade. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated it does make it more prominent but that corresponds to is it 
makes the other feature less prominent which is what is considered as the facade and is 
now dominated by the new structure. He asked the applicant what was mean by the wall 
disintegrated, was it the wall on the street? He asked if the applicant could point out what 
disintegrated that if required someone to rebuild that feature.  
 
Mr. Furry pointed at the area on the screen and explained that the adobe construction 
with the open roof for several years had melted the front of the wall. That portion of the 
wall was compromised because it was open to the elements and basically destroyed. So, 
it needed to be rebuilt, which was previously approved. We have gone back in and found 
all the problems with the building since that approval; we re-evaluated how that space 
worked, which required the raising of the parapet and the raising of the skylight behind it, 
they're interconnected. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu asked why that wall couldn't have just been rebuilt exactly the way 
it was approved by the board the last time, or couldn't be rebuilt exactly the way it was 
approved, other than wanting to add the skylights. 
 
Mr. Furry stated the skylights were approved to be there, but once they had worked out 
several of the other problems, they had to remove plaster and stucco, which is when they 
realized what was compromised underneath. Reinforcing the existing structure created a 
difference from the original design. They were infusing between two different styles, so 
this design was trying to take a little bit of both and simplify, but give it a little bit of interest. 
However, the main requirement for it was to be high enough to screen the skylights. They 
like this design but are open to any other modifications as long as they can have the 
height needed. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu, the part we're talking about, is very faint on the original design 
drawing. 
 
Mr. Furry agreed it somehow got lighter. He stated the wall was partially there and they 
were approved to add to it but since it was destroyed, they were now rebuilding the entire 
wall.   
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Member Degnan asked the staff to elaborate a little bit on how this changes the historic 
nature of the north façade.  
 
Mr. Duran showed the façade before the construction. He stated that staff evaluated the 
applicant's response and the previously approved design in 2021. The previous approval 
had a lower parapet, and that lower parapet allowed the fenestrations from the designs 
on that northern facade to complement what is currently there. The new design takes over 
that primary façade, and that conflicts with what historic preservation is trying to do. It 
should be aesthetically pleasing, but it needs to retain the integrity of that north primary 
façade. To create a new facade while trying to replicate, but which overwhelms the 
northern façade, is not consistent with what the board previously approved. The 
decorative feature on the parapet is not sufficiently distinguished from the historic feature 
on the adjacent parapet; that was the concern from staff that it detracts from the primary 
facade and what is currently established. 
 
Member Biedscheid recalled being on the Board during the previous case approval in 
2022. She said the reasoning for that approval was that the design allowed the historic 
roof line to be dominant. It was shorter than the original building to its left. She wondered 
if it's possible to keep that roof line below that level since it's already built. She asked if it 
was considered to differentiate the connection between the two distinct buildings with 
something that differs in design, like even exposing the steel skylight structure, though 
she was unclear how the side view would look.  It would be better to have a modern, 
contemporary connection because it appears on the inside that the objective is to have a 
sort of contemporary take on an outdoor space that used to exist. After all, there is steel 
with a glass roof and a living wall, which are more modern interpretations of outdoor 
feeling spaces, and it might be possible to acknowledge that on the outside without trying 
to hide it. She asked if that was ever part of the design process. 
 
Mr. Furry stated that there was discussion, but the primary focus was to hide the skylight 
because it was understood that it was a requirement. He said the applicant is open to 
simplifying the facade by changing it slightly if needed.  The curve was just a simplified 
way to speak to the facade next to it, but not to be the same.  
 
Member Cherry asked if the archway that was drawn in was recessed or if it went all the 
way through.  
 
Mr. Furry stated it is a recess that simulates the existing recess on the facade to the left. 
 
Public Comment regarding Item 3: 
(inaudible) Oster, 1102 Piedras Rojas, was sworn in. Ms. Oster clarified that they were 
happy to make accommodations for whatever the board recommends. If the steel 
structure is acceptable and the board saw on the site visit how it was shored up, it's not 
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just the front facade that was compromised; it is the whole perpendicular wall. One side 
of the passage is completely compromised, and the skylights had to be raised because a 
concrete bond beam had to be put in the top to be able to hold the structure's integrity. 
That was the origin of the whole design, and if it is the Board's will that it be taken down 
and the frame is shown, the team is willing to make those modifications as well as any 
other modifications that the Board requires. It really was that it was an attempt to hide it, 
as was thought to be required. We can hide it another way if the Board pleases. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu confirmed there is a requirement to hide the solar panels; an 
exception would be necessary if they were publicly visible. So, you were correct about 
that. There are two conflicting requirements to get the skylights; one is that they can't be 
publicly visible, and the other is that the Board has already approved the height of that 
parapet. 
 
Elizabeth West, 318 Sena Street, Santa Fe, was sworn in. Ms. West acknowledged the 
complexity of the case and the conflicting requirements for the code. She felt the design 
was interesting and admitted the conflicting code requirements with a traditional way of 
coping with the conundrum. She liked the slight undulation that's hinted at, and it’s a nice 
little addition that's quite attractive. 
 
Ramon Sarason, 2794 Calle De Valdes, Santa Fe, was sworn in. Mr. Sarason stated it is 
a very interesting conundrum and an opportunity to explore some other design options. 
He did not like the approved plan, and this just elongates the transition between these 
two important parts of such a phenomenal historical edifice is worthy of some exploration 
that might be able to make good use of a transitional design that doesn't meet the exact 
standards that are applicable here, since they're contradictory. He challenged the 
architect and the owner to see if they could come to a solution that would be an 
enhancement to this important facility. 
 
Ms. Beninato, previously sworn in, was opposed to the exception being requested 
because it dominates the façade which is a primary facade, it hides some of the windows 
or obscure some of the windows behind it, the openings are there, the window openings 
in that little addition are larger than what was approved before, and the hardship is 
something about the structural integrity being compromised but putting in bond beams 
doesn't mean that you need to raise it three and a half feet. The real issue is that they 
want a glass roof there, it's not glass skylights, but a glass roof. Regarding drainage, a 
quarter inch per foot is plenty for drainage; therefore, none of this seems to really add up 
to needing an exception. It was a mistake that the board allowed an exception to begin 
with, but the applicant should go back to the originally approved design which is lower 
and doesn't overtake the historic part of this facade and if the glass roof has to be 
eliminated it should be fine because they have plenty of glass in this building including in 
the addition that they're proposing. So, it is not a hardship in any way shape or form and 
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a structural compromise of a wall doesn't mean that you need to add three and a half feet 
to a parapet or to a facade and the idea that you would even suggest allowing steel to be 
exposed on a primary facade is outrageous and not in keeping with the requirements of 
the of the district.  
 
Member Cherry asked Mr. Furry if a different facade height was requested, how high it 
would need to be to conceal the roof, assuming the high part of the roof is on the west 
side, the low parts on the east side, so the arch, which is in the middle currently, is the 
highest.  
 
Mr. Furry stated the arch could be removed and make it more of a flat parapet, and still 
hide the skylights. The base of the arch height is the minimum height needed for the 
skylights. 
 
Member Cherry stated this is a great piece of information to have because it helps 
visualize what the requirement is for the glass roof, which is appreciated because it does 
a lot to honor the building. The tour was very helpful as well. The construction challenges 
are better understood, especially having to drain that area of the roof onto the other roof 
and the height requirement. It is beneficial for the building to have that, and if there were 
no glass roof there, the water would still need to be drained, and a shed roof would be 
needed, which is not necessarily very appealing and would still require a  
parapet façade, whether it was an arch or flat, or anything to conceal that roof. Therefore, 
what is being constructed inside is not relevant to what we are charged with. From a 
construction standpoint, it's been well thought out, and it's very functional, and having 
some form of facade there that's a parapet, whether it be curved or flat, is a good solution 
for that area.  
 
Mr. Furry stated that the only other way to drain that roof would be onto the sidewalk and 
the street on a north façade, and that was what caused all the degradation to begin with.  
 
Member Biedscheid stated that there have been a couple of options for alternative 
designs, like Member Cherry’s suggestion with a flat parapet and maybe removing the 
niche or a more exposed design. Would the applicant be willing to think about those 
suggestions and come back with an alternate design for review and approval at a later 
date? 
 
Mr. Furry stated yes, they would. Alternative designs were discussed including the flat 
parapet and removing the alcove so it is at the minimum height for screening of the 
skylights which is the height of the outer dimension called out on the right on the new 
elevation. 
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Acting Chair Bienvenu stated that it would be lower than the height of the arch that was 
previously approved, which would help with maintaining the dominance of the feature to 
the north, and in fact that what was currently existing when the board reviewed this was 
something flat in that space. 
 
Board Action: 
Member Biedscheid moved in case 2025-0104954-HDRB at 206 Mackenzie Street in 
respect to raising the roof 3’3” in addition to the previously approved parapet, finding that 
the exception criteria have not been met, postpone this item for a redesign requesting 
that the applicant come back to the HDRB with some alternate design suggestions that 
minimize the roof line as much as possible while hiding the steel structure behind and/or 
an alternate design that the applicant prefers for consideration noting that the exception 
criteria might be required for exposed steel items. Member Degnan seconded. The motion 
passed by roll call vote with the Board voting unanimously (4-0).  
 
The applicant consented to the postponement. 
 
There was discussion on whether this should be to a date certain on June 22nd, and on 
posting requirements. It was confirmed that this item is postponed to a date certain of 
June 22, 2025. 
 
Clarification of the motion was made. 
 

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

 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated item one for this case is requesting to replace all the doors 
and windows for which an exception is requested under 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) for the removal 
of historic material. Presentations from staff and the applicant, and there has been a site 
visit, and there is also a report from the window assessor. 
 
Member Cherry asked for clarification on what the proposal was for window J. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu remarked that, in looking through the packet, one thing that  
was not mentioned is that at the last meeting there was also a discussion about the 
windows and the applicant at that time sought to repair the historic windows and replace 
ones that were non-repairable and that had deteriorated beyond repair, and that was what 
the board's action approved, so in essence there's some argument to be made that we're 
revisiting an issue that's already been decided and ruled upon. 
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Mr. Furry stated that when the owners bought the property, there was a boarded-up hole 
in window J. The request is to infill the open hole with a window that matches what was 
there historically and that also matches the rest of the windows on the building.  
 
Member Cherry asked if that window would be constructed to match the  
windows on that façade. 
 
Mr. Furry confirmed that it was the divided light double hung. 
 
Member Cherry questioned if the proposal is for a Marvin factory window. 
 
Mr. Furry confirmed it is a Marvin factory window with a wood exterior, and painted the 
same color as the rest of the windows.  
 
Member Cherry stated he wanted some clarification on those windows because there 
was a drawing, but not a detail, and when replacing in-kind, it includes the muntin being 
the same width, the same profile, and the same mill design, and that rarely occurs with a 
factory window. Typically, a window has to be replicated for it to truly be in kind.  
 
Mr. Furry stated that they went with Marvin because, for some other cases here in Santa 
Fe, Marvin was able to recreate windows in a factory that did match historic sizes of 
muntin widths, divisions, and the like, and Marvin told them they could do the same for 
this project. 
 
Member Cherry stated there are a couple of different numbers on everything because Ra 
Patterson did not number the same as the applicant. Using the applicants' numbers, 
The door 100, how would that be constructed?  
 
Mr. Furry stated that the door is wood and does exist. It is currently in storage for 
construction purposes, but it will be reinstalled.  
 
Member Cherry pointed out that this is where the confusion is coming from; the proposal 
states replacing all windows and doors, and there are some that aren't being replaced.  
 
Member Cherry stated that this is a super important building, it's a beautiful building, and 
the applicants are doing a really careful job to preserve it. However, the windows are an 
important part of the historic integrity to and there are some windows here that are worth 
preserving and while there are limitations that those windows have due to their age such 
as condensing moisture on the inside in the winter time and not being as energy efficient 
or as tight, there are some sophisticated good ways to restore those windows. There are 
a number of windows here that deserve preservation, along with a number of windows 
here that deserve to be replaced. Some of these windows are in really good shape from 
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a degradation standpoint and should remain. He asked the applicant if they were willing 
to work at retaining some of the windows rather than replacing them, or if the replacement 
for most of the windows. 
 
Mr. Furry stated the issue was more about the way the windows are installed in the 
existing wall; they're not flashed, they're not insulated, and just the building materials of 
the building itself are the reason for the replacement of pretty much all the windows. For 
the building to be stable for the next 100-plus years, this is something that, because of 
their age, we can’t get away from. The only remedy is to remove the windows and flash 
them properly, but once removed, it destroys the window. So, for the building to be stable, 
this is the best way to do that and not compromise the stability of the building. 
 
Member Cherry respectfully disagreed that certain windows, which have been there for 
close to 100 years, are not what has injured the integrity of that building. There is no 
evidence that most of the windows on the south facade seem like they're in really good 
shape and do not show a lot of evidence of leaking moisture through the interface 
between the window and the wall.  
 
Mr. Furry stated that they did have the window assessment done as required, and they 
are using those recommendations based on their understanding of the condition of the 
windows.  
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated that the basic idea with window replacements is to review 
three things. First, we check if we are discussing a primary facade or not, because 
windows and doors have a different set of rules that apply to them, even when they're 
Historic, if they're not on a primary façade. A decorative feature, such as a piece of wood 
On a non-primary facade might be preservable under our ordinance or be required to be 
preserved because of the fact that we have a prohibition on removing historic materials, 
no matter where they're located. However, the ordinance carves out windows and doors 
for different treatment; it could be a drafting error, but it does call out specifically window 
and door uh replacement as being differentiated as to whether or not it's on a primary 
façade. So, if it's on a non-primary facade, essentially, there's not a lot that can be done 
to protect them if someone wants to remove them. On a primary façade, the general rule 
is that they must be repaired, and only if they're non-repairable are they allowed to be 
replaced. Then they must be replaced in-kind, meaning exact duplicates. In this case, we 
need to look first at the windows and doors in question on the primary façade. This is 
almost a significant building because almost the entire structure has a primary facade 
designation, with a few exceptions. Secondly, if it is on a primary facade, is it historic, and 
thirdly, if it's repairable? If it is not historic, it has the presumption of being replaceable. If 
it is historic, then the next question is whether it's repairable. This is the flowchart of 
dealing with all of these windows and doors. 
 

Page 23 of 445



Historic Districts Review Board 
June 24, 2025 
Page 21 of 36 

 
 

 

Member Biedscheid added that if the window assessment can be considered as true, the 
window assessment identifies which windows are historic and which are on primary 
facades, and for those on primary facades that are historic. Mr. Patterson has assigned 
a rating of “fair,” which is defined as having 30% to 40% deterioration, making them not 
repairable.  If that is all accurate in this case, and where in the past when faced with cases 
like this the board often requires repair on the primary facades, but allows replacement 
on the non- primary facades, the primary facades are not repairable so they would need 
to be replaced in-kind concerning material and style and that's what the application 
intends to do. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated the coding for this window assessment is P for premium, S 
for satisfactory, F for fair, and U for unsatisfactory. There is some confusion about the 
difference between the fair and the unsatisfactory. Fair is defined as “putty glazing, 
cracking, and missing at 30 to 40% of the sashes, frames, and casings, have some 
members 30 to 40% completely deteriorated.” The unsatisfactory says “casing members 
have more than 30 to 40% deterioration beyond repair.” It seems to cut in two different 
directions that the fair is repairable by calling it fair and by not saying it's beyond repair, 
and saying that some parts of it are 30 to 40% deteriorated. He asked if anyone had any 
clarification on the window assessor's coding.  
 
Mr. Duran could not clarify but explained the window assessor has this curriculum that he 
uses, and this is a common way of defining the condition of the windows, but staff don't 
have an interpretation for his way of assessing the windows. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu questioned how to apply his characterizations to the ordinance. 
 
Mr. Duran stated that the 30% to 40% deterioration on primary facades, as Member 
Biedscheid had stated. So, if the window assessment shows a good condition or fair 
condition and is repairable, staff recommend repair. If they are not repairable with 30% 
or greater deterioration and they need to be replaced, staff recommend replacement. If 
the request is for replacing windows on a primary façade, an exception is required for the 
removal of historic materials. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated he understood the policy of applying the 30% rule. He was 
not sure that it was written anywhere, but he was unsure how to apply the 30% rule to the 
ratings of fair and unsatisfactory because the assessor uses 30 to 40% figures   
to call a window fair and then say it's not restorable. It would seem that unsatisfactory is 
what corresponds to not being repairable. 
 
Mr. Duran stated that the staff agrees. 
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Acting Chair Bienvenu summarized the translation of the coding; a window that's 
designated as “U” would be something that should be replaced in-kind under our 
ordinance, and something that's designated as “P”, “S”, or “F” should be repaired or 
restored. He stated  
 
The assessment is about the wood members being repairable and restorable, and the 
window assessor and the applicant are making a secondary argument that even if the 
wood could be repaired, it doesn't make them repairable because their removal will 
compromise the structural integrity. This is a separate issue there, but our focus is on the 
repairability and restorability because that's what our ordinance speaks to.  
 
Mr. Duran stated that it was where staff made the recommendation of the removal of the 
windows and replacement in-kind because of the impact on the structure. Given that 
windows “P”, “S”, and “F”, but those windows have historic sashes and jams, many of the 
sills are buried in stucco and will need to be removed to make these windows seal 
Properly. If the units are removed, the jams will be destroyed because the jams 
are the buck in the adobe. The assessment reads, “the adobe and the interior plaster is 
showing signs of deterioration from water getting in around the existing jams due to the 
lack of flashing and moisture from condensation because of the quantity and size of the 
single glazed windows”. It continues, “the best solution to protect the integrity of the 
structure is to remove these units and replace in-kind all wood windows with divided light 
and insulated glass”. These windows are located on the non-primary elevations.  There 
are three elevations that are primary on this structure. Taking into consideration what the 
assessment says, the staff takes into consideration the best solution to protect the 
structure with these repairable windows, if they can be repaired and returned into place, 
that would be the preference, where possible; however, that may not be possible given 
the assessor's assessment. The assessment makes it sound like once the window is 
removed for repair, the pen tile and adobe block around the window will be adversely 
impacted. So, a new window would be required. Therefore, staff is recommending that 
the exception criteria have been met for the replacement of the windows. Most of the  
windows are painted shut and are non-operable; however, to what extent they can be 
repaired, staff do not know, which is why staff depend on the window assessor. The 
window assessor stated, “The best solution moving forward for this structure is to replace 
in-kind.” This is the reasoning for the staff’s recommendation.  
 
Member Cherry disagreed, explaining there is a large majority of windows in the historic 
buildings in Santa Fe that don't have bucks, and many of those windows have been 
functional for over 100 years and are repairable. So, if that argument were true, then it 
would be a great argument to just take the whole bunch of windows in Santa Fe out.  From 
his observation, the board is charged with preserving. 
What can be preserved, what is intact, what's not 30% degraded? There's a certain 
number of those windows that don't meet that criteria, which are not degraded to 30% 
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can be argued to be replaced because of how it was originally constructed into the 
building might be causing a problem. There was no problem until recently. The proposed 
retrofit of flashing and weather stripping, with stucco application, is good at interfacing the 
perimeter of that buck. So, it is a little bit dangerous to use how they were originally 
installed as a deciding factor; we need to look at what is in the code, and that is the 
degradation level of those windows, since they are on a primary facade, and they can be 
restored. 
 
Mr. Duran thanked Member Cherry for his statements. He stated that staff greatly 
appreciates Member Cherry’s consideration on the subject because he is an expert in the 
field of window restoration, and while staff understand the plan sets, they do not have 
firsthand experience with window installation, so it is nice to have an expert to help guide 
the decision in window replacement. Staff will appreciate the motion, whether it is in 
keeping with the staff recommendation or not.  
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated that the board is traditionally very jealous of protecting 
windows and doors whenever possible because they are an extremely important aspect 
of the historic integrity that, once removed and taken away, is never regained. This is why 
the board is so careful and why the board has been disappointed with the rule, which will 
hopefully change with the code rewrite, that seems to treat primary facades differently, 
because that allows perfectly good historic windows to be trashed. After all, people have 
a misguided notion that they want modern double pane insulated windows, even though 
we know that is not a significant impact on the insulation value of the house, and 
conversely has a huge impact on the historic integrity and the appearance of the home. 
That's why the board tends to be as objective as we can when reviewing an assessment 
report that tells whether they're repairable or restorable. It is dangerous to go to the next 
phase of saying, "Sure, they're restorable, but once you take them out, it's hard to put 
them back in without altering the structure." But that's just a that's just sort of conundrum 
that has to be dealt with, and there are ways to deal with it. New windows are going to be 
put in here, so there will be ways to also put historic windows back in as well if the will is 
there. We will need to go through the windows one by one from the assessment report 
and look to see if they are primary, historic, and repairable, and make those decisions to 
make a motion.  
 
Member Cherry stated that the charge is to preserve historic material that can be 
preserved, and the windows are historic material that can be preserved.  These windows 
were installed in an era when things were serviceable. So, the interior trim comes off, the 
balances can be replaced, the ropes can be replaced, the pulleys can be replaced, the 
sashes can come out of the frames in situ and be repaired.  There are certain windows 
that had some damage caused by the previous construction project that couldn’t be rebuilt 
because the material has been removed, but certainly those windows were intended to 
come out to be serviced, reglazed, and they could be refinished. It's just a different way 
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that things are built nowadays to be disposable, and those windows were certainly built 
to be serviced. 
 
Mr. Furry stated that besides the integrity of the bucks and the wall around it, there has 
been a lot of damage done to the windows themselves as part of the profiles and the 
design of the window from excessive scraping over the years, and trying to do things to 
The windows that were not good for them. So those are the types of things that can't be 
preserved because they are gone. They can't be added back in like profiles, shapes of 
the frame, and such. It would be nice to say that there is always the possibility that parts 
could be taken out, repaired, and put back in, but it's a huge unknown, and there is a risk 
of trying to do that and then finding out that this assessment is correct and the windows 
need to be replaced. Then the situation is worse because now the project is further down 
the line, extending the construction, exposing the building further and longer to the 
elements, which are things the applicant is trying to avoid. The assessment was done as 
required, and what the assessor put in the report is what is being followed. The assessor 
may have a bit of an ambiguous rating system, but his summary does say for all the 
windows that he does recommend they be replaced for various reasons. Some things 
aren't readily seen from looking at the window. For instance, anything within the frame 
itself, just looking at the sash and the trim, isn't going to give the whole story for every 
window. Whereas Mr. Patterson has gone in and done exploratory investigations into the 
wall next to the windows and into the windows. The requirement was to have an 
assessment done, which has been done, and the assessment recommends that the 
windows be replaced. It seems a little cut and dry in this case when reading the summary 
of the assessment. 
 
Ms. Oster stated that the owners are not driving the replacement of the windows, they 
want to care for the building the best that they can, but they are not experts on windows. 
So, they are relying on the assessment. It is confusing what criteria would be used as a 
basis if it is not the window assessment from the assessor with the expertise.  
 
Member Cherry stated that different professionals in the same profession have different 
opinions. This happens to be his profession, historic window restoration,  
and he is one of the approved assessors. While his observations are cursory but they are 
experienced in the field, so there is an ability to look at a window to get an assessment. 
Many of the windows were open during the tour, and he looked at them closely to get an 
idea of their condition. There are other options, like getting another window assessment; 
he would abstain because he is already involved at this level, but it is an option. He 
appreciated the desire to restore this building and felt the intent, honesty, and desire to 
revive it. He stated that it was not intended to indicate that none of the windows needed 
to be replaced, but there are specific windows that could be repaired and preserved, 
which will help the integrity of the structure. 
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Ms. Oster stated she understood Member Cherry was more qualified than herself, but 
requested the board give an avenue forward, especially if they are rejecting the 
assessor’s evaluation, as an alternative path will be needed.  
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu clarified that the board does tend to rely very heavily on any 
approved window assessor's assessment of the repairability of a window, and so that part 
of the report is something that the board typically accepts. If it says repairable, it is 
accepted to be repairable. If it says non-repairable, it is accepted. However, the second 
aspect, the additional information, is more than what is in question. It says it might be 
repairable, but the best solution is replacement for various reasons. The board is weighing 
the difference, not necessarily contesting the assessment of repairability so much as that 
secondary comment. Also, to clarify, Ra Patterson nor anyone on the list of assessors do 
not works for the board or the staff; they are private contractors who are on a list for an 
applicant to hire if they so desire. The board understands that as an applicant or member 
of the public, you need to know how to proceed.   
 
Member Cherry stated that there will be a way to proceed given tonight by giving a motion 
and path of approval, which the applicant may agree with or not, but it would give a path 
forward. 
 
Public Comment regarding Item 1: 
 
Elizabeth West asked if an assessor says windows can be repaired, but they suggest 
replacement, does that allow the property owner to go back to the assessor for 
clarification on any ambiguity? 
 
Ramon Sarason stated that the ambiguity on this decision comes down to the assessor's 
report not stating the percentage of degradation, and an answer could be to have the 
assessor say this is 32% degraded, or a more thorough degradation 
threshold identified by the assessor.  
 
Stephanie Beninato agreed with Member Cherry's remarks, and the staff misinterpreted 
the law to say that the structure is the only thing to preserve. Preservation also applies to 
certain windows on primary facades, and if they are repairable, then they should be 
repaired, and if it is degraded more than 30% then they can be replaced. The rationale 
about having to take the historic window out and make a repair, say of the sill, and then 
put it back somehow, that would degrade the building, would happen whether you took it 
out and replaced it or whether you took it out and repaired it and put it back in. The 
assessment should go window by window, which would give enough information to make 
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a decision tonight, if not, ask the owners to take it back to the expert they hired and have 
the assessment be more specific, window by window.   
 
 
Member Biedscheid clarified that, according to the report, there are seven windows on 
the primary facade that are historic. The largest window, the applicant is not proposing 
any change, this would be window G, so then there are six windows, and the way this 
reads is that the difference between the fair and the unsatisfactory is that fair is 30 to 40% 
whereas unsatisfactory is greater than that range. The assessment says some members 
have “more than,” and this is used for unsatisfactory. The board’s criteria have historically 
been to at the 30% mark. She was willing to accept this assessment, and knowing that 
the applicants are going out of their way to try to do the right thing here and are willing to 
do repairs if that's what was recommended, there does not seem to be a reason to 
second-guess an expert’s report that is in hand. She said she would like to see what's 
repairable repaired since there is no contradictory evidence to that fact before us tonight.  
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu believed Member Biedscheid was correct about the 30 to 40% but 
the report says the window that they're keeping is an “F,” which is fair. 
 
Member Biedscheid stated it could be the applicants’ choice. 
 
Ms. Oster stated that the window is really big in the Hazel Hyde Studio, and the decision 
was made to retain it because the community members who came to speak to the 
applicants about that particular room loved the windows and desired to see them stay. 
The community is looking forward to having the building functional and available to them 
again. The window is a skylight that becomes a window, and a modern skylight has been 
placed over the original skylight to protect it and the window from damage. The vertical 
plane windows have been partially repaired, though they need to be shored up more, but 
the applicant is committed to retaining those windows because they mean so much to the 
community. 
 
Member Cherry stated it is a great point and illustrates that the window is repairable, just 
like the other windows that he believes are repairable, and the reason that that window, 
even though it might have, according to the assessor, this level of degradation that makes 
it replaceable, there's a willingness on your part to repair it. So, if there was an equal 
willingness to repair these other windows, the structure would have better integrity. All for 
repairing the repairable windows. 
 
Member Mather asked if it would be worth having a conversation with Mr. Patterson about 
his assessment. 
 

Page 29 of 445



Historic Districts Review Board 
June 24, 2025 
Page 27 of 36 

 
 

 

Acting Chair Bienvenu stated that he has come before the board before, but if there can 
be a resolution tonight, it would be preferable. 
 
Ms. Oster asked if the board had the summary on page seven of eight and if the windows 
B, E, G, K, PP, KK, RR that are listed are the ones in discussion right now. 
 
Member Cherry responded that the discussion is regarding all of the windows at this time. 
 
Ms. Oster stated if they try to repair those that are in the same line of list with G that we 
do give it our best shot but we go ahead and replace the others we are considering is 
taking that set of windows and trying to repair those and going ahead and following his 
direction on the rest to replace but giving our best shot to repair. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated that they seem to be going by what is in the assessment, 
as a primary façade is historic and is repairable. 
 
Member Cherry stated that because there is some ambiguity, a window-by-window 
motion would be best, but it might be too complicated to follow, and pretty long. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu agreed that that would be the best approach, and looking at page 
152 of the packet, which is the report, every window or door is marked from “a” all the 
way to “y” and it's sequential window by window. The motion should address the three 
factors, which are whether it is the primary façade, whether the window is historic, and 
whether it's repairable.   
 
Board Action: 
Member Cherry moved in case 2025-0104954-HDRB at 206 Mackenzie Street in respect 
to window replacement of window a door dr1, door 108, door 107, window B, ZZ or ZZ3, 
ZZ2, ZZ1. Door 104A, window C, window E, window F, window X2, window X1, all the 
DDs (DD1 through DD10, window Y, window U, door 138, door 130B, all the TT windows, 
EE, FF, window R, and the restoration or repair of door 11O8, W2, W1, T3, T2, T1, S3, 
S2, S1, P, O, N, M, L, K, door 135D, I, all of the OOs, OO1, OO2, OO3, OO4, OO5, all 
the NNs (1, 2, and 3), all MMs, M1, M2, M3, all LLs, LL1, LL2, LL3, all KKs (1 through 3), 
JJ1, JJ2, I1, HH3, HH2, HH1, GG3, GG2, GG1, QQ1, QQ2, and RR and for window J 
install an in-kind to match window K and regarding the gates 141B and 135D should be 
lowered and retained.  
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu asked if this was in keeping with the assessment and asked if 
there was some way to correlate the groupings. 
 
Member Cherry said it was not in keeping with the assessment, that this was his 
recommendation from his review based on the different conditions, such as the windows 
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in the second group of the windows in the assessment, the profile was removed during 
previous construction, so that they cannot be replaced. 
Member Degnan seconded.  
Member Biedscheid stated she could not follow the motion there seemed that some of 
the windows that were non-historic, and there is no requirement to repair non-historic 
windows, and some were recommended to be replaced. It has been the practice to limit 
the repair of windows to those on the primary facades. This building has a lot, many are 
not publicly visible; it would be more helpful to group these by historic and on a primary 
faced and are repairable. 
 
Member Cherry explained he did not intend for this to be so complicated. He is 
recommending the replacement of all the non-historic windows on non-primary facades. 
 
Attorney Ruybalid recommended breaking the motion by façade and voting on five, six, 
or ten windows at a time.  
 
The motion was withdrawn.  
 
Member Cherry asked for a façade map of the property. 
 
Mr. Duran asked the board to consider section 14-5.2(D)(5) "For all facades of significant 
and landmark structures and the primary facades of contributing structures: (i) historic 
windows shall be repaired or restored wherever possible 
historic windows that cannot be repaired or restored shall be duplicated in the size style 
and material of the original." To be taken into consideration when making the motion, 
because there can not be a requirement to repair non-historic, non-primary windows. 
 
Mr. Duran confirmed there was not a façade map like those created for the status reviews, 
but there is the site plan that shows which elevations are primary. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu asked that staff page 157 of the packet, which has the diagram 
that shows the letter for each window and corresponds with Mr. Patterson's report.  
 
Board Action: 
Member Cherry moved in case 2025-0104954-HDRB at 206 Mackenzie Street in respect 
to window replacement on the north façade approve the applicants proposal to on the 
first-floor to restore window G, install a new window in the H location, 
restore window I on the first floor and to restore window PP and window SS to replace 
windows TT on the second floor and restore door 6 and replace door 19. Member Mather 
seconded the motion. 
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Acting Chair Bienvenu confirmed that there was an intent to restore a non-historic 
window. 
 
Member Cherry confirmed that it was intentional. 
 
The motion passed by roll call vote (3-1) with Members Mather, Cherry, and Degnan 
voting for and Member Biedscheid voting against. 
 
Board Action: 
Member Cherry moved in case 2025-0104954-HDRB at 206 Mackenzie Street in respect 
to window replacement on the east elevation approve adding a window in the opening of 
window J, retain door number seven and lower it as necessary for ADA requirement, 
replace door 8, restore window K and retain and restore door 9 and lower it in its’ location 
as necessary, replace window EE, FF and door 18, restore QQ, restore RR, replace 
window Y, restore window Z, and restore BB1, BB2, and BB3. Member Mather seconded 
the motion. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated that there were no non-historic windows in that group. 
 
The motion passed by roll call vote (3-1) with Members Mather, Cherry, and Degnan 
voting for and Member Biedscheid voting against. 
 
Board Action: 
Member Cherry moved in case 2025-0104954-HDRB at 206 Mackenzie Street in respect 
to window replacement on the south elevation approve replacement of X1 and X2, 
replacement of Door 14, and windows V, U, T, S, O, N, M, L, replace D10, D11, and D12 
and window Q on the first floor and restore MM, LL, KK, GG, HH, and II. Member Mather 
seconded the motion. 
 
Member Biedscheid stated that everything proposed for restoration in this grouping is 
associated with the assessment that the jams will be destroyed when they are removed 
from the adobe.  
 
Member Cherry stated he felt they could be restored without removing the jams. 
 
The motion passed by roll call vote with Members Mather, Cherry, and Degnan voting for 
and Member Biedscheid voting against. 
 
Board Action: 
Member Cherry moved in case 2025-0104954-HDRB at 206 Mackenzie Street in respect 
to window replacement on the west elevation approve replacement of window A, doors 
1, 2, 3, 4, windows B, C, B, F and replacement or installation of those doors and windows 
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and the ZZs and 104A greenhouse windows and door on the first floor, and restoration of 
OOs, NNs, on the second floor. Member Mather seconded the motion. 
 
 
 
Member Biedscheid stated that though they are we're halfway through this, she stated for 
the record that she objects to the way this is proceeding. She felt like the board was 
replacing the entire window assessment that was part of the packet with a new 
assessment, which might be just as valid, but there may be missing windows and doors 
because the numbering seems a bit off, and some of them have historic sashes and jams, 
but may not be historic in their entirety.   
 
The motion passed by roll call vote (3-1) with Members Mather, Cherry, and Degnan 
voting for and Member Biedscheid voting against. 
 
9. New Business 3:02 
 

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

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

b. 2025-010497-HDRB, 964 Acequia Madre, Downtown & Eastside Historic 
District, Contributing, Manuel Mendoza, agent for Anjani Thomas, owner, requests 
to replace roofing material to a 26-gauge sloped metal roof color natural galvanized 
steel and requests two exceptions to 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) removal of historic material 
and 14-5.2(D)(5)(b) architectural features, finishes, and details other than doors 
and windows, shall be repaired rather than replaced. 
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Mr. Paul Duran presented the case and staff recommendation. Staff found that all the 
exception criteria had been met and recommended 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.  
 
Member Cherry asked to see the photo of the front north façade. 
 
Manuel Mendoza, 964 Acequia Madre, was sworn in. Mr. Mendoza stated that the 
homeowner was concerned about the roof and protecting the house, and is asking to 
replace the whole roof. 
 
 
Public Comment: 
Ms. Stefanie Beninato, previously sworn in, did not necessarily have objections to redoing 
the roof in a single material but did want to make sure that there weren’t any solar panels 
up there because it was hard to see on the section of the roof beyond the portal. If there 
were going to be publicly visible solar panels. She further confirmed that raccoons can be 
a real problem from experience, so she appreciated the owner’s issue. 
 
Member Biedscheid asked the applicant if the roof was proposed to be red or natural 
galvanized steel and if the portal would remain red or be replaced as well. 
 
Mr. Mendoza stated that natural galvanized steel with a new roof on the portal as well. 
 
Member Cherry questioned the date of the photo. 
 
Mr. Duran said the clearest photo he found was this one which was 2014. The most recent 
photo of the north elevation is from 2022. 
 
Member Cherry stated that he believed the façade has changed since the photo because 
the door and window are not in the same location as what was there at the site visit today. 
Today, where that window on the right-hand side is a door, and where the door is now, 
there was a window.  
 
Mr. Duran stated there was a scratch coat around the windows at the site visit today as 
well. He asked Mr. Mendoza if he could speak about the work on the exterior of the 
building. 
 
Mr. Mendoza stated that his client bought the house a few months ago and she contacted 
him about the roof, but not anything about these other items. 
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Member Cherry clarified that the date and approvals of the changes were unknown. 
 
Mr. Duran confirmed that it was unknown, but it was most likely in the past two months 
since he was working with Mr. Mendoza on the roof and the changes took place after the 
initial staff site visit on the property. He stated that staff would work with the homeowner 
on finding out what all has been done.  
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu asked when the case was heard for a status review and a primary 
facade designation. 
 
Mr. Duran stated it was in 2022. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu asked that there has been an alteration of the primary façade since 
then without approval.  
 
Mr. Duran confirmed.  
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu explained that the board has the authority to require any change 
to be undone and to have the property returned to its original condition. 
 
Mr. Duran confirmed.  
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated that the work would need to be brought to the board for 
review. 
 
Mr. Duran stated he would work with the homeowner. 
 
Member Biedscheid asked if it was appropriate to approve a change at this point, 
considering the packet is different than the actual conditions. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu felt it was the prerogative of the board to postpone the case 
hearing all of the issues at the same time, especially since the alterations are to the 
primary façade and exceptions are being requested. 
 
 
Assistant Director Moore stated it was the discretion of the board, but acting on the case 
for the roof should not impact a future case coming forward for an exception, should that 
be warranted. That potential change does not pertain to this request to replace the roof 
and those exceptions that are required. Mr. Duran has confirmed that staff can send 
somebody out tomorrow and go through the appropriate procedures. If there has been 
work done to the primary facade that needs to come forward in a separate case, which 
would be the appropriate path as well, and to link these two may delay the necessary 
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repairs that are needed on the roof, and you know, versus any kind of restorative work 
that needs to happen to the primary façade. 
 
Member Cherry asked in that scenario, if there is a determination on the roof, how is the 
applicant required to come back to that other work?  
 
Assistant Director Moore stated the process would be through the red tag, notice of 
violation, and citation process. She said they can also stop the issuance of permits. Given 
the evidence heard tonight, there does seem to be a real need to repair the roof.  
 
Mr. Moquino stated the process will be to issue a red tag since the project has not been 
completed. The inspector will go out tomorrow and issue a red tag. The homeowner will 
have two weeks to respond. If there is no response they will be issued a notice of violation. 
They will have two weeks to respond. If there is no response a citation will be issued 
which usually forces them to come to the board for approval.  
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu noted that it was a lengthy process. 
 
Member Cherry stated the concern was that possession is nine-tenths of the law. 
Violations take time, and the changes are rampant with no permitting. It seems that there 
is no leverage to have them come back to the board.  
 
He asked if the case was postponed, and how long it would be before they could come 
back. 
 
Ms. Romero stated it would depend on the type of case needed, such as additional 
exceptions, noticing requirements, and what approvals have been issued versus the work 
that has been done; otherwise, a date certain could be an option, and that would be July 
22, 2025. 
 
Mr. Duran stated that a new case would be advantageous, and the applicant today would 
be the representative for the case for those other changes. A date certain may not be an 
option because the homeowner would not meet the posting requirements. The 
homeowner is not here to represent herself or the home.  
 
Member Degnan asked staff if the board has approved a request while being aware of 
the fact that there are violations. She asked if it is practice giving permission to do 
something while unapproved actions are being addressed. 
 
Mr. Duran stated that the approval tonight would not stop the citing of the property 
tomorrow, but it is up to the board to approve, deny, or postpone the case for the roof. 
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Acting Chair Bienvenu stated the concern is that by making a decision, the board is 
sacrificing its control so that this potentially never comes before them again, since many 
red tags never turn into a case. The board would prefer to address it now, and they do 
have the authority from a code provision for restoration os status if a property owner 
makes changes in a structure without proper city approval, which results in the lowering 
of the status of a structure, or the board may require the property owner to restore the 
structure. Therefore, the board could, based on a record that is before it, rule that there 
are unauthorized changes made resulting in an alteration of the status and order it to be 
restored, separate from the city’s process. 
 
Attorney Ruybalid stated that the concern is that it is not on the agenda tonight, so that 
decision could not be made tonight. 
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu stated that this was why the discussion was about postponing the 
case. 
 
Attorney Ruybalid reiterated that code enforcement needs to investigate this, and he 
discouraged the board from deciding on that issue without the investigation and without 
it being on the agenda. 
  
Board Action: 
Member Biedscheid moved that because the application appears to be incomplete in that 
the drawings do not represent all changes made to the structure to date and because this 
is a contributing structure the changes requested tonight affect the primary façade which 
seems to be altered that this case be postponed to a date certain and request that the 
applicant come back with a full application for the changes that have been made and any 
further action required to address the gap in the materials reviewed tonight and the on-
site conditions observed today. Member Degnan seconded. The motion passed with the 
Board voting unanimously (4-0).  
 
Staff asked for clarification if this would be two separate cases, one being the postponed 
case because the agenda has been posted and the case cannot be altered, and the other 
for the other items requested as another case number so that this can be posted correctly, 
and that the date certain was to be July 22, 2025. 
 
It was determined that it all needed to be heard together so staff could determine when 
the case should come forward with all of the required information. 
 

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. 
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Mr. Gary Moquino presented the case and staff recommendation. Staff recommended 
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. 
 
Penny Rembe, 533 Garcia Street, Santa Fe, was sworn in. Ms. Rembe stated this was 
their second process in Santa Fe, the first was at 533 Garcia, the old Pete Don Jose 
Garcia's house. They also have resided in a historic house in Albuquerque. They were 
friends with Tina, who lived at 539 Garcia and when Tina moved out, they purchased the 
home to have a place for their four children and families when they come for the holidays. 
She stated that they love the house, the Garcias and that street. 
 
Aviva Bowman, 47 Old Road, Lamey, was sworn in. Ms. Bowman agreed with the façade 
recommended for the residence; however, she disagreed that the garage should be 
contributing, but more so that the east façade should not be primary because it is very 
deteriorated.  
 
Member Biedscheid asked for clarification that the property was already designated 
contributing and that the primary facades were the request for tonight. 
 
Mr. Moquino stated that the main residence is already contributing, it only needs primary 
façade designation. The garage has no status, so it needs a status review.  
 
Member Biedscheid stated in regards to the garage that if it is to be contributing that the 
south façade that faces the street consistent with the main house would be the more 
appropriate primary facade and the reason to designate that would be to preserve the 
position of a garage as a garage and have it read as a garage that sort of deep set 
driveway is unique to the streetscape the south would be the better designation rather 
than the east on the garage. 
 
Public Comment: 
Ms. Beninato appreciated Member Cherry catching the changes in the prior case and the 
board taking the appropriate action to find out what happened. Regarding this case, she 
stated that the main residence should remain contributing and that the façade that faces 
the street with the portal should be primary. She agreed with Member Biedsheid’s 
suggestion that the garage, the one façade facing the street, should be primary. 
 
Member Cherry asked Member Biedscheid the reason why both of the recommended 
facades, east and south, would not be considered as primaries. 
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Member Biedscheid explained that the south facade is sufficient to recognize that as a 
garage, and her philosophy is to designate the minimal number of facades, especially on 
a very small building, that preserve the characteristics that are important about that 
structure. In this case, the south façade has both the pedestrian and vehicle doors with 
headers, though the garage door material should be excluded. 
 
Board Action: 
Member Biedscheid moved to retain the residence as contributing and designate the 
south facade as primary, and to designate the garage as contributing with the south 
facade as primary, excluding the non-historic materials and the garage door material. 
Member Mather seconded. The motion passed with the Board voting unanimously (4-0).  
 
10. Discussion Items  
There were no discussion items. 
 
11. Matters from the Board  
There were no matters from the Board. 
 
12. Next Meeting  
July 8, 2025 
 
13. Adjournment  
 
Acting Chair Bienvenu asked if there were any objections to adjournment. There were 
none. The meeting was adjourned at 9:37 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
 
___________________________ 
Lani McCulley, Transcription 
 
 
 
 
__________________________________________   _____________ 
Cecilia Rios, Historic District Review Board Chair  Date 
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City of Santa Fe 
Historic Districts Review Board 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Case # 2025-9719-HDRB 
Address – 878 E. Palace Ave.                    
Agent’s Name – Micheal Herrera 
Owner/Applicant’s Name – Marilyn Halla 
 
 THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing 
on February 11, 2025. 
 

BACKGROUND 
 

The single-family residence at 878 E. Palace Ave. is listed as contributing to the 
Downtown and Eastside Historic District.  A reconnaissance survey conducted in 1985 
designated the structure as contributing.  The 900-square-foot main residential structure was built 
on a .088-acre lot in the early 1930s, and the 64-square-foot shed structure was built in the mid-
1990s.  The main structure was built in the Spanish Pueblo Revival architectural style as seen by 
flat roof, rounded parapets and cut-through canales. 

 
In a 2024 Historic Cultural Properties Inventory (HCPI) form, architectural historian John 

Murphey identifies additions to the west and south facades as identified in the façade diagram as 
numbers 3 and 4, with the enclosure of the south elevation porch and the north elevation portal 
completed by the 1970s.  Mr. Murphey wrote that the windows and doors are non-historic, 
however, their exact date is unknown.  The east yard wall was constructed prior to 1966 and was 
raised in height between 1973 and 1978.  The south yard wall was constructed between 1973 and 
1978 as identified in the HCPI form.  Although the structure has undergone several alterations 
over the years, it retains the design qualities that are significant to the district, is well over 50 
years old and if protected should continue to contribute to the character of the district.  

 
As illustrated on a State Engineer’s Office 1914 map, the property on which the house is 

located belonged to Miguel Rodriguez, who used the land for agricultural purposes.  The house 
was constructed by 1930 near the old Fischer Brewery on a part of East Palace Avenue that still 
was part of a working-class neighborhood.  The house has been used predominantly as a rental or 
a second home over the years. 

 
At this hearing the Applicant asked the Board to review the structure’s historic status and 

designate primary facades, if applicable.   
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

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

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

2. Historic Preservation Division Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommended the historic 
status of the structure be maintained as contributing, and the east and south yard walls to 
be designated as non-contributing.  Staff recommend that the east and north façades of 
the structure be designated as primary, as identified in the façade diagram as numbers 1 
and 2 (excluding non-historic material) per SFCC Section 14-5.2(C) Designation of 
Significant and Contributing Structures. 

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

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

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

6. SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(2)(a-c) gives the Board authority to review and approve 
“significant,” “contributing,” or “non-contributing” status designations and to designate 
primary façades of contributing structures. 

7. Under SFCC Section 14-12.1, the definition of a “contributing structure” is “a structure, 
located in a historic district, approximately 50 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.”  

8. Under SFCC Section 14-12.1, the definition of a “primary façade” is one or more 
principal faces or elevations of a building with features that define the character of the 
building's architecture. 

9. Under SFCC Section 14-12.1, the definition of a “non-contributing structure” is a 
“structure, located in a Historic District, that is less than 50 years old or that does not 
exhibit sufficient historic integrity to establish and maintain the character of the Historic 
District.” 

10.  Based on the information set forth in the Staff Report and exhibits and the testimony and 
evidence presented at the hearing, the Board finds that the residential structure meets the 
definition of a “contributing structure,” as recommended by the Staff. 

11. Based on the information set forth in the Staff Report and exhibits and the testimony and 
evidence presented at the hearing, the Board finds that the yard walls on the east and 
south of the lot meet the definition of “non-contributing structures,” as recommended by 
the Staff. 

12.  The Board finds that the north and east façades are the primary elevations of the 
residential structure with the features that define the character of the architecture of the 
structure, which was built in the Spanish Pueblo Revival architectural style, as seen by 
flat roof, rounded parapets and cut-through canales. 

13.  The information contained in the Application and provided in testimony and evidence 
establishes that all applicable requirements for Board review have been met. 
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

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

  
1. The Board has the authority to review and approve the application. 
2. The Board grants the Applicant’s request to review historic status.  
3. The Board maintains the structure’s contributing status. 
4. The Board designates the following elevations as the primary façades: east and north. 
5. The Board designates the yard walls on the lot as non-contributing. 

 
IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 22nd DAY of JULY, 2025, BY THE HISTORIC 

DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE. 
 
 
_______________________     _____________ 
Cecilia Rios       Date 
Chair         
 
FILED: 
 
______________________     ______________ 
Andréa Salazar      Date 
City Clerk 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________    ______________ 
Frank Ruybalid      Date 
Assistant City Attorney 
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City of Santa Fe 
Historic Districts Review Board 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Case # 2025-9690-HDRB 
Address – 1525 Canyon Rd.  
Agent’s Name – Rachel Heydemann 
Owner/Applicant’s Name – Rachel Heydemann 
 
 THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing 
on February 11, 2025. 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
 The single-family residence at 1525 Canyon Rd. and accessory shed structure are 
designated as contributing to the Downtown and Eastside Historic District.  Known as the Tobias 
and Gumecinda Lujan house, the primary structure was constructed in the 1930s and is 
approximately 980 square feet.  The unaltered core of the house dates to at least 1948, as 
discernable in aerial photography.  The only significant change is the enclosure and elevation of 
the northwest porch roof in 1978. 
 

The southeast elevation has a three-over-four-lite door and a six-over-six, double-hung 
wood sash window, covered with a storm unit.  The long northeast elevation has two six-over-six 
windows bookending a small single pane window.  The windows have crude concrete sills.  The 
northwest elevation held a porch which was enclosed after 1969.  The northwest side has a newer 
wood panel door giving entry to the enclosed porch.  The roof in this area is slightly lower and 
the walls are fenestrated with recycled windows.  On the southwest elevation the enclosed porch 
portion holds four re-purposed, eight-lite sash windows arranged in a wood frame covered with 
storm units.  The corner windows hang on barrel hinges and may have once been operable.  The 
remainder of the elevation is penetrated with two six-over-six double-hung wood sash windows.  
The surviving windows and doors of the other (south, east and west) elevations are historic. 
 

The HDRB designated the status and primary façades for the residence in Case # 2024-
8233-HDRB on June 11, 2024.  The Board retained both the residence and the accessory shed 
structure as contributing to the Downtown and Eastside Historic District and to designate both 
the northeast and southeast elevations (façades 2 and 3) of the main residence as primary.   
 

The Applicant proposes the following exterior alterations on the main residence (with no 
proposed work on the accessory structure): 
 

1) Replace seven of the eight windows on the main residence, including the historic 
windows, on each of the two primary façades.  An exception is requested to SFCC 
Section 14-5.2(D)(5)(a) to replace historic materials on primary façades.  

2) Restucco the residence in cementitious stucco in “buckskin” color. 
 

Window A, located on the southeast (primary) elevation, and window B, located on the 
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northeast (primary) elevation, are both historic windows which a professional window 
assessment finds are in fair condition.  The window assessment by Ra N. Patterson reads, “[T]he 
sills are buried in the wall with a flush concrete sill added to exterior.  Since sills are flush it is 
allowing water to run back into the adobe wall causing damage.” 
 

Mr. Patterson declares that to resolve this issue, the window would need to be removed, 
and the sills replaced and protrude slightly to exterior like they were originally.  The problem is 
the windows’ perimeter jamb is also the buck for the opening, meaning the window would be 
destroyed during removal.  Mr. Patterson also found that window D on the northeast elevation is 
in fair condition with historic jambs, but the sashes are not original.  While window C on the 
northeast elevation is not historic, it is in fair condition and the assessor recommends replacing 
all four windows and one door on the south and east elevations with in-kind to that era, either 
wood or clad exterior/wood interior and divided-lite windows. 
 

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

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

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

3. Historic Preservation Division Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommended a finding that 
all the exception criteria have been met and recommended approval to replace the historic 
windows in-kind on the primary façades, and recommended approval of window 
replacement on non-primary facades, as they comply with SFCC Sections 14-5.2(D), 
General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and 14-5.2(E), Downtown and 
Eastside Design Standards.  

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

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

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

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

8. Under SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(5)(a), historic windows on primary façades of 
contributing structures, shall be repaired or restored wherever possible. 

9. The Applicant proposes to replace windows on all façades of this contributing structure, 
including two historic windows on the primary façades. 
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10.  Staff determined that an exception to SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(5)(a) would be required 
for approval of the application, and the Applicant requested an exception.  

11.  To obtain an exception, the Applicant was required to conclusively demonstrate that the 
three exception criteria set forth in SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b) have been met. 

12.  Based on the information set forth in the Staff Report and exhibits, and the evidence and 
testimony presented at the hearing, the Board agrees with Staff’s recommended finding 
that the Applicant has conclusively demonstrated all exception criteria have been met. 

a. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b)(i), the Board finds that granting the 
exception would not damage the character of the district because the window 
replacement will better preserve the historic structure and will retain the existing 
appearance to the residence; 

b. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b)(ii), the Board finds that the exception 
is required to prevent a hardship to the Applicant or an injury to the public 
welfare because the sills of the historic windows were improperly installed, 
channel drainage into the wall causing damage to the building, and replacement is 
the best option to preserve the structure;  and 

c. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b)(iii), the Board finds that granting the 
exception would strengthen the unique heterogeneous character of the City by 
providing a full range of design options to ensure that residents can continue to 
reside within the historic districts because the in-kind replacement will maintain 
the residence’s appearance while protecting the structure from further damage.  

13.  The Board finds that the Applicant has conclusively demonstrated that all of the 
exception criteria have been met. 

14.  The Board finds that door # 1 on the primary southeast façade and window C on the 
primary northeast façade are non-historic. 

15.  No exception is required to replace the windows on the non-primary northwest and 
southwest façades. 

16.  Under SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(3)(b), the Board has the authority to approve an 
application for alteration or new construction on the condition that changes relating to 
exterior appearance recommended by the Board be made in the proposed work, and no 
permit is to issue until new drawings or documentation, satisfactory to the Board, have 
been submitted. 

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

18.  The information contained in the Staff Report and exhibits, and the testimony and 
evidence submitted at the hearing, establishes that all applicable design criteria have been 
met, subject to the conditions imposed by the HDRB, as described below. 
 

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

1. The Board has the authority to review and approve the application. 
2. The Board approves Items # 1-2 as set forth in the application, as recommended by 

Staff, with the following additional conditions: 
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a. The windows on the primary facades (southeast and northeast elevations) be 
constructed of wood. 

3. The Board grants the exception requested in the application. 
 

IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 22nd DAY of JULY, 2025, BY THE HISTORIC 
DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE. 
 
_______________________     _____________ 
Cecilia Rios, Chair      Date 
      
FILED: 
 
______________________     ______________ 
Andréa Salazar      Date 
City Clerk 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________    ______________ 
Frank Ruybalid      Date 
Assistant City Attorney 
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City of Santa Fe 
Historic Districts Review Board 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Case # 2025-9689-HDRB 
Address – 1 Camino Pequeno, Unit A  
Agent’s Name – Courtenay Mathey, Mathey and Associates, Architects  
Owner/Applicant’s Name – Ann and Kevin Cooney 
 
 THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing 
on February 11, 2025. 
 

BACKGROUND 
 

The structure at 1‐A Camino Pequeno is a single‐family residence listed as non-
contributing to the Downtown and Eastside Historic District.  Constructed in 1973 as an 
accessory dwelling unit to 1 Camino Pequeno, the structure is a stucco‐on‐frame construction.  1-
A Camino Pequeno was split off from 1 Camino Pequeno in 2015 and is now on its own lot.  The 
dwelling is roughly square in footprint and encloses 1,178 square feet.  The recent Santa Fe style 
home shows a mix of Pueblo and Territorial revival themes with a modern style cantilevered 
entrance portal to the south and north.  Most windows are original to construction date and 
feature territorial style pedimented treatment.  The property came before the Board on November 
14, 2023, under Case # 2023-7399-HDRB where the Board confirmed the status of the structure 
as non-contributing. 
 

The Applicant proposes the following exterior alterations: 
 

Main Residence: 
1) Construct a 308-square-foot addition on the west elevation of the residence to a height of 

14’4” where the maximum allowable height is 15’2”.  The addition is designed in a 
Pueblo Revival style, with bullnosed corners to match the existing structure. 

2) Construct a 28-square-foot addition in the alcove on the south elevation to replace the 
existing cantilevered portal. 

3) Construct a 23-square-foot portal addition on the north elevation with wood corbels and 
beams with a low-slope, overhanging roof.  

4) Construct a 41-square-foot portal addition on the west elevation with wood corbels and 
beams with a low-slope, overhanging roof. 

5) Construct a 64-square-foot portal addition on the south elevation with wood corbels and 
beams with a low-slope, overhanging roof.  

6) Replace windows and doors.  Exterior doors and windows will be metal-clad with 
divided lites in Sierra Pacific “linen” and “sandstone”. 

7) Install roof-mounted photovoltaic panels on the house – screened by 17½” minimum 
parapets.  The panels will not be publicly visible. 

8) Raise parapets on the existing residence from 11’5” to 12’5” to conceal photovoltaic 
solar units on the roof. 

9) Install exterior insulation. 
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10)  Re-roof using modified bitumen membrane in tan or gray finish. 
11)  Stucco using either Sto elastomeric in either “suede” or “pueblo”.  
12)  Install a ground mounted condenser on the north elevation.  
13)  Install exterior lighting on the wall of the east elevation of the residence, at the north 

elevation door, and on the wall by the window and at the door on the west elevation. 
Light fixture design included in the applicant’s packet. 

 
Accessory Structure Construction: 

14)  Construct a 613-square-foot freestanding accessory structure which will include a one-
car garage to a height of 11’8” where the maximum allowable height is 15’2”.  The 
structure is designed in a Pueblo revival style with bullnosed corners.  The garage door is 
labeled as either metal or wood.  Staff recommends that the door be made of wood. 

15)  Construct a 43-square-foot portal addition on the south elevation of the garage with 
wood corbels and beams with a low-slope, overhanging roof. 

16)  Install ground mounted condenser on the west elevation. 
17)  Install exterior lighting at the doors on the west and south elevations 

 
 Other: 

18)  Construct 68” to 72”-high stucco yard walls and coyote fencing.  The yard walls and 
fences at the street frontage will be at 68” where the maximum allowable height is 68”. 
Side and rear property line yard walls and fences will be at 72” where the maximum 
allowable height is 72”. 

19)  Install a 68”-high wrought-iron pedestrian gate on west side of the driveway leading into 
the front yard.  

20)  Install a 72”-high wrought-iron vehicle gate at the driveway on the southeast of the 
property. 

21)  Install exterior lighting at the east elevation gates on the yard wall. 
 

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

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

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

3. Historic Preservation Division Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommended approval of 
the proposed project and found that the application complies with SFCC Sections 14-
5.2(D), General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and 14-5.2(E), Downtown 
and Eastside Design Standards.  

4. The project is subject to the requirements and general design standards set forth in SFCC 
Section 14-5.2(D), General Design Standards.  
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5. The property is located in the Downtown and Eastside Historic District and is subject to 
the district design standards set forth in SFCC Section 14-5.2(E).  

6. Under SFCC Sections 14-2.6(B-C), 14-5.2(A)(1), 14-5.2(C)(3)(a-b), and 14-5.2(C)(4), 
the Board has authority to review, approve, with or without conditions, or deny, all or 
some of the Applicant’s proposed design to assure overall compliance with applicable 
design standards.  

7. Under SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(3)(b), the Board has the authority to approve an 
application for alteration or new construction on the condition that changes relating to 
exterior appearance recommended by the Board be made in the proposed work, and no 
permit is to issue until new drawings or documentation, satisfactory to the Board, have 
been submitted. 

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

9. The information contained in the Staff Report and exhibits, and the testimony and 
evidence submitted at the hearing, establishes that all applicable design criteria have been 
met, subject to the conditions imposed by the HDRB, as described below. 
 

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

1. The Board has the authority to review and approve the application. 
2. The Board approves Items # 1-21 as set forth in the application, as recommended by 

Staff, with the following additional conditions: 
a. With respect to Item # 18, the street frontage barrier shall be a coyote fence 

and not a stucco yard wall; 
b. The framework of the fence shall be to the interior of the property; 
c. The latillas shall be staggered to avoid a horizontal line at the top;  and 
d. The garage door shall be constructed of wood.  

 
IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 22nd DAY of JULY, 2025, BY THE HISTORIC 

DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE. 
 
_______________________     _____________ 
Cecilia Rios, Chair      Date 
      
FILED: 
 
______________________     ______________ 
Andréa Salazar, City Clerk     Date 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________    ______________ 
Frank Ruybalid, Assistant City Attorney   Date 
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City of Santa Fe 
Historic Districts Review Board 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Case # 2025-9773-HDRB 
Address – 127 Duran St.  
Agent’s Name – Gayla Bechtol, AIA 
Owner/Applicant’s Name – Jennifer Allen and Karen Kalat 
 
 THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing 
on February 11, 2025. 
 

BACKGROUND 
 

The single-family residence at 127 Duran St. is listed as non-contributing to the 
Westside-Guadalupe Historic District.  The property holds an accessory structure which is also 
listed as non-contributing.  According to a 2024 Historic Cultural Properties Inventory, the 
1,189-square-foot residential structure was constructed originally in the late 1930s.  The structure 
started out as a square building, as is evidenced by the 1966 aerial photograph in the HCPI.  The 
structure almost doubled its size with the 406-square-foot 1985 addition.  The HCPI indicates 
that a 90-square-foot porch was also installed in the 1980s but has since been removed.  While 
the original structure was constructed of 12” thick adobe, the 1985 addition was constructed 
of concrete block.  Based on evidence provided in the HCPI, the lot was once used for farming, 
and has a remnant acequia, thought to be part of the Acequia Publica, across the east edge of the 
property. 
 

The windows in the adobe portion of the structure are inset into the wall, while the newer 
construction windows are not.  The windows are a combination of metal, aluminum and vinyl.  
According to the HCPI, none of the windows appear to be original.  The HCPI also indicates that 
the wood doors, one six panel and the other faux plank appear to not be original to the structure.  
The HCPI dates the accessory structure on the northeast corner of the property to post-1978, and 
states that it is constructed of concrete block.  The roof is supported by posts set on the dirt floor. 
An adjacent frame lean-to storage room is covered with gray coat stucco.  Upon a recent site 
inspection, the entire accessory structure appears unstable. 
 

The homes in this area were constructed as simple adobe structures topped with tin roofs.  
All the primary residences were owner-occupied, and the street was entirely populated by 
families with Spanish surnames.  The 1938 city directory indicates the presence of “rear” houses 
– smaller homes built at the back of properties that were rented out to generate additional 
income.  The primary residential structure at 127 Duran St. appears to be one of those smaller, 
four-room homes built at the back of the property to generate income.  After being used as a 
rental property, the home was split off from the front house, creating the “flag lot” configuration. 
 

The Applicant requests the following: 
1. A status review with primary façade designation, if applicable, of a residential structure. 
2. A status review with primary façade designation, if applicable, of an accessory structure. 
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FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

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

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

2. Historic Preservation Division Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommended the historic 
status of the residential structure be maintained as non-contributing and the status of the 
accessory structure be maintained as non-contributing, per SFCC Section 14-5.2(C), 
Designation of Significant and Contributing Structures. 

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

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

5. The property is located in the Westside-Guadalupe Historic District and is subject to the 
district design standards set forth in SFCC Section 14-5.2(I). 

6. SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(2)(a-c) gives the Board authority to review and approve 
“significant,” “contributing,” or “non-contributing” status designations and to designate 
primary façades of contributing structures. 

7. Under SFCC Section 14-12.1, the definition of a “contributing structure” is “a structure, 
located in a historic district, approximately 50 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.” 

8. Under SFCC Section 14-12.1, the definition of a “non-contributing structure” is a 
“structure, located in a Historic District, that is less than 50 years old or that does not 
exhibit sufficient historic integrity to establish and maintain the character of the Historic 
District.” 

9. Under SFCC Section 14-12.1, the definition of a “primary façade” is one or more 
principal faces or elevations of a building with features that define the character of the 
building's architecture. 

10.  Based on the information set forth in the Staff Report and exhibits and the testimony and 
evidence presented at the hearing, the Board finds that the main residential structure 
meets the definition of a “non-contributing structure,” as recommended by Staff. 

11.  Based on the information set forth in the Staff Report and exhibits and the testimony and 
evidence presented at the hearing, the Board finds that the accessory structure meets the 
definition of a “non-contributing structure,” as recommended by Staff.   

12.  Based on the information set forth in the Staff Report and exhibits and the testimony and 
evidence presented at the hearing, the Board finds that the acequia and its walls are 
historic, are worthy of preservation, and they meet the definition of a “contributing 
structure.” 
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13.  The information contained in the Application and provided in testimony and evidence 
establishes that all applicable requirements for Board review have been met. 

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
Under the circumstances and given the evidence and testimony submitted during the 

hearing, the Board acted upon the application as follows:  
1. The Board has the authority to review and approve the application. 
2. The Board grants the Applicant’s request to review the historic status of this property.  
3. The Board designates the main residential structure as a non-contributing structure. 
4. The Board designates the accessory structure as a non-contributing structure. 
5. The Board designates the acequia wall as a contributing structure. 

 
IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 22nd DAY of JULY, 2025, BY THE HISTORIC 

DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE. 
 
_______________________     _____________ 
Cecilia Rios       Date 
Chair         
 
FILED: 
 
______________________     ______________ 
Andréa Salazar      Date 
City Clerk 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________    ______________ 
Frank Ruybalid      Date 
Assistant City Attorney 
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City of Santa Fe 
Historic Districts Review Board 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Case # 2024-9202-HDRB 
Address – 925 Acequia Madre  
Agent’s Name – Gregory Waits 
Owner/Applicant’s Name – Jason Flanagan 
 
 THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing 
on February 11, 2025. 
 

BACKGROUND 
 

The single-family residence at 925 Acequia Madre is listed as contributing to the 
Downtown and Eastside Historic District.  At this hearing, the Applicant asks the Board to 
review the structure’s historic status and to designate primary facades, if applicable.  The single-
family residence at 925 Acequia Madre is listed as contributing to the Downtown and Eastside 
Historic District.  The 904-square-foot main residence was built in the late 1930s on a 0.15-acre 
lot.  The architectural design style of the main residence is Santa Fe Pueblo Revival as embodied 
by the adobe block and wooden viga construction materials, flat roof, rounded parapets and 
recessed doors and windows with divided lites.  

 
There are no records of the main residence coming before the Board for status and 

primary façade designation and most likely the structure was given this status in 1984 when the 
Historic Building Inventory (HBI) form was completed.  This practice was a common theme 
during this period where “drive by” review of buildings and assignment of historic status 
occurred in the Historic Districts.  The Historic Cultural Property Inventory (HCPI) by John 
Murphey in 2024 reads that the original adobe structure of the building consists of a south-facing 
rectangle that contains two bedrooms and a living room.  The bathroom of this block appears to 
have been an open porch that was enclosed at some point.  A frame extension added to the north 
side of the home contains a kitchen and an additional bathroom.  Aerial photographs suggest that 
this work was completed by 1958.  Mr. Murphey identified the yard walls as non-historic with 
recent alterations.  The guest house or casita is identified as “not surveyed” given that it was 
constructed in 2002-2003 and is not eligible for a contributing status at this time. 

 
Previous HDRB cases include Case # H-02-140, heard November 26, 2002, for approval 

of a 514-square-foot guest house addition.  The current request (in Case # 2024-9202) is for 
status review and primary façade designation, if applicable. 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

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

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

2. Historic Preservation Division Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommended the historic 
status of the structure be maintained as contributing with the south façade, excluding non-
historic materials, designated as primary, identified as number one in the façade diagram. 
Staff recommended that the yard wall with metal elements and gate on the south property 
line facing the street be designated as non-contributing, and the guest house as non-
contributing, per SFCC Sections 14-12.1, Definitions, and 14-5.2(C), Designation of 
Significant and Contributing Structures. 

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

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

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

6. SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(2)(a-c) gives the Board authority to review and approve 
“significant,” “contributing,” or “non-contributing” status designations and to designate 
primary façades of contributing structures.  

7. Under SFCC Section 14-12.1, the definition of a “contributing structure” is “a structure, 
located in a historic district, approximately 50 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.” 

8. Under SFCC Section 14-12.1, the definition of a “non-contributing structure” is a 
“structure, located in a Historic District, that is less than 50 years old or that does not 
exhibit sufficient historic integrity to establish and maintain the character of the Historic 
District.” 

9. Under SFCC Section 14-12.1, the definition of a “primary façade” is one or more 
principal faces or elevations of a building with features that define the character of the 
building's architecture. 

10.  Based on the information set forth in the Staff Report and exhibits and the testimony and 
evidence presented at the hearing, the Board finds that the main structure meets the 
definition of a “contributing structure,” as recommended by Staff.  

11.  The Board finds that the south façade is the primary elevation of the structure with the 
features that define the character of the structure’s architecture.  The architectural design 
style of the main residence is Santa Fe Pueblo Revival as seen by the adobe block and 
wooden viga construction materials, flat roof and rounded parapets, and recessed doors 
and windows with divided lites. 

12.  Based on the information set forth in the Staff Report and exhibits and the testimony and 
evidence presented at the hearing, the Board finds that the guest house or casita, and the 
yard wall with metal elements and gate, are not historic and therefore meet the definition 
of “non-contributing structures,” as recommended by Staff.  

13.  The information contained in the application and provided in testimony and evidence 
establishes that all applicable requirements for Board review have been met. 
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

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

 
1. The Board has the authority to review and approve the application. 
2. The Board grants the Applicant’s request to review historic status.  
3. The Board maintains the contributing status of the main house.  
4. The Board designates the following elevation of the main house as the primary 

façade: south façade. 
5. The Board designates the status of the guest house, and the yard wall, metal elements 

of the yard wall and gate on the south property line as non-contributing 
  

IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 22nd DAY of JULY, 2025, BY THE HISTORIC 
DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE. 
 
 
_______________________     _____________ 
Cecilia Rios       Date 
Chair         
 
FILED: 
 
______________________     ______________ 
Andréa Salazar      Date 
City Clerk 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________    ______________ 
Frank Ruybalid      Date 
Assistant City Attorney 
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City of Santa Fe, New Mexico

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DATE: July 22, 2025 

TO: Historic Districts Review Board 

 

VIA: 

 

Heather Lamboy, Planning & Land Use Department Director HLL 

Maggie Moore, Assistant Land Use Director MM 

Gary Moquino, Historic Preservation Division Manager GM 

  

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 and Previous 
Case Documents 

APPLICANT SUBMITTALS 
 

   x     Proposal Letter 
 
   x     Site Plan/Floor Plan 
 
   x     Elevations 
 
   x    Photographs 
 
         Other: 
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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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Figure 2. Current roof condition. 

 

Previous cases at 964 Acequia Madre include: 

 

On June 24, 2025, in Case No. 2025-010497-HDRB, the Board postponed the case to a date certain 

and requested that the applicant come back with a full explanation of the changes that have been 

made and any further Board action required to address the gap in the materials they reviewed 

tonight and on site conditions that they had observed today. 

 

On May 10, 2022, in Case No. 2022-005033-HDRB, the Board approved the alterations on the 

North and South elevations which included: 

 

1) Redesign the front portal posts and corbels on the north front (primary façade) by 

removing the 1980s brackets and replace with viga posts and corbels that will be 

stained dark brown. 

2) Remove the single-wide front door and relocate it to the west end of the façade, in 

effect exchanging it with the existing historic double-hung 3-over- 1 lite windows 

on the west end. The new entry doors will be double French doors. The new doors 

will not widen the existing opening but lengthen the opening. 

3) Remove historic double-hung 3-over-1 lite windows on the west end, proposed to 

be replaced by the new double French doors. The applicant requests an exception 

to 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) which prohibits removal of historic material. 

4) Install a new true divided lite double hung window to match in-kind the removed 

west end window. New window will replace the removed door. The opening will 
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not be widened but will be shortened. The new doors and windows will match 

existing in pattern and material and will be true-divided lite and painted to match 

the house’s existing “Sage Green.” 

5) Add a 48” high masonry yard wall stuccoed to match house. The yard wall will 

have a wood paneled 36” wide double entry gate and be set 4” off the primary east 

façade. 

6) The proposed yard wall is set back more than 20’ south into the property. 

7) Convert a 77 square foot portion of the existing portal into heated space. The 

additional roofed space will be set less than 10 feet from the primary east façade. 

The applicant requests an exception for its proposed placement per Section 14-

5.2(D)(2)9d). 

8) Infill two windows on the south west corner of the building 

9) Add two small kiva fireplaces. 

10) Add one window on the western end of the south elevation and one window on the 

southern end of the west elevation. 

11) Infill a window on the south elevation and relocate a new true divided lite wood 

window painted Sage Green. 

 

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). 

 

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: 
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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.  

 

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) 
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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: 

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:  
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(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;  

(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:  
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(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 

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.)  
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(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.  

(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)  
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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  

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.  
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(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;  

(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;  
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(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 

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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said he believes the issue has been addressed.  There is no need for additional 
investigation.   

 Vice Chair Katz said it is not clear and they should still look at it.  He thought if an 
exception was requested the packet did not reflect it.   

F. STAFF COMMUNICATIONS   
 

Ms. Piccarello said the Senior Planner position for the HPD is posted through the 
13th and most likely will be extended.  She asked the Board if they knew of anyone who 
would be interested in the position to have them apply. 

 
1. The 2022 Heritage Preservation Awards. The awards ceremony will be held 

on May 19th, 2022 at the San Miguel Chapel on 401 Old Santa Fe 
Trail.  Reception will follow at El Zaguan at 545 Canyon Rd. 

 Chair Rios asked if she would tell them who the award recipients were. 

Ms. Piccarello said that will be kept as a surprise. 

G. OLD BUSINESS 

1. 2022-005033-HDRB. 964 Acequia Madre. Downtown and Eastside 
Historic District. Christopher Purvis, agent for Britton Wilson, proposes a 77 
sq. ft. to height of 9’-6” addition (existing height 14’-6”), portal and window 
and door alterations on a contributing building. Applicant requests 
exceptions to Section 14-5.2(D)(5)(a) for altering historic window openings 
on a primary facade and Section 14-5.2(D)(c) adding less than 10’ from a 
primary facade. (Angela Schackel Bordegaray) 

STAFF REPORT    
 
964 Acequia Madre is a 1,672 square foot building designated 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. There is a casita on the 
southeast corner of the lot. A 1984 historic survey shows the front north elevation without 
a portal; a 1994 HDRB case led to the addition of a wood territorial-styled portal with 
simple brackets and posts painted white. Other non-historical alterations include a stucco 
yard wall atop the historic low rock acequia wall. There is a timber bridge over the Acequia 
Madre. 
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While the 2021 footprint study indicated that changes were made to the front (north) 
façade fenestration that include a north elevation front door shift to west between 1984 
and the present, the board did not agree and designated the north elevation as primary 
excluding the portal. The board also designated the east elevation a primary façade. 
 
The applicant proposes the following exterior alterations: 
 
North Elevation Alterations 
 

1.  Redesign the front portal posts and corbels on the north front (primary 
façade) by removing the 1980s brackets and replace with viga posts and 
corbels that will be stained dark brown. 

2.  Remove the single-wide front door and relocate it to the west end of the 
façade, in effect exchanging it with the existing historic double-hung 3-over-
1 lite windows on the west end. The new entry doors will be double French 
doors. The new doors will not widen the existing opening but lengthen the 
opening. 

3.  Remove historic double-hung 3-over-1 lite windows on the west end, 
proposed to be replaced by the new double French doors. The applicant 
requests an exception to 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) which prohibits removal of historic 
material. 

4.  Install a new true divided lite double hung window to match in-kind the 
removed west end window. New window will replace the removed door. The 
opening will not be widened but will be shortened. The new doors and 
windows will match existing in pattern and material and will be true-divided 
lite and painted to match the house’s existing “Sage Green.” 

5.  Add a 48” high masonry yard wall stuccoed to match house. The yard wall 
will have a wood paneled 36” wide double entry gate and be set 4” off the 
primary east façade. 

6.   The proposed yard wall is set back more than 20’ south into the property. 
 

South Elevation 
 

1.  Convert a 77 square foot portion of the existing portal into heated space. 
The additional roofed space will be set less than 10 feet from the primary 
east façade. The applicant requests an exception for its proposed 
placement per Section 14-5.2(D)(2)9d). 

2.  Infill two windows on the south west corner of the building 
3.  Add two small kiva fireplaces. 
4.  Add one window on the western end of the south elevation and one window 

on the southern end of the west elevation. 
5.  Infill a window on the south elevation and relocate a new true divided lite 

wood window painted Sage Green. 
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6.  Add two skylights on the rear of the roof not visible from a public way. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION   
 
Staff did not find that all the exception criteria had been met but the Board may find that 
they have upon further testimony.  Otherwise, staff recommended approval of the 
application as it complies with 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards for all H Districts, and 
14-5.2(I) Downtown & Eastside Historic District. 
  
 Chair Rios asked if Ms. Bordegaray felt that neither of the two sets of exceptions 
were met.   
 
 Ms. Bordegaray said the applicant met a few from each set, but not all criteria. 
 
  Member Bienvenu asked if the age of the historic window was known.   
 
 Ms. Bordegaray said it is estimated to be part of the original material and at least 
50 years old. 
 
 Member Bienvenu said that goes back to the original age of the house, at least 
100 years ago. 
 
 Ms. Bordegaray said a survey by John Murphy was done for the last case.  The 
windows were determined as historic, but the portal is not conclusively historic. 
 
 Member Bienvenu asked how she would describe the windows underneath the 
storm windows. 
 
 Ms. Bordegaray said they are double hung, three over one, light pattern in good 
condition and have screens. 
 
 Member Bienvenu confirmed the glass in the divided light panes could be very old.   
He asked on the other exception, the addition in the southeast corner, if correct 3 feet of 
the portal will remain, and the addition will be set in 3 feet from the exterior wall. 
 
 Ms. Bordegaray said it is not an entire portal infill, but that is correct. 
 
 Member Bienvenu said that is a minimally intrusive alteration to a primary façade.  
He said he would have no problem approving the exception for that. 
 
 Vice Chair Katz said he likes the look of what has been planned but has problems 
with the exception criteria.  They probably won't see much, if any, of the extension in the 
back.  He said if changing the entry and putting closets in the bedroom is considered a 
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hardship, he couldn't imagine what would not pass that test.  He asked how the Board 
not allowing a bigger bedroom is a reason someone is not able to live in the historic 
district. 
 
APPLICANT PRESENTATION    
 
 Christopher Purvis, 518 Old Santa Fe Trail, Santa Fe, NM, was sworn.  He said he 
would start at the front, and clearly the brackets are not part of the original building.  
Changing the columns and adding corbels was an attempt to make the building blend in 
more.  The applicant wants to keep the same size window openings and acknowledge 
they are at least 50 years old.  Regarding the rear portal, it cannot be seen from the street.  
In the back of the house there is a bathroom portion that was not well done, and this is to 
make the rooms more traditional.  They added a closet, and the bathroom wall is pushed 
out.  He agreed hardship is hard to claim, which is true of almost every exception.  He 
explained that the one in the back has no negative effects on the streetscape or the 
building and don't materially affect the look.   
 
 Member Guida said he agrees regarding the exception process, the hardship rule 
is often the most difficult to apply.  He believes the exception process is for cases like 
these. He advocates for an approach on design and people rather than legal or visibility 
to determine if a person can live in the district.  Swapping a window and repurposing of 
rooms is part of the architecture.  This is sensitive to the form and layout of the façade.  
A single window is replaced with the door in the same width; historic material will be 
moved to the opening and a double door will be replaced with a double window in the 
same width.  He said the historic material matters less to him than the design, appearance 
and character.  None of that has been harmed by this proposal.  He said secondly, the 
addition on the back is equally sensitive.  It doesn't propose a new mass or form and 
incorporates itself sensitively to an existing feature.  The distance from a primary façade 
is reasonable.  He agreed with the applicant's response on all fronts.    
 
 Member Biedscheid asked Mr. Purvis to elaborate on his clients need to eliminate 
the steps in the house.  She said that could be considered a hardship. 
 
 Mr. Purvis explained when you go into the front door you have to step up.  And 
when you leave that room you have to step down.  Moving the door will keep things flat.  
The same thing is being done by making the floors even and making the probability of 
tripping less. 
   
 Chair Rios confirmed with Mr. Purvis that other than adding the 77 foot enclosure 
in the back, the footprint remains.  The changes are to the interior which are not the 
purview of the Board.   
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PUBLIC HEARING  
 Stefanie Beninato, PO Box 1601, Santa Fe, NM, was sworn.  She thought the 
applicant had not met the criteria for hardship.  She said you don't have to change the 
outside façade of the house to eliminate a step up or down.  She said "highly sensitive" 
is not the criteria to grant an exception.  She thought saying Code should be people and 
building oriented is a huge mistake and establish a bad precedent. There are other ways 
of making the changes.     
 
 Britton Wilson, 964 Acequia Madre, was sworn.  He is the owner and appreciated 
the Board's time.  He said this is about aging in place, not a bigger bedroom.  In the rear 
they were trying to access the bathroom from the bedroom.  He said you cannot tell from 
the floor plan that the level changes between the entrance to the bedroom and the 
bedroom itself.  Regarding the comments on the steps, going anywhere in this house you 
have to go through the middle section.  That requires a step and a half down.  He said he 
and his wife were in their 60s and will be retiring.  They are concerned about aging in 
place.  He thought this a good way to solve the issues and remain in their home for many 
more years.  He said this design is for accessibility. 
  
BOARD DISCUSSION    
 
 Vice Chair Katz apologized for not realizing there is a step up in the living room 
and not a step up in the other room.  He said he is also at an age where that makes a 
difference and can understand the applicant's concern.  He said from the explanation of 
the changes from the bathroom to the bedroom, he could also understand the changes 
are necessary.   
 
MOTION: In Case 2022-005033-HDRB, 964 Acequia Madre, Member Guida moved 

to approve the project as submitted finding that the applicant's responses 
to all of the exception criteria satisfies the Board's concerns.  Member 
Biedscheid  seconded the motion. 

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

Biedscheid, Bienvenu (with comment) Guida and Katz voting in favor and 
none voting against. 

 
Member Bienvenu said hardship is an important concern in all of the cases.  
This is an independent exception criterion, and the Board should not be 
cavalier in its application.  These three exception criteria work together.  
What a hardship is, is not an independent determination, it depends on the 
individual cases presented.  It is not a completely standalone requirement.  
Also, hardship does not have to mean severe hardship.  It also means 
difficult. 
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Project Description: Primary Facade Designation
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Property Owner: Wilson and Elizabeth Britton 

Historic District: HD: Downtown And Eastside

Historic Building Status: 
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Primary Elevations: 

Publicly Visible Facade-East: 

Publicly Visible Facade-North: 

Publicly Visible Facade-South: 

Publicly Visible Facade-West: 

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Historic District Inventory Number: 

Year of Construction: 

Project Type: Primary Elevation Designation

Historic Building Name: 

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

Page 74 of 445



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.  

Page 76 of 445



Page 77 of 445



Page 78 of 445



Page 79 of 445



Page 80 of 445



Page 81 of 445



Page 82 of 445



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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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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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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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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Illustrations 

Figure 1: 1984 HBI survey photograph (above) compared with recent image of 
Front (north) elevation. 

Page 89 of 445



6 964 Acequia Madre – Footprint Study 
Architectural History Services 

Figure 2: 1948 aerial photograph 
Probable early iteration of house’s footprint and form. 
Courtesy University of New Mexico/EDAC. 
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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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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: July 22, 2025 

TO: Historic Districts Review Board 

 

VIA: 

 

Heather Lamboy, Planning & Land Use Department Director HLL 

Maggie Moore, Assistant Land Use Director MM 

Gary Moquino, Historic Preservation Division Manager GM 

  

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 

increase in height by 0’-8 ½” 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 façade. 

 

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 and the exception criteria have been met for all exception requests.  

 

 

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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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)(2)(c) additions are not permitted unless set 

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

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 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.  

 

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. 

 

On June 24, 2025, in Case No. 2025-010494-HDRB, the Board approved items 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6 in 

the staff report. The Board postponed item number 3 in the staff report to change the overall height 

of the parapet on the north primary façade. The applicant has come back to the Board with a new 

design for approval of item number 3. Below are the previous case applicant’s requests: 

 

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. (Approved on June 24, 2025) 

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. (Approved on June 24, 2025) 

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.(Postponed on June 24, 2025. Postpone item 

number three in the staff report to 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 façade, finding the 

exception criteria have not been met, move to postpone this item for a re-design and to 

request the applicant come back with some alternative design suggestions that minimize 

the roof line as much as possible while hiding the steel structure behind and/or an alternate 
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design that the applicant prefers for consideration noting that the exception criteria might 

be required for the exposed steel items.   

4) Roof mounted HVAC units. (Approved on June 24, 2025) 

5) Construct a new pedestrian gate on the McKenzie St. Façade. (Approved on June 24, 2025) 

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

June 24, 2025)  

 

 

Figure 1. Primary Facade Diagram, 
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Figure 2. Existing and Proposed North Elevation.  

 
 

 

 

 

Figure 3. North Primary Facade. 
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Figure 4. North Primary Facade. 

 

 

APPLICANT’S REQUEST: 

The applicant proposes the following exterior alterations: 

 

1) Change the overall height by 0’-8 ½” from 14’-0 ½” to 14’-9” high from a previously 

approved parapet on the McKenzie Street north primary facade for which an exception is 

requested to 14-5.2(D)(2)(c) addition to a primary façade.   

 

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 0’-8 ½” higher than the original façade 

from 14’-0 ½” to 14’-9” high. 

 

(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 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 
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consistent with what is currently established along the McKenzie Street streetscape and 

accentuates the historic vocabulary of the development of the structure throughout time. 

 

(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 been met. The current condition of the adjacent wall (to the west) is compromised 

by inclement weather. The proposed design does not adversely impact the primary façade as it 

reflects the overall design of the existing historic parapet. 

 

(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 been met. The proposed design and raising of the parapet 8 ½” does not adversely 

impact the primary façade of the structure and maintains the distinctive historic character of 

the building and the preservation of the McKenzie Street streetscape. 

 

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.  
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(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  

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 
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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.  

(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.  

Page 119 of 445



Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2025-010494-HDRB 
Page 9 of 13 

(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.  

(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.  
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(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.  

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 
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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    

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, 
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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.  

(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;  
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(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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City of Santa Fe
Land Use Department

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

PROJECT 
DESC: 

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.

LOCATION: 206 MCKENZIE ST
Santa Fe, NM 87501

RemodelPROJECT TYPE: 

CASE NUMBER: 2025-010494--HDRB

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

Bradyn FurryApplicant

BOARD ACTION

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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This is to certify that the Historic Districts Review Board (HDRB) acted on your request at their hearing on 
Jun 24, 2025. The decision of the Board was to Motion 1: approve item number two in the staff report concerning the 
construction of the new detached steel carport to a height of 8’-8” with roof mounted solar units within the existing 
auto court, approve the application as submitted noting that staff has determined the exception criteria have been met 
with the condition that the carport be screened by a yard wall with the height that is compliant with the underlying 
zoning as such that the carport and the solar panels are not visible from McKenzie Street.
Vote: The vote was four for and none against (4-0). Members Mather, Cherry, Degnan, and Biedscheid voted for 
and none against.
Motion 2: approve of the three items as submitted. Member Biedscheid requested a friendly amendment to approve 
item numbers 4, 5, and 6, in the staff report for roof mounted HVAC units, the construction of a new pedestrian gate 
on the McKenzie St. façade, and re-stucco the exterior of the structure with a new one to match the existing. 
Vote: The vote was four for and none against (4-0). Members Cherry, Biedscheid, Mather, and Degnan voted for 
and none against.
Motion 3: postpone item number three in the staff report to 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 façade, finding the exception criteria have not 
been met, move to postpone this item for a re-design and to request the applicant come back with some alternative 
design suggestions that minimize the roof line as much as possible while hiding the steel structure behind and/or an 
alternate design that the applicant prefers for consideration noting that the exception criteria might be required for the 
exposed steel items. 
Vote: The vote was four for and none against (4-0). Members Mather, Cherry, Biedscheid, and Degnan voted for 
and none against.
Motion 4-A: approve the applicant’s proposal to restore and replace the doors and windows on the North Façade 
including those on the 1st and 2nd floor as described below:
Restore doors and windows numbered: G, PP, SS, and D-6.
Replace doors and windows numbered: H, TT, I, D-19. 
Vote: The vote was three for and one against (3-1). Members Cherry, Degnan, and Mather voted for and Member 
Biedscheid voted against.
Motion 4-B: approve the applicant’s proposal to restore and replace the doors and windows on the East Façade 
including those on the 1st and 2nd floor as described below:
Restore doors and windows numbered: K, Z, BB, QQ, RR, D-7, and D-9.
Replace doors and windows numbered: J, Y, EE, and FF
Vote: The vote was three for and one against (3-1). Members Cherry, Degnan, and Mather voted for and Member 
Biedscheid voted against.
Motion 4-C: approve the applicant’s proposal to restore and replace the doors and windows on the South Façade 
including those on the 1st and 2nd floor as described below:
Restore doors and windows numbered: L, M, N, O, S, T, U, V, GG, HH, II, KK, and LL
Replace doors and windows numbered: Q, XX, D-10, D-11, D-12, and D-14
Vote: The vote was three for and one against (3-1). Members Cherry, Degnan, and Mather voted for and Member 
Biedscheid voted against.
Motion 4-C: approve the applicant’s proposal to restore and replace the doors and windows on the West Façade 
including those on the 1st and 2nd floor as described below:
Restore doors and windows numbered: NN, and OO
Replace doors and windows numbered: B, C, F, ZZ, D-1, D-2, D-3, D-4, and 104-A
Vote: The vote was three for and one against (3-1). Members Cherry, Degnan, and Mather voted for and Member 
Biedscheid voted against.

For further information please call 505-955-6605. 

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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Paul Duran

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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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
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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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206 McKenzie 
 
As requested by the Historic Review Board, we are proposing a revision to the design of the 
parapet extension which was presented at a previous meeting.  The new design removes 
the arch located atop the wall and replaces it with a flat profile.  Also removed from the new 
design is the small alcove similar to the existing one found on the adjacent façade.  The 
new parapet design reduces the impact of the new wall on the north façade bringing it more 
in line with the aesthetic of the façade found to the west. 
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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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206 McKenzie St. Santa Fe, NM  87501
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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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JOB DATE 

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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JOB DATE 

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

LOCATION DESCRIPTION 

BASEMENT  

SOUTH  

DR #21 37 x 82 RH INSWING METAL W/2 VENTS (2008) NON-HISTORIC 
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In closing, my professional opinion is as follows: 
 
Windows: 
 A, C, D, F, H (3), I, J, Q, X, DD (9), EE, FF, TT (11), UU, VV, WW, XX, and YY – are non-historic. 
 
Doors: 
1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, and 21 – are non-historic. 
 
Windows: 
B, E, G, K, PP, QQ, RR – are historic and primary façade. 
 
Window: 
R – is historic however the unit is not the original window to the building. 
 
Windows: 
** L, M, N, O, P, R, S, T, U, V, W, GG, HH, II, JJ, KK, LL, MM, NN, and OO – all have historic sashes and 
jambs. Many of the sills are buried in stucco and will need to be removed to make these windows 
seal properly. If the units are removed the jambs will be destroyed because the jambs are the 
buck in the adobe. The adobe and the interior plaster is showing signs of deterioration from water 
getting in around the existing jambs due to the lack of flashing and moisture from condensation 
because of the quantity and size of the single glazed windows. 
 
The best solution to protect the integrity of the structure is to remove these units and replace in like 
and kind, all wood windows with divided light and insulated glass. These windows are located on 
the non-primary elevations.    
 
Window: 
SS – is historic (not original) set out of plumb. This unit will not operate or seal. 
 
Door: 
Door #2 & #20 – are historic however it is not located on the primary façade. 
 

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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A-10.01

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

9' - 0"

7' - 0"

8' - 2"
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DOOR SCHEDULE 2

DOOR
NO.

ROOM NUMBER &
NAME

ELEV
TYPE WIDTH HEIGHT HINGES HARDWARE GROUP ACCESS CONTROL NOTES

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
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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: 

TO: 

VIA: 

FROM: 

July 22, 2025 

Historic Districts Review Board Members 

Heather Lamboy, Planning & Land Use Department Director 

Maggie Moore, Assistant Land Use Director 

Gary Moquino, Historic Preservation Division Manager GM

 Lani McCulley, Senior Planner, Historic Preservation Division 

2025-010664-HDRB, 619 W Alameda St., Westside-Guadalupe Historic District, non-

contributing, Dura Build Construction, agent for Max Scott, owner, requests a historic status 

review with primary facade(s) designation, if applicable, for a residential structure.  

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially): 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends the historic status of the structure be upgraded to contributing with the south 

façade and the west façades (façades 3 and 4) as primary per 14-5.2(C) Designation of Significant, 

Contributing or Noncontributing Status Within Historic Districts. Staff also recommends a 

contributing status for the pen tile well to protect it per 14-5.2(C) Designation of Significant, 

Contributing or Noncontributing Status Within Historic Districts. 

CITY SUBMITTALS 

 District Standards & yard wall 
 & fence standards. 

   x    Historic Inventory Form 

   x     Zoning Review Sheet 

   x     Other: [building and yard wall height 
calculations] 

APPLICANT SUBMITTALS 

   x     Proposal Letter 

   x     Site Plan/Floor Plan 

   x     Elevations 

  x    Photographs 

 Other: [2025 HCPI]

LJM
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Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2025-01xxxx-HDRB 
Page 2 of 9 

Sample motions: 

a. In case 2025-010664-HDRB, for 619 West Alameda Street, upgrade the residential 

structure to contributing and designate the south façade (or other facades) as primary.  

b. In case 2025-010664-HDRB, for 619 West Alameda Street, retain the residential structure 

as non-contributing. 

c. In case 2025-010664-HDRB,for 619 West Alameda Street, status the pen tile well as 

contributing.  

d. In case 2025-010664-HDRB, for 619 West Alameda Street, status the pen tile well as non-

contributing 

 

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:  

 

Streetscape and Context: 

The property at 619 West Alameda is located across from the Santa Fe River Park, which is a 

passive recreational area with landscaping, picnic tables, and a walking path. The park is bounded 

on one side by the ten-foot drop to the riverbed and on the other side by Alameda Street. This 

parkway was developed for the visual enhancement of the nature of the site. 

 

Across from the Santa Fe River is the residential sector of Alameda Street. The houses range in 

style, with the most prominent styles being Spanish Pueblo Revival and Vernacular in this area. 

Most of the residences are lower single-story buildings with an average height on the streetscape 

of 12’8”. The street is lined with low yard walls with an average height of 46” (3’10”). The yard 

walls are stuccoed concrete masonry units that are colored to match the corresponding building. 

 

 

 
Figure 1: Location of Property. 
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Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2025-01xxxx-HDRB 
Page 3 of 9 

Site Description:  

The 702 sq. ft. single-family residence at 619 W Alameda Street is listed as non-contributing to 

the Westside-Guadalupe Historic District. The Spanish Pueblo Revival structure is constructed of 

adobe and pentile. A rectangular wood-framed addition previously located on the north side of the 

structure collapsed in 2024. Aside from its foundation, all parts of this addition have been removed 

from the property. Additionally, there was a shed on the property, which was also removed in 

2024. 

 

 
Figure 2: Residential Sections. 

 

The adobe portion of the residence was constructed about 1943, with the pen tile addition being 

constructed by 1951. The wood-framed addition appears to have been constructed in 1975. There 

are viga ends at the exterior and interior of the adobe north and south walls, though the interior 

portion of the vigas appears to have been removed at some point. The north wall has projecting 

roof joists on the pen tile addition. All except one window are wood, double-hung hung single-

glazed one-over-one windows. There are some wood screens, though not all windows have these 

screens. The two front doors on the south may be handmade wood, frame, and panel with a glazed 

flower petal design. The western rear door is a frame and panel, and the eastern rear door is a 

hollow-core wood door. All windows and doors are recessed, and the windows have projecting 

concrete windowsills. The two front doors have two small steps. Roof drainage is a single-sheet 
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Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2025-01xxxx-HDRB 
Page 4 of 9 

metal canale on the north elevation. The exterior walls are cement stucco on chicken wire with 

paint on the stucco. The property holds a front wire fence with a wire gate, a side chain link fence, 

short cast concrete posts, a couple of wood posts, and possible remains of a stone boundary. The 

residence is typical of the streetscape. 

 

 
Figure 3: South Façade of Residence. 

 

There is also a pentile-lined well on the west side of the property. Its origin and details are not 

available, but given that it is of pen tile, it was most likely constructed at the time of the pen tile 

addition in 1951. The 1950s saw a significant increase in well drilling in part because the state 

allowed farmers to transition from dryland farming to more water-intensive crops like alfalfa, corn, 

and cotton, transforming the agricultural landscape. The state further allowed homeowners to drill 

and use a certain amount of water annually. This well may be a part of this step forward in water 

usage.  

  

There are no cases on record for the property in the Historic Preservation Division files. 

 

 

APPLICANT’S REQUEST: 

The applicant requests: 

 

1) Status review with primary façade designation, if applicable, of residential structure.  

 

The southern portion of the window holds the greatest historic integrity of the building, with the 

adobe construction, viga ends, double front doors with corresponding windows, inset windows and 

doors, and concrete windowsills. The front doors are handmade front doors. The west façade shows 

the growth of the building from adobe to the pen tile addition and holds historic inset wood 
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windows with concrete sills. The pen tile well is most likely from the 1950s and is unique to the 

Alameda streetscape. 

 
Figure 4: 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  
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(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.  

(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."  

(e) Appeals (Ord. No. 2009-42 § 16)  

Decisions made by the historic districts review board may be appealed to the 

governing body as set forth in Section 14-3.17.  

(f) Restoration of Status  
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If a property owner makes changes to a structure without the proper city approvals 

which result in the lowering of the structure's status, staff or the board may require 

the property owner to restore the structure such that its former status is restored.  

(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).  

 

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. 

 

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. 

 

14-12 Historic Compound 

An identifiable grouping of historic resources, including buildings, structures and landscaping 

elements, as described in Section 14-5.2(K)(2)(a). Historic compounds may be comprised of more 

than one lot. 

 

(I) Westside-Guadalupe Historic District    

(1) District Standards  

Compliance with the following structural standards shall occur whenever those exterior 

features of buildings and other structures subject to public view from any public street, 

way, or other public place are erected, altered, or demolished:  
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(a) Slump block, stucco, brick, or stone shall be used as exterior wall materials. Wood 

and other materials may be used for details. Aluminum siding, metal panels, 

mirrored glass, and unstuccoed concrete block or unstuccoed concrete shall not be 

used as exterior wall materials;  

(b) The color of stuccoed buildings shall predominantly be in browns, tans, local earth 

tones and soft pastels. Surfaces of stone or brick shall be in the natural color. 

Entryways, and portales or porches may be emphasized by the use of white or other 

colors. Painting of buildings with a color that causes arresting or spectacular effects 

or with bold repetitive patterns or using buildings as signs is prohibited. Murals, 

however, are permitted and may be referred to the city arts board for an advisory 

recommendation;  

(c) Roof form, slope, and shape. It is intended that buildings be designed to be "wall 

dominated". "Wall dominated" means that the building's geometry is more defined 

by walls than by roofs. Buildings with flat, gabled, shed, or hipped roofs can be 

designed as "wall dominated" solutions and are allowed. The height of the roof 

above the wall shall be no greater than the height of the wall. Folded plate, 

hyperbolic or mansard roofs are not allowed;  

(d) The use of solar and other energy collecting and conserving strategies is 

encouraged. The use of large glazed areas on south facing walls for trombe walls 

or other solar collectors, direct gain, or other energy collecting purposes is allowed. 

When in view from any public street, way, or other public place, solar equipment 

shall be screened as follows:  

(i) raising the parapet;  

(ii) setting back from the edge of the roof;  

(iii) framing the collector with wood;  

(iv) in the case of pitched roofs, by integrating the collector into the pitch;  

(v) in the case of ground solar collectors by a wall or vegetation;  

(vi) in the case of wall collectors, by enclosing by end or other walls;  

(vii) other means that screen the collector or integrate it into the overall structure. 

Non-glare materials shall be used in solar collectors.  

(e) Mechanical, electrical, telephone equipment, microwave satellite receiving dishes, 

and other obtrusive equipment shall be architecturally screened with opaque 

materials by raising the parapet, boxing in the equipment, or other appropriate 

means. The equipment shall be of a low profile to minimize the screening problems;  

(f) Walls and fences shall be of brick, adobe, masonry, rock, wood, coyote fencing, or 

similar materials. Wrought iron fences and slump block walls are allowed. Walls of 

unstuccoed concrete block, unstuccoed concrete, chain-link, metal wire, or similar 

materials are prohibited, except where the wall or fence is not in the street frontage;  

(g) Greenhouses 
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(h) Attached greenhouses that front on the street shall give the appearance of being 

integrated into the structure of the building or of being a substantive addition rather 

than having a lean-to effect. The use of corrugated fiberglass or rolled plastic for 

the external surface of attached or freestanding greenhouses that front on the street 

is prohibited. Greenhouses with slanting sides shall be bracketed at the ends and 

that greenhouses made from enclosed porches or portales maintain the shape of the 

porch or portal;  

(i) Porches and portales are encouraged;  

(j) When parking spaces are required for commercial or multi-family residential 

buildings, they shall be placed to the rear or side of the building.  

(2) Walls; Fences; Solar Collectors; Administration  

Applications for erection, alteration, or demolition of walls, fences, and solar collectors 

and required submittals shall be reviewed by the planning and land use department. 

Approval, disapproval or referral shall be indicated by the division on the application 

for the building permit and on each of the required submittals, all of which shall be 

signed by the division staff assigned to the review. The division shall report approvals, 

disapprovals, and referrals to the board at its next regular meeting as an informational 

item. (Ord. No. 2007-45 § 30; Ord. #2020-22, § 16)  
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For HPD Office use only: 
HCPI No.  District No.  

 
 NRHP  SRCP Criteria   A   B   C   D 

1. Name of property: 619 West Alameda 2. Location: 619 West Alameda, 
Santa Fe, NM 

3. Local Reference Number:  
Santa Fe ID #:  

4. County: Santa Fe 
Parcel #12129408 

5. Property Type: Small single 
family residential structure on 
small city lot. 

 

 

6. Date of Survey: May 6, 2025, 
May 12, 2025 

7. Previous Survey Date(s): N/A 

8. Name of Project: HDRB Status 
Review 
9. Lat/Long: 35.689134, -105.950314 

10. Photo Information: May 12, 2025  View: Looking northeast from sidewalk 
11. Brief Description of the Property: This building is located in the City of Santa Fe, on a small city lot on West Alameda, in the Westside- 
Guadalupe Historic District. Early documentation on the property is scarce. Reportedly, the house was built in 1943, but no actual 
documentation of this exists. The building is a small, simple, low Pueblo Revival style structure, with a flat roof. It is approximately square, 
measuring about 26-1/2 feet in either direction. The exterior walls are constructed of adobe and pen tile. The setback, size, scale, style, and 
detailing of the building is somewhat typical of other buildings on the street. A small rectangular wood framed addition had been added to 
the north side of the building, but it collapsed in late 2024 or early 2025. All that remains of this addition is the foundation.  

 
Note: A detailed description of the property, and more documentation is included in the continuation sheets at the end of this document, 
beginning on page 5. 

  12. Who uses the property? Unused 
  13. Construction Date: 1940's Source: MLS Listing, Property Recs (propertyrecs.com), Santa Fe County Clerk/Register of Deeds, City 
  Known  _X_ Estimated                 of Santa Fe GIS website, UNM Earth Data Analysis Center 

14. Setting: 
  Suburban   Rural   Village _X_ 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) 

 

 

17. Surveyor: 
 
Mark L Mortier – Architect 
1936 Cerros Colorados 
Santa Fe, NM. 87501 

 
505-231-5989 
marklmortier@gmail.com 

18. Owner: Maxfield Scott, 
Santa Fe, NM: 

19. Is Property Endangered?  Unknown  No _X_ Yes How? Very weathered and deteriorated, vandalized, bottom of foundation is 
exposed, interior has been partially gutted, a portion of building has collapsed. 

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.): The setback, size, scale, style, 
and detailing of the building is somewhat typical of other buildings on the street. 
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? Unknown significance 

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  

If ‘yes’, what is the name of the district?   State   National _X_ City of Santa Fe, Westside-Guadalupe Historic District 

24. Supplemental Forms: 
  None _X_ HCPI Detail Form (FORM 2) _X_ Continuation Sheets, # pages: 13 
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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: 619 West Alameda 2. Location: 619 West Alameda, Santa Fe, 
NM 

3. Local Reference Number:  
                       Santa Fe ID # 
4. County: Santa Fe 

Parcel #12129408 
5. Date of Survey: May 6, 2025, and May 12, 2025 

ARCHITECTURAL AND CONSTRUCTION DETAILS: 
6. Visible Construction Material: 

 
Exterior - Poured concrete foundations, adobe walls, pen tile 
walls, cement stucco, asphalt or modified bitumen built-up 
roof. Wood doors and windows. 

 
Interior - Wood joist floor structure, with wood flooring, Wood 
joist ceiling/roof structure, with wood decking, gypsum 
plastered walls. 

 
 
 

Note: Viga ends visible at front facade, as well as cut off stubs 
inside of the front portion of the building. Projecting 
roof/ceiling joists at rear façade. One modern sheet metal 
canale at rear, can see where two other canales were closed 
off for wood framed addition. 

7. Number of Stories: 1 

8. Foundation: Shallow, board formed poured concrete 
foundation at portion of building still standing, top 
approximately level with grade, no footing; grout filled 
concrete block, on spread footing, at collapsed 
addition. 
9. Roof: Nominally flat roof, covered with modern 
asphalt or modified bitumen built-up roof, with 
mineral surfaced cap sheet, running over top of 
parapet. 

10. Windows: Wood double hung type, single glazed, 1 light over 1 
light. Simple wood frames with parting bead and applied stop. No 
counterbalances or weights - may have had pins to hold them open. 
Paint finish. Some windows have crude wood screens. Cast 
concrete sills. Also one square window opening on rear of building, 
window has been removed. 

11. Doors: Front doors, frame and panel type with glazed flower petal 
design near top. May be hand made. May not be original. Stained 
finish. Simple painted wood frames, have been modified for doors. 
West rear door manufactured wood frame and panel door, with three 
horizontal panels and 4 light glazed panel. Wood frame. All painted. 
East rear door, modern hollow core door in crude wood frame. 

12. Chimneys: None. 13. Porches: None. Small poured concrete stoops at front doors. 

14. Other Significant Features: None 
15. Modifications: the building appears to have been built in three phases - first an original rectangular adobe walled portion located towards 
the front of property, then a rectangular "pen tile" addition on the back side of original portion, and finally a small addition on the back side 
of the pen tile addition. This last addition has collapsed, and only the foundation remains. Wood front doors appear to have been replaced. 

HCPI Detail Form (FORM 2) (Continued from other side) 

Page 419 of 445



16. Primary Architectural Style: Spanish Pueblo Revival 

17. Documents Available and Their Locations: Property Report - Property Recs (propertyrecs.com), Deeds and Plats - Santa Fe County 
Clerk/Register of Deeds, Aerial Photos, Map of Contributing Structures - City of Santa Fe GIS website, Aerial Photos - UNM Earth Data Analysis 
Center, Aerial Photos – Google Maps, Copies of MLS Listing - Owner. 

S I T E: 

18. Attached or Associated Properties: None 
 

Are associated properties eligible for listing: Not applicable 
19.Site Plan: 
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For HPD Office use only: 
HCPI No.  District No.   NRHP  SRCP Criteria   A   B   C   D 
1. Name of property: 619 West Alameda 2. Location: 619 West Alameda, Santa Fe, 

NM 
3. Local Reference Number: 

Santa Fe ID # 
4. County: Santa Fe 

Parcel #12129408 
5. Date of Survey: May 6, 2025, May 12, 2025 

 
This building is located in the City of Santa Fe, on a small residential lot on West Alameda, in the Westside-
Guadalupe Historic District. Early documentation on the property is scarce. Reportedly, the house was built in 
1943, but no actual documentation of this exists. The earliest recorded deed for the property appears to be from 
1945, conveying a 50-foot by 100-foot lot from a husband and wife living in Pilar, to a single owner in Santa Fe. 
 
The building is a small, simple, low Pueblo Revival style structure, with a flat roof. It is approximately square, 
measuring about 26-1/2 feet in either direction. The setback, size, scale, style, and detailing of the building is 
somewhat typical of other older buildings on the street. A small rectangular wood framed addition had been added 
to the north side of the building, but it collapsed in late 2024 or early 2025. All that remains of this addition is the 
foundation.  
 
The standing portion of the building appears to have been constructed in two phases – an original rectangular 
building on the front (south), and a full width rectangular addition on the back (north). A seam is visible on the side 
walls of the building, as well as a small step in the parapet height, where this addition joins the original building. 
The front half of the building, including the former north exterior wall, that now divides the two halves, was built 
with adobe blocks, on a shallow board formed poured concrete foundation, that was built without footings. The 
back half of the building was built with “pen tile,” also on a shallow board formed poured concrete foundation, built 
without footings. Both portions of the building have a flat roof/ceiling, framed with wood joists, and decked with 
wood boards. The roof appears continuous from above. Both halves have wood floor joists, over a shallow cavity, 
and were covered with wood flooring. The interior has been partially gutted. 
 
Aerial photography, documenting the property, was obtained from the City of Santa Fe, the UNM Earth Data 
Analysis Center, and Google Maps. The earliest image, dated 1935, is too low resolution to be useful. A 1948 
image is also low resolution, but appears to show a building on the property. However, its shape cannot be 
discerned. An image from 1951 clearly shows a building, which appears to be a square, suggesting the pen tile 
addition had been constructed by this time. The building footprint does not change in several photos from the 
1960’s. The wood framed addition first shows up in a 1975 photo, and remains there in photos up to and including 
a dated May of 2023. 
 
The exterior walls are covered with two layers of cement stucco, on chicken wire, which has been covered with a 
coat of thick paint or synthetic stucco. Each stucco layer has a visible cementitious color coat. An orange toned 
cementitious color coat, popular in the 1950’s and 1960’s, is seen just under the exterior coating, and a white 
cementitious finish coat is seen under that layer of stucco, on top of the base layer. The base layer of stucco has 
been applied directly to the substrate, without any building paper or other moisture barrier. 
 
There are small, short projecting viga ends visible on the front façade of the building, which may be the remains of 
an original viga roof/ceiling structure for the front portion of the building. The stubs of the vigas can be seen on the 
interior of the front wall, and both sides of the rear wall of the original building, suggesting that the vigas have been 
cut off at the interior surface of the walls and removed. The rear façade has projecting roof/ceiling joists. 
 
The roof appears to be covered with modern, mineral surfaced, asphalt or modified bitumen built up roofing, which 
has been run up and over the tops of the parapets. There is one modern sheet metal canale at the rear, you can 
see where two other canales were closed off for construction of the wood framed addition. 
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For HPD Office use only: 
HCPI No.  District No.   NRHP  SRCP Criteria   A   B   C   D 
1. Name of property: 619 West Alameda 2. Location: 619 West Alameda, Santa Fe, 

NM 
3. Local Reference Number: 

Santa Fe ID # 
4. County: Santa Fe 

Parcel #12129408 
5. Date of Survey: May 6, 2025, May 12, 2025 

 
All but one of the windows are wood, double hung type, single glazed, 1 light over 1 light. They are simply 
constructed with wood frames, and sashes held in place by an applied parting bead and applied stops, which form 
the tracks. They are not counter balanced or weighted, and may have had pins that were used to hold them open. 
Some of the windows have crude wood screens. The windows have a paint finish, and they appear to be original. 
The windows have cast concrete sills, and are recessed several inches into the walls, with a curved stucco reveal. 
 
There is also a small square opening in the north wall, recessed similar to the double hung windows, with a 
painted wood frame, which appears to have been a wood window. The window appears to have been removed, 
and the opening is covered with wood framed window screening on the exterior, and what appears to be gypsum 
board on the interior. (This may be the back side of the bath tub surround. It is not weather proof, but was 
enclosed in the wood framed addition, until the addition collapsed.) 
 
The two front windows, as well as the two windows on the east facade of the building, measure approximately 24-
inches by 47-inches. Two of these same windows are mulled together on the south portion of the west façade to 
create a double unit. Another window on the north portion of the west façade measures approximately 30-inches 
by 45-inches.  
 
The two front doors are wood, frame and panel type, with a glazed flower petal design. They do not appear to be 
original, and may be hand made. They appear to have been stained and sealed. There have simply constructed 
wood frames, with applied stops, a screen mortise, and wood sills, which appear to be set directly on the 
foundation. The frames are recessed several inches into the walls, with a curved stucco reveal. The frames have 
been crudely modified to accept the doors, and have a paint finish. The doors have modern latches and deadbolts, 
modern metal thresholds, and there are screen door hinges on the frames. 
 
The western rear door, is a manufactured frame and panel door, with a 3 horizontal panels, and a glazed, 4 light 
panel in the top. The wood frame and sill are similar to the front doors, with provisions for a screen door. The 
frame is recessed several inches into the walls, with a curved stucco reveal. The door and frame have a paint 
finish. This door may be original. It has modern hardware, and a metal sill. 
 
Another door is visible at the rear – on the east side. This door was installed to provide access into the rear 
addition. This door is a modern hollow core wood door, in a crude wood frame, that is set in a rough opening that 
was cut into the pen tile. 
 
The building has electrical service, phone service, city water and sewer, and natural gas service, although none of 
these services are connected or in use. 
 
On site features at the front of the property include the remains of a chain link fence, a couple of short cast 
concrete posts – which may be from an old fence, a couple of wood posts, and possible remains of a stone 
landscape border. There is a chain link fence along the east and north boundary of the property. The west 
boundary is closed off by walls on the adjacent property. There are two small poured concrete stoops outside of 
the two front doors. 
 
There is also what appears to be an old pen tile lined well, on the west side of the property. Note that the survey 
shows a shed along the rear of the west boundary of the property. This shed no longer exists.
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For HPD Office use only: 
HCPI No.  District No.   NRHP  SRCP Criteria   A   B   C   D 
1. Name of property: 619 West Alameda 2. Location: 619 West Alameda, Santa Fe, 

NM 
3. Local Reference Number: 

Santa Fe ID # 
4. County: Santa Fe 

Parcel #12129408 
5. Date of Survey: May 6, 2025, May 12, 2025 

 
 

 
 

View from street – looking northeast - May 2025 
 

 
 

South façade – looking north – May 2025 
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HCPI No.  District No.   NRHP  SRCP Criteria   A   B   C   D 
1. Name of property: 619 West Alameda 2. Location: 619 West Alameda, Santa Fe, 

NM 
3. Local Reference Number: 

Santa Fe ID # 
4. County: Santa Fe 

Parcel #12129408 
5. Date of Survey: May 6, 2025, May 12, 2025 

 
 

 
 

Southwest corner – looking northeast – May 2025 
 

 
 

West façade – looking east – May 2025 
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HCPI No.  District No.   NRHP  SRCP Criteria   A   B   C   D 
1. Name of property: 619 West Alameda 2. Location: 619 West Alameda, Santa Fe, 

NM 
3. Local Reference Number: 

Santa Fe ID # 
4. County: Santa Fe 

Parcel #12129408 
5. Date of Survey: May 6, 2025, May 12, 2025 

 
 

 
 

Northwest corner – looking southeast – May 2025 
 

 
 

North façade – looking south – May 2025 
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HCPI No.  District No.   NRHP  SRCP Criteria   A   B   C   D 
1. Name of property: 619 West Alameda 2. Location: 619 West Alameda, Santa Fe, 

NM 
3. Local Reference Number: 

Santa Fe ID # 
4. County: Santa Fe 

Parcel #12129408 
5. Date of Survey: May 6, 2025, May 12, 2025 

 
 

 
 

Northwest corner – looking north – May 2025 
 

 
 

East façade – looking west – May 2025 
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1. Name of property: 619 West Alameda 2. Location: 619 West Alameda, Santa Fe, 

NM 
3. Local Reference Number: 

Santa Fe ID # 
4. County: Santa Fe 

Parcel #12129408 
5. Date of Survey: May 6, 2025, May 12, 2025 

 
 

 
 

Southeast corner– looking northwest – May 2025 
 
 
 

Page 427 of 445



Historic Cultural Properties Inventory (HCPI) Continuation Sheet 
Historic Preservation Division, New Mexico Department of Cultural Affairs 

 

 
For HPD Office use only: 
HCPI No.  District No.   NRHP  SRCP Criteria   A   B   C   D 
1. Name of property: 619 West Alameda 2. Location: 619 West Alameda, Santa Fe, 

NM 
3. Local Reference Number: 

Santa Fe ID # 
4. County: Santa Fe 

Parcel #12129408 
5. Date of Survey: May 6, 2025, May 12, 2025 

 
 

 
 

Wood framed addition – pre collapse - 2023 
 

 
 

Wood framed addition – pre collapse - 2023 
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HCPI No.  District No.   NRHP  SRCP Criteria   A   B   C   D 
1. Name of property: 619 West Alameda 2. Location: 619 West Alameda, Santa Fe, 

NM 
3. Local Reference Number: 

Santa Fe ID # 
4. County: Santa Fe 

Parcel #12129408 
5. Date of Survey: May 6, 2025, May 12, 2025 

 
 
 
 
 
 

    
 

Aerial view – 1948 – appears to show a building on the property 
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HCPI No.  District No.   NRHP  SRCP Criteria   A   B   C   D 
1. Name of property: 619 West Alameda 2. Location: 619 West Alameda, Santa Fe, 

NM 
3. Local Reference Number: 

Santa Fe ID # 
4. County: Santa Fe 

Parcel #12129408 
5. Date of Survey: May 6, 2025, May 12, 2025 

 
 
 
 
 
 

    
 

Aerial view – 1951 – appears to show a square building 
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HCPI No.  District No.   NRHP  SRCP Criteria   A   B   C   D 
1. Name of property: 619 West Alameda 2. Location: 619 West Alameda, Santa Fe, 

NM 
3. Local Reference Number: 

Santa Fe ID # 
4. County: Santa Fe 

Parcel #12129408 
5. Date of Survey: May 6, 2025, May 12, 2025 

 
 
 
 
 
 

    
 

Aerial view – 1967 – clearly shows a square building 
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HCPI No.  District No.   NRHP  SRCP Criteria   A   B   C   D 
1. Name of property: 619 West Alameda 2. Location: 619 West Alameda, Santa Fe, 

NM 
3. Local Reference Number: 

Santa Fe ID # 
4. County: Santa Fe 

Parcel #12129408 
5. Date of Survey: May 6, 2025, May 12, 2025 

 
 
 
 
 
 

    
 

Aerial view – 1975 – clearly shows the third addition 
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1. Name of property: 619 West Alameda 2. Location: 619 West Alameda, Santa Fe, 

NM 
3. Local Reference Number: 

Santa Fe ID # 
4. County: Santa Fe 

Parcel #12129408 
5. Date of Survey: May 6, 2025, May 12, 2025 

 
 
 
 
 
 

    
 

Aerial View - 2023 
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DATE: July 22, 2025 

TO: Historic Districts Review Board Members 
  

 
VIA: 

 
Maggie Moore, Assistant Land Use Director 
Gary Moquino, Historic Preservation Division Manager 
 

FROM: Heather Lamboy, Planning & Land Use Department Director HLL 
  

 
2025-010698-HDRB, 222 Polaco St., Westside-Guadalupe Historic District, Gayla Bechtol, 
agent for Lee Kirch, owner, requests to install to a coyote fence to a height of 6’-0 where the 
maximum allowable is 4’-7”. Exception is requested to 14-5.2(D)(9)(a)(ii)(B) (Heather Lamboy) 
 
REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially): 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff finds that all the exception criteria have not been met relative to the proposed height. 
Otherwise, staff recommends approval of the application as it complies with 14-5.2(D) General 
Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and 14-5.2(I) Westside-Guadalupe Design Standards. 
 
Sample motions: 

a. Approve or deny Case #2025-10698 to permit the proposed 6-foot fence at 222 Polaco 

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

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

Page 434 of 445



Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2025-010698-HDRB 
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Street.  
b. Approve or deny Case #2025-10698 to permit the proposed 6-foot fence at 222 Polaco 

Street subject to conditions.  
c. Approve or deny the exception to 14-5.2(D)(9)(a)(ii)(B) to permit a 6-foot fence where 

4’7” is permitted based on the streetscape. 
 

Should the Board deny the exception request, the applicant shall return with an alternative proposal 
for review and approval before proceeding to a building permit. 
 
 
BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:  
 
The single-family residence at 222 Polaco Street is listed as contributing to the Westside-
Guadalupe Historic District. The previous cedar fence is visible in the photographs on the Historic 
Cultural Property Inventory Form, completed in 1998, and the Building Inventory Form, 
completed in 1985. 
 
This case is the result of a red tag issued by the Historic Districts Construction Inspector.  The 
applicant had removed the cedar plank fence and was erecting a 6-foot coyote fence.   
 
The overall character of the Polaco streetscape is very similar to what can be found throughout the 
Westside-Guadalupe Historic District.  The streetscape includes a variety of lower yard walls as 
well as a historically low yard wall that was increased in height, yet still consistent with the 
permitted streetscape height of 55”. 
 
There have been no previous HDRB cases or administrative approvals for 222 Polaco St. 
 
APPLICANT’S REQUEST: 
 
The applicant proposes the following exterior alterations: 
 

1) Construction of a 6-foot coyote fence and vehicular gate. 
 
 
EXCEPTION CRITERIA AND RESPONSES: 
 
Exception to Section 14-5.2(D)(9)(a)(ii)(B) SFCC 1987 requested for the construction of a fence 
1’5” higher than the permitted height of 4’7”. 
 
(i) Do not damage the character of the district 

Applicant Response: The existing and the portion of the 6’ cedar fence demolished without a 
permit was part of the existing streetscape which consists of walls and fences of varying height. 
Replacing the entire fence line with a coyote fence will contribute to the streetscape, and 
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improve the streetscape by removing the falling-down and rotten dog ear cedar fencing. The 
height of the new fence is the same height as the existing. 
 
Staff Response:  

(ii) Are required to prevent a hardship to the applicant or an injury to the public welfare 
Applicant Response: The existing cedar fence is in danger of falling down. The wood posts 
and rails are rotting. Replacing the existing rotting 6’ fence with a new 6’ fence doesn’t prevent 
a hardship or injury. 
 
Staff Response: Although the fence has been 6 feet tall and on the property since at least 1985, 
it is not considered a historic structure.  According to the height standards in the Historic 
Districts ordinance, the maximum height is 4’7”.  When a structure is removed, the legal 
nonconformity goes away.  Current code standards apply, and it could be injurious to the public 
welfare, as the current ordinance standards are based on an evaluation of the streetscape. 

 
(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 existing 6’ cedar fence is in danger of falling down the 
current resident is moving as soon as possible. If it can be replaced with the same streetscape 
it will allow the current resident to feel safe again. There have been multiple intrusions on the 
property because of the lack of security - no gate, and openings in the existing dilapidated 
fence - leaving the property unsecured and the resident feeling unsafe. 
 
Staff Response: The Polaco streetscape, like many others in the Westside-Guadalupe Historic 
District, is characterized by lower yard walls and fences, which is reflected in the allowable 
height calculation.  In order to achieve a higher height, the applicant could have considered 
landscaping in order to provide a buffer from the street activity. 

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

involved and which are not applicable to other lands or structures in the related streetscape; 
Applicant Response: The existing 6’ cedar fence is in danger of falling down and the owner 
would like to keep the current height with a new coyote fence more appropriate to the Westside 
Guadalupe Historic District standards. The “allowable” height is an after-the-fact requirement 
and should not penalize the present owner. 
 
Staff Response: While the height ordinance is a more recent standard that was adopted after 
the construction of the existing fence, any nonconformity is lost with a replacement fence. 
There are no special circumstances peculiar to the streetscape. 

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

applicant; and  
Applicant Response: The existing cedar fence is in danger of falling down is 6’ tall. The coyote 
fence will be the same height. The “allowable” height is an after-the-fact requirement and 
should not penalize the present owner. 
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Staff Response: While the wear of the fence over time is not the result of the actions of the 
applicant, there are no special conditions or circumstances that warrant the height exception. 

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

Subsection 14-5.2(A)(1).  
Applicant Response: The existing fence 6’ tall will be replaced with the same height with the 
appropriate materials to withstand the elements including gravity. 
 
Staff Response: A 6’ coyote fence does not provide for the least negative impact; on the 
contrary, it is divergent from the overall character of the streetscape, which includes lower yard 
walls and fences. 

 
 
 
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.  
 

(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.  
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(c) Height, Pitch, Scale, Massing, and Floor Stepbacks  
The board is the city administrative board reviewing and granting or denying 
requests for exceptions from regulations set forth in Subsection 14-5.2(D)(9). When 
requesting exceptions the applicant shall use the procedures for public notice and 
hearing set forth in Section 14-3.6(B)(3), unless the applicant also requests a 
variance to the underlying zoning. In such a case the applicant for the H ordinance 
exception shall not be required to publish a legal ad in the local newspaper. 
Exceptions are project specific and do not apply to the subject property in 
perpetuity. The board may grant exceptions and impose conditions thereon to 
Subsection 14-5.2(D)(9) for height of structures within the historic districts as 
specified in Subsection 14-5.2(D)(9)(a). 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 streetscape;  
(ii) Prevent a hardship to the applicant or an injury to the public welfare;  
(iii) Strengthen the unique heterogeneous character of the city by providing a full 

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

(iv) Are due to special conditions and circumstances which are peculiar to the land 
or structure involved and which are not applicable to other lands or structures 
in the related streetscape;  

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

(vi) Provide the least negative impact with respect to the purpose of this section as 
set forth in Subsection 14-5.2(A)(1).  

 
(D) General Design Standards for All H Districts    

In any review of proposed additions or alterations to structures that have been declared 
significant or contributing in any historic district or a landmark in any part of the city, the 
following standards shall be met:  
(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)  
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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.  

 
(I) Westside-Guadalupe Historic District    

(1) District Standards  
Compliance with the following structural standards shall occur whenever those exterior 
features of buildings and other structures subject to public view from any public street, 
way, or other public place are erected, altered, or demolished:  
(a) Slump block, stucco, brick, or stone shall be used as exterior wall materials. Wood 

and other materials may be used for details. Aluminum siding, metal panels, 
mirrored glass, and unstuccoed concrete block or unstuccoed concrete shall not be 
used as exterior wall materials;  
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(b) The color of stuccoed buildings shall predominantly be in browns, tans, local earth 
tones and soft pastels. Surfaces of stone or brick shall be in the natural color. 
Entryways, and portales or porches may be emphasized by the use of white or other 
colors. Painting of buildings with a color that causes arresting or spectacular effects 
or with bold repetitive patterns or using buildings as signs is prohibited. Murals, 
however, are permitted and may be referred to the city arts board for an advisory 
recommendation;  

(c) Roof form, slope, and shape. It is intended that buildings be designed to be "wall 
dominated". "Wall dominated" means that the building's geometry is more defined 
by walls than by roofs. Buildings with flat, gabled, shed, or hipped roofs can be 
designed as "wall dominated" solutions and are allowed. The height of the roof 
above the wall shall be no greater than the height of the wall. Folded plate, 
hyperbolic or mansard roofs are not allowed;  

(d) The use of solar and other energy collecting and conserving strategies is 
encouraged. The use of large glazed areas on south facing walls for trombe walls 
or other solar collectors, direct gain, or other energy collecting purposes is allowed. 
When in view from any public street, way, or other public place, solar equipment 
shall be screened as follows:  
(i) raising the parapet;  
(ii) setting back from the edge of the roof;  
(iii) framing the collector with wood;  
(iv) in the case of pitched roofs, by integrating the collector into the pitch;  
(v) in the case of ground solar collectors by a wall or vegetation;  
(vi) in the case of wall collectors, by enclosing by end or other walls;  
(vii) other means that screen the collector or integrate it into the overall structure. 

Non-glare materials shall be used in solar collectors.  
(e) Mechanical, electrical, telephone equipment, microwave satellite receiving dishes, 

and other obtrusive equipment shall be architecturally screened with opaque 
materials by raising the parapet, boxing in the equipment, or other appropriate 
means. The equipment shall be of a low profile to minimize the screening problems;  

(f) Walls and fences shall be of brick, adobe, masonry, rock, wood, coyote fencing, or 
similar materials. Wrought iron fences and slump block walls are allowed. Walls of 
unstuccoed concrete block, unstuccoed concrete, chain-link, metal wire, or similar 
materials are prohibited, except where the wall or fence is not in the street frontage;  

(g) Greenhouses 
(h) Attached greenhouses that front on the street shall give the appearance of being 

integrated into the structure of the building or of being a substantive addition rather 
than having a lean-to effect. The use of corrugated fiberglass or rolled plastic for 
the external surface of attached or freestanding greenhouses that front on the street 
is prohibited. Greenhouses with slanting sides shall be bracketed at the ends and 
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that greenhouses made from enclosed porches or portales maintain the shape of the 
porch or portal;  

(i) Porches and portales are encouraged;  
(j) When parking spaces are required for commercial or multi-family residential 

buildings, they shall be placed to the rear or side of the building.  
(2) Walls; Fences; Solar Collectors; Administration  

Applications for erection, alteration, or demolition of walls, fences, and solar collectors 
and required submittals shall be reviewed by the planning and land use department. 
Approval, disapproval or referral shall be indicated by the division on the application 
for the building permit and on each of the required submittals, all of which shall be 
signed by the division staff assigned to the review. The division shall report approvals, 
disapprovals, and referrals to the board at its next regular meeting as an informational 
item. (Ord. No. 2007-45 § 30; Ord. #2020-22, § 16)  
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320 Aztec Street Suite C, Santa Fe, NM 87501 www.gbasantafe.com 

 
To: City of Santa Fe HDRB staff 
 
June 18, 2025 
 
Re: Proposed Work at 222 Polaco Street 
 
We propose to replace the existing 6’ cedar fence with a 6’ coyote fence and rolling gate. The 
latillas will be of varying heights. The painted rust steel posts anchored into the ground by at 
least 18” deep by 12” diameter concrete will face inside the property. See photos below. 
 
The gate will be inset 2’ into the property in order to avoid removing the Siberian Elm. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Gayla Bechtol, AIA 
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320 Aztec Street, #C, Santa Fe, NM   www.gbasantafe.com 
 

To: Historic Districts Review Board and staff 
 
Historic Districts and Historic Landmarks 
Design Standards and Signage Exception Criteria 
 
For 222 Polaco Street Fence replacement. 
 
(i) Do not damage the character of the streetscape 
 
Response: The existing and the portion of the 6’ cedar fence demolished without a permit was 
part of the existing streetscape which consists of walls and fences of varying height. Replacing 
the entire fence line with a coyote fence will contribute to the streetscape, and improve the 
streetscape by removing the falling down and rotten dog ear cedar fencing. The height of the new 
fence is the same height as the existing. 
 
(ii) Are required to prevent a hardship to the applicant or an injury to the public welfare 
 
Response: The existing cedar fence is in danger of falling down. The wood posts and rails are 
rotting. Replacing the existing rotting 6’ fence with a new 6’ fence doesn’t prevent a hardship or 
injury. 
 
(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 existing 6’ cedar fence is in danger of falling down the current resident is 
moving as soon as possible. If it can be replaced with the same streetscape it will allow the 
current resident to feel safe again. There have been multiple intrusions on the property because 
of the lack of security - no gate, and openings in the existing dilapidated fence - leaving the 
property unsecured and the resident feeling unsafe.  

(iv)  Are due to special conditions and circumstances which are peculiar to the land or 
structure involved and which are not applicable to other lands or structures in the related 
streetscape 
 
Response: The existing 6’ cedar fence is in danger of falling down and the owner would like to 
keep the current height with a new coyote fence more appropriate to the Downtown Eastside 

Page 444 of 445



 

  

 

320 Aztec Street, #C, Santa Fe, NM   www.gbasantafe.com 
 

Historic District standards. The “allowable” height is an after-the-fact requirement and should 
not penalize the present owner. 
 
(v)  Are due to special conditions and circumstances which are not at result of the actions of 
the applicant  
 
Response: The existing cedar fence is in danger of falling down is 6’ tall. The coyote fence will 
be the same height. The “allowable” height is an after-the-fact requirement and should not 
penalize the present owner. 
 
(vi) Provide the least negative impact with respect to the purpose of this section as set forth in 
Subsection 14-5.2(A)(1). 
 
Response: The existing fence 6’ tall will be replaced with the same height with the appropriate 
materials to withstand the elements including gravity. 
 
Thank you very much for your consideration and review. 

Sincerely, 

 
Gayla Bechtol, AIA 
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