
SPECIAL PROCEDURES FOR VIRTUAL ATTENDANCE AND PUBLIC COMMENT:
Attendance: In response to the State’s declaration of a Public Health Emergency, the
Mayor’s Proclamation of Emergency, and the ban on public gatherings in excess of
those permitted in the current public health order, Historic Districts Review Board
meeting will be held virtually.

Viewing: Members of the public may stream the meeting live on the City of Santa Fe’s
YouTube channel
at https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCuW5Fb7iWuKpTdsWYNDurgA. The YouTube
live stream can be accessed at this address from most smartphones, tablets, or
computers.

Attending on Zoom: Members of the public may attend the Zoom meeting on a
computer, mobile device, or phone. The video conference link and teleconference
number will be posted at https://santafe.primegov.com/public/portal at least seventy-two
(72) hours before the meeting.. The direct Zoom link
is: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83191941803?
pwd=NWpIL0Q1ai9sSjY1aFhFNWdHdXdLQT09
and use password: 348336.

Attending Zoom by Phone: Members of the public can attend the Zoom meeting by
phone by dialing:
US: (253) 215-8782 or (346) 248-7799 or (929) 205-6099
Webinar ID: 831 9194 1803.

Public Comment:
• By video: A person attending the Zoom meeting by video conference (using a
computer, mobile device, or smart phone) may provide public comment during the
meeting. Attendees should use the “Raise Hand” function to be recognized by the chair
to speak at the appropriate time.
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• By phone: A person attending the Zoom meeting by phone may provide public
comment during the meeting. Phone attendees should press *9 to use the “Raise Hand”
function to be recognized at the appropriate time.
• In writing: A person may submit written public comments by 5pm the Monday prior to
the meeting via the virtual comment “button” at
https://santafe.primegov.com/public/portal.
A. ROLL CALL

B. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

C. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

1. February 9, 2021

D. APPROVAL OF FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. Case #2020-002818-HDRB. 324 McKenzie Street.

2. Case #2020-002983-HDRB. 209 Delgado Street.

3. Case #2021-003048-HDRB. 105 Calle La Pena.

4. Case #2021-003057-HDRB. 107 South Armijo Lane.

5. Case #2021-003062-HDRB. 350 Garcia Street.

6. Case #2021-003068-HDRB. 1668 Cerro Gordo Road.

7. Case #2021-003058-HDRB. 235 North Guadalupe Street.

8. Case #2021-003084-HDRB. 235 North Guadalupe Street.

9. Case #2020-002954-HDRB. 333 Sena Street.

10. Case #2020-003006-HDRB. 542 Camino del Monte Sol.

E. MATTERS FROM THE PUBLIC
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F. STAFF COMMUNICATIONS

G. OLD BUSINESS

1. Case #2020-002813-HDRB. 247 Anita Place. Don Gaspar Area Historic
District. Gene Tison, agent/owner, proposes to construct an addition on a
contributing residential structure. (Angela Schackel Bordegaray, 955-6127,
asbordegaray@santafenm.gov)

2. Case #2020-002916-HDRB. 481 Arroyo Tenorio. Downtown and Eastside
Historic District. D’Angelico Enterprises Inc., agent for David and Anna-
Karin Dillard, owners, proposes to construct a greenhouse addition on a
non-contributing accessory structure. An exception is requested to
Downtown and Eastside Design Standards (14-5.2(E)). (Nicole Ramirez
Thomas/Angela Schackel Bordegaray, 955-6127,
asbordegaray@santafenm.gov)

3. Case #2020-001979-HDRB. 613 Canyon Road. Downtown and Eastside
Historic District. Craig Hoopes and Associates, agent for Canyon Room
Holdings, owner, proposes to raise the roof,replace and repair windows
and doors, reopen an enclosed portal, and other general maintenance on
a contributing residential structure, replace windows and doors, install a
courtyard, and stucco a non-contributing residential structure, and demolish
all non-contributing structures on the tract A which includes a triplex,
2 storage sheds, and a well house. (Daniel Schwab,
DNSchwab@santafenm.gov 955-6660)

H. NEW BUSINESS

1. Case #2020-002791-HDRB. 530 Garcia Street. Downtown and Eastside
Historic District. Christopher Purvis, agent for Beverly Foust, owner,
requests historic status review and primary façade designation, if
applicable, for a non-contributing residential structure. (Angela Schackel
Bordegaray, 955-6127, asbordegaray@santafenm.gov) (POSTPONEDTO
MARCH 23, 2021)
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2. Case #2021-003109-HDRB. 128 West Berger Street. Don Gaspar Area
Historic District. David Smith, agent/owner, requests a historic status review
of a yardwall on a non-contributing residential property. (Daniel Schwab,
955-6660, dnschwab@santafenm.gov)

3. Case #2021-003110-HDRB. 128 West Berger Street. Don Gaspar Area
Historic District. David Smith, agent/owner, proposes to remove a portion
of a non-contributing yardwall and install a vehicle gate to a height of 4 feet
7 inches. (Daniel Schwab, 955-6660, dnschwab@santafenm.gov)

4. Case #2021-003111-HDRB. 314 North Guadalupe Street. Westside-
Guadalupe Historic District. Andrew Lyons, agent for JimHeneghan, owner,
proposes to construct a freestanding 2,540 sq. ft. residence to the height of
15’0” where the maximum allowable height is 15’1” and 41” high yardwall
and pedestrian gate on a contributing property. (Angela Schackel
Bordegaray, 955-6127, asbordegaray@santafenm.gov)

5. Case #2021-003114-HDRB. 630 Canyon Road. Downtown and Eastside
Historic District. Lorn Tryk Architects, agent for Santa Fe Monthly Meeting
of Friends, owner, proposes to construct a 2,085 sq. ft. freestanding non-
residential structure to a height of 14’ 8” on a significant property. (Daniel
Schwab, 955-6660, dnschwab@santafenm.gov)

6. Case #2021-003113-HDRB. 324 Staab Street. Downtown and Eastside
Historic District. Will McDonald, agent for Sterling Resource Group, owner
proposes to alter the roof style, reconfigure windows, and stucco the
residence and yardwall on a contributing residential property. (Angela
Schackel Bordegaray, 955-6127, asbordegaray@santafenm.gov)

7. Case #2021-003119-HDRB. 331 De Vargas Street. Downtown and
Eastside Historic District. Shaw Architecture LLC, agent for Four Plex LLC,
owner, proposes to replace windows and doors, a non-contributing
residential structure. An exception is requested to 14-5.2(E)(1)(c) to install
single panes larger than 30 inches in dimension. (Daniel Schwab,
955-6660, DNSchwab@santafenm.gov)

I. DISCUSSION ITEMS

J. MATTERS FROM THE BOARD
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K. NEXT MEETING: Tuesday, March 9, 2021

L. 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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SUMMARY INDEX 
HISTORIC DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD 

February 9, 2021 
 

ITEM     ACTION TAKEN    PAGE(S) 
 
Call to Order     5:30 pm     1 
 
A. Roll Call     Quorum Present    1 

 
B. Approval of Agenda   Approved as Presented   2-3 
 
C. Approval of Minutes 

1. January 28, 2021   Approved as Amended   3 
 

D. Findings of Fact & 
Conclusions of Law   Approved     3 
       

E. Matters from the Public   Comments     3-4 
 

F. Staff Communications   Comments     4 
 

G. Old Business  
1. Case #2020-002818-HDRB.  
     324 McKenzie Street Case  Approved  `   4-7 
 
2. Case #2020-002983-HDRB.  

209 Delgado Street   Approved     7-9 
       

H. New Business 
1. Case #2021-003048-HDRB 

 105 Calle La Pena   Approved with Conditions   9-14 
 

2. Case #2021-003049-HDRB 
 555 San Antonio Street  Postponed      14-19 
 

3. Case #2021-003057-HDRB 
 107 South Armijo Lane  Designation      19-24 
 

4. Case #2021-003062-HDRB 
350 Garcia Street   Approved     24-27 
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5. Case #2021-003068-HDRB 
 1668 Cerro Gordo Rd.   Approved      27-28 
 

6. Case #2021-3058-HDRB 
 235 North Guadalupe Street Designation     28-32 
 

7. Case #2021-3084-HDRB 
 235 North Guadalupe Street Approved     33-34 
 

8. Case #2020-2954-HDRB 
333 Sena Street   Denied     34-40 
 

9. Case #2020-3006-HDRB 
542 Camino del Monte Sol  Approved in Part and Denied in Part 41-52 

  
I. Discussion Items   None      53 
 
J. Matters From the Board  Comments     53 

 
K. Next Meeting    Tuesday, February 23, 2021  53 

 
L. Adjournment    Adjourned at 11:10    54
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MINUTES OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE 
HISTORIC DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD 

February 9, 2021 
VIRTUAL HEARING 

 
CALL TO ORDER    
 
 A regular meeting of the City of Santa Fe Historic Districts Review Board was 
called to order by Cecilia Rios, Chair, on the above date at approximately 5:30 p.m. at a 
virtual meeting held at https://www.youtube.com/user/cityofsantafe. 
 
A. ROLL CALL   
 
 Roll Call indicated the presence of a quorum as follows: 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Ms. Cecilia Rios, Chairwoman 
Mr. Frank Katz, Vice Chair 
Ms. Jennifer Biedscheid  
Mr. John Bienvenu 
Mr. Anthony Guida 
Ms. Flynn G. Larson 

 
 MEMBERS EXCUSED: 
 Mr. Buddy Roybal 

 
 OTHERS PRESENT: 
 Ms. Nicole Ramirez Thomas 
 Mr. Daniel Schwab, Senior Planner 

Ms. Angela Bordegaray, Senior Planner 
Ms. Sally Paez, Assistant City Attorney 

 Ms. Melissa Byers, Stenographer  
 
NOTE: All items in the Committee packet for all agenda items are 

incorporated herewith by reference. The original Committee packet is 
on file in the Historic Preservation Office and available on the City of 
Santa Fe Website. 

 
B. APPROVAL OF AGENDA    
 
MOTION: Vice Chair Katz moved, seconded by Member Guida to approve the 

agenda, as presented.   
 

https://www.youtube.com/user/cityofsantafe
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VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous (5-0) roll call vote with Members 
Biedscheid, Bienvenu, Guida, Katz and Larson voting in favor and none 
voting against.  

 
  
C. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:   
 

1. January 28, 2021 
 
Chair Rios requested a change on page 34, Questions for Staff, “Chair Rios 
asked to see…” last sentence should read “she thought the door could be 
replaced with a window.” 
 

MOTION: Vice Chair Katz moved, seconded by Member Biedscheid to approve the 
HDRB Hearing Minutes of January 28, 2021, as amended. 

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

Bienvenu, Katz and Larson voting in favor, none voting against and Member 
Guida abstaining. 

 
D. APPROVAL OF FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
  

1. Case #2020-002483-HDRB. 524 Calle Corvo.  
  

2. Case #2020-002975-HDRB. 918 Don Gaspar Avenue.  
  

3. Case #2020-003017-HDRB. 213 Barela Street.  
  

4. Case #2020-003005-HDRB. 111 Delgado Street.  
  

5. Case #2020-002985-HDRB. 575 West San Francisco Street.  
  

MOTION: Vice Chair Katz moved, seconded by Member Biedscheid to approve the 
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law as presented. 

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

Bienvenu, Katz and Larson voting in favor, none voting against and Member 
Guida abstaining.  

 
E.  MATTERS FROM THE PUBLIC 
 
 Stefanie Beninato asked about the obelisk plaque that disappeared that Ms. Paez 
was going to find out about.  She said the plaque of the Cross of the Martyrs had also 
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disappeared.  Also, since Ms. Paez mentioned that she does not represent the City 
Council on appeals, a Board member should.  Someone should be representing the 
Board.  She said the Board has been violating State law. The law prohibits the unlicensed 
practice of law by a layperson representing another layperson in front of administrative or 
judicial bodies. That means you need a lawyer basically and the architect could be a 
witness. The City has ignored this law for 11 years regarding the New Mexico Court of 
Appeals case in 2009 of Lee vs. Catron. She asked the City to change their procedure 
and comply with State law. She will continue making a standing objection to every case 
in which a layperson represents the case to the Board that is not the owner. 
 
 Chair Rios asked Ms. Paez to comment on the practice of law by lay people. 
 
 Ms. Paez said her interpretation of the case cited is that it does not apply. The 
agents presenting cases before the Board are not practicing law.  They simply represent 
the applicant. They are architects, managers, and specialists who do a better job 
presenting the matters to this specialized Land Use Board than an attorney, in most 
cases.  She felt that this was not a practice of law. She pointed out that New Mexico State 
rules allow non attorneys to practice limited law in some circumstances, such as in 
Municipal Court and Magistrate Court in civil matters where there are non-attorney and 
limited jurisdiction courts.  There is a statement in the case cited that says administrative 
bodies and courts that one must be an attorney to represent someone in court.  That does 
not apply here. The case cited was very different and to the extent it could be applied 
here, wasn’t relevant to what we would normally call victim. She said it does not apply 
and she did not see a concern. The regulation of the practice of law is under the 
jurisdiction of the New Mexico Supreme Court and not the City’s call and they would be 
the one to make that determination.    
  
F. STAFF COMMUNICATIONS  
  
 Ms. Ramirez Thomas indicated there had been a staff change and Lani McCully 
was promoted to the position of Planner.  She has taken the position this week and will 
no longer be assisting the Board.  Amanda Romero will start assisting the Board.   
   
G. OLD BUSINESS    
 
 Chair Rios reminded applicants that if they disagree with the Board’s decisions 
they have 15 days from the approval of Findings of Fact to appeal. 
 

1. Case #2020-002818-HDRB. 324 McKenzie Street. Downtown & Eastside 
Historic District. David C. Betzler, agent/owner, proposes to remove, 
reconstruct and extend an awning on a non-primary facade of a contributing 
structure. (Daniel Schwab)  
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STAFF REPORT     
324 McKenzie Street is a 1540 square foot contributing residential structure located in the 
Downtown and Eastside Historic District. The north façade is designated primary. The 
structure is rectangular, of one-story, and faces north on McKenzie Street. The structure 
has a pitched roof with a street-facing gable, adobe walls with deeply recessed windows 
and a territorial-style portal on the front. On the east side, the rear portion of the property 
is gated and hidden from public view. Behind this gate is a wood awning and trellis that 
is not attached to the structure. The awning and trellis are not historic.  

On January 12, 2021, the applicant came before the HDRB and proposed to remove the 
publicly visible awning structure and replace it with an oxidized steel frame awning, similar 
in scale to the one to be removed, with pre-finished Pro Panel metal roofing in a brown 
color. The board recommended that this choice of materials was not appropriate for the 
structure and postponed the case for redesign.  

The applicant now returns to the board with a proposal with the following items:  
 

1. Replace the existing structure with a new 160 SF, wood-framed shade 
structure/trellis featuring an unroofed (open) design with a white painted finish. Its 
finished height will measure approximately 10 feet from finished grade. 

2. Construct an approximate 100 square foot wood-framed portal/awning to the south 
(rear) elevation to protect the building. Its finished height is to be about 8 feet 6 
inches above finished grade, attached to the building by means of a ledger strip 
and feature a sloped asphalt shingle roof and painted finish. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION        
Staff recommended 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.  

QUESTIONS FOR STAFF      
 
 Vice Chair Katz asked if the south portal is within the setback limit.   Mr. Schwab 
wasn’t sure.   
 
 Member Biedscheid asked if the change in the coyote fence in the last proposal 
was proposed to be changed at this time.    
 
 Mr. Schwab did not have that information and suggested asking the applicant.  
 
 Member Guida asked if the drawings are in the packet. 
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 Mr. Schwab said they should be in the digital packet.   Ms. Ramirez Thomas offered 
to access the packet for the Board.  
 
APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION     
 
 David Betzler, 324 McKenzie Street, was sworn in.  He responded to Vice Chair 
Katz’s question that the proposed awning at the south elevation is setback from the 
property line in accordance with zoning.  To Member Biedscheid, he said there will be no 
change to the coyote fence.    
 
QUESTIONS FOR APPLICANT      
 
 Member Bienvenu thought the drawings inadvertently were not in the packet.  He 
asked if correct that the new posts look similar to the posts in the front of the building. 
 
 Mr. Betzler replied the posts are square in the new design and the post at the front 
portal are territorial style with round posts.  The proposal is for a square post with a 
painted white finish. 
 
 Member Guida said he understands the intent of the rear portal attaching to the 
ledger board. He asked if the pergola on the east elevation would be attached directly to 
the facia. 
 
 Mr. Betzler said that is the intent. 
 
 Chair Rios asked that the elevations be displayed.  
 
 Mr. Betzler explained the intent is to raise the elevation of the proposed trellis to 
come off the facia with a support beam below that.  The finished height will match where 
the facia board is. 
 
 Member Guida asked that the rear elevation be displayed. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING     
 
 Stefanie Beninato, PO Box 1601, Santa Fe was sworn in.  She objected citing the 
Lee vs. Catron case because this is not the owner.   She said she liked that the applicant 
came back with changes to the design. She felt the addition on the east side that ties to 
the sloped roof looked awkward and would look better if under the eaves of the roof.  
 
BOARD DISCUSSION    
 Chair Rios thanked the applicant for listening to the Board comments in the last 
meeting in reference to the material change from steel to wood.   
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MOTION: In Case #2020-002818-HDRB, 324 McKenzie Street, Member Bienvenu 
moved to approve the application.  Member Larson seconded the motion. 

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous (5-0) roll call vote with Members 
Biedscheid, Bienvenu, Guida, Katz and Larson voting in favor and none 
voting against.   

 
2. Case #2020-002983-HDRB. 209 Delgado Street. Downtown and Eastside 

Historic District. David Smith, agent for Ivo Nelson, owner, proposes to 
construct a 475 sq. ft. addition, on a non-contributing property. (Angela 
Schackel Bordegaray)  

  
STAFF REPORT     
209 Delgado is an approximately 600 square foot single-story New Mexico vernacular 
structure built before 1928. It features a cross-gabled roof and a lower shed roof addition 
on its east side. It is located in the compound at 209 Delgado Street. In 2013, the board 
designated it as non-contributing to the Downtown and Eastside Historic District due to 
significant alterations. 

1. The applicant proposes to add a 475 square foot living room on the west elevation. 
The applicant revised the submission based on comments and recommendations 
from the January 12, 2021 Historic Districts Review Board hearing. The revision 
replaces the previously proposed flat roof to a pitched roof to integrate with the 
existing house.  
 

2. French doors will be divided light wood clad units. The addition will be 14’ in 
height where the maximum allowable height is 14’-7”.   
 

3. The addition’s north façade will have divided lite wood clad units and awning 
windows above the French doors.  
 

4. New windows will be clad in “Sea Green Foam” by Jel Wend, manufacturer. This 
façade is not publicly visible.  
 

5. A skylight is called out on the plans on the south (front) elevation. The applicant 
did not provide this item in the proposal letter but can offer testimony.  
 

6. The new stucco will match the existing house, El Rey “Adobe.” 
 

Ms. Bordegaray clarified on this case they are combining the documents into a 
PDF format and there is a learning curve.  She noted that drawings in the proposal 
letter were in the packet. She corrected the staff report that should read that the 
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addition proposed is a pitched roof based on the Board’s direction at the previous 
meeting. This proposal complies with that.  

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION       
Staff recommended approval of the proposed project and finds that the application 
complies with Section 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards for all H Districts and 14-
5.2(E)(2) Downtown and Eastside Design Standards, Recent Santa Fe Style.   

QUESTIONS FOR STAFF      
 
 Chair Rios confirmed that the 475 sf addition was not visible publicly, but it could 
be seen from the private driveway.  She asked again what was said to be missing from 
the report. 
 
 Ms. Bordegaray indicated it is the skylight referenced on the plans.  
 
APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION     
 
 David Smith, 132 West Berger Street, was sworn in. He said the design has been 
revised to go with the pitched roof, which presented them with problems and 
opportunities. The drainage of the roof is a problem, but they can make it work. He thought 
the artist-rendered elevations that look like photographs show the elevations well.  The 
room is the same square footage with no changes and the roof will be pitched and trussed. 
So that makes the ceiling a bit higher than the ceilings in rest of the house.  He indicated 
both he and the owner could answer questions.  
 
QUESTIONS FOR APPLICANT      
 
 Vice Chair Katz confirmed that Mr. Smith is the architect.  He thanked him for 
making the changes and thought they will make this work well. 
 
 Member Guida asked about the material for the roof.  
 
 Mr. Smith explained it is asphalt shingle and matches the existing shingles in a 
light gray green.  The roof is not very old but if replaced in the future they might replace it 
with a different material.  
 
 Member Biedscheid asked for information on the skylight. 
 
 Mr. Smith indicated the skylight was on the southside because it is impossible to 
put a window.  It provides natural light for a half bath. They would also like to place a 
similar skylight on the west elevation because the flat roof and the depth of that room has 
no possibility of putting a high window.    
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PUBLIC HEARING    
 
 Stefanie Beninato referred to the Catron case and the unlicensed practice of law 
case. She commented on the north side that the amount of glass seemed excessive and 
not in harmony with the rest of the building.    
 
 John Eddy, 227 East Palace Avenue, was sworn. He echoed Ms. Beninato.  He 
said he assumed that the north elevation was not publicly visible.   
 
 Ms. Bordegaray replied it is not publicly visible nor visible to the neighbors. 
 
 Mr. Eddy said that is a moot point then and he could see why the applicant wanted 
as much light as possible. However, he thought the upper bank of windows detracts from 
the vernacular style of the house.  Since it is not visible it is fine. 
 
BOARD DISCUSSION    
  
MOTION: In Case #2020-002983-HDRB, 209 Delgado Street, Vice Chair Katz moved 

to approve per the recommendation of staff as submitted. Member 
Biedscheid seconded the motion. 

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous (5-0) roll call vote with Members 
Biedscheid, Bienvenu, Guida, Katz and Larson voting in favor and none 
voting against.  

 

H. NEW BUSINESS       

1. Case #2021-003048-HDRB. 105 Calle La Pena. Downtown and Eastside 
Historic District. Mark Naktin, agent for David C. Brown, owner, proposes to 
construct a 680 sq. ft. addition to a height of 12’10" on a contributing 
structure. (Daniel Schwab)  

 
STAFF REPORT     
105 Calle La Pena is a single-family structure in a Spanish Pueblo Revival style with 
contributing status to the Downtown and Eastside Historic District. The structure was 
constructed in 1938 and is identified on a 1991 HCPI as contributing. In case 2020-
002960-HDRB on January 12, 2021, the Board reaffirmed the structured status and in 
case 2020-002894-HDRB the Board approved an addition to the non-publicly visible west 
façade of the structure.  
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The applicant now returns to the board with a proposal to construct an attached garage 
to the north, non-primary façade of the house. It would be set back ten feet from the 
primary façade, thus meeting the requirements for setback from a primary façade.  

The maximum allowable height is 15 feet 6 inches. It will be constructed to a height of 12 
feet in height. It will be coated with a cementitious stucco colored El Rey cementitious 
Buckskin. The garage door will be wood grain panel colored tan.   

STAFF RECOMMENDATION       
Staff recommended 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.  

QUESTIONS FOR STAFF      
 
 Chair Rios clarified the garage is publicly visible.   
 
QUESTIONS FOR APPLICANT      
 
 Vice Chair Katz asked if the windows in the front room on the north would remain. 
The drawing shows no windows in the proposal. 
 
 Mr. Schwab said he presumed they would be removed but suggested they ask the 
applicant.    
 
 Member Biedscheid asked if the remaining window was subject to the rule. 
 
 Mr. Schwab questioned whether they were looking at the updated plan. He 
apologized and said he will get the correct plans to them.   
 
 [It was learned that the plan shown on screen was incorrect, but the Board packet 
contained the correct plan.] 
 
APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION      
 
 Mr. Marck Naktin, 1305 Lujan Street, was sworn in.    
 
 Vice Chair Katz clarified that Mr. Natkin was the architect and these were his plans 
being presented on the case.  He asked if the windows in the living room on the north 
side would be removed.   
 
 Mr. Natkin replied they are being eliminated.    
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 Vice Chair Katz said the back addition looked about a foot higher than the rest of 
the house. 
 
 Mr. Natkin thought he was looking at the existing living room.  The house has been 
modified so much you can’t see a lot of the original anymore. The addition is a pop over 
and anything taller than the rest of the house is the living room.  
 
 Member Katz noted that the garage was the closest thing to the road and the most 
visible.  He asked if possible, to drop it by one foot and lower it on the north end to mirror 
the south end. 
 
 Mr. Natkin said that is possible. This is set far back and there is a wall and coyote 
fence that will screen a lot of the garage from the street. The garage will begin all the way 
back at the house, but he doesn’t have a problem reducing it a foot.  He thought that 
would look good. 
 
 Vice Chair Katz confirmed it would be reduced to 11 feet instead of 12 feet.   
 
 Member Guida agreed with Vice Chair Katz that reducing it would mitigate the size 
of the garage addition. It will also work with the intent of our 10 foot setback to articulate 
an addition to the historic structure. It would be better if it matched the height differential 
between the south newer addition and the original house.   
 
 Mr. Natkin said typically he tries to do 9-foot ceilings in the garage and if they try 
to lower it more than 11 feet it could be challenging. But they can make anything work.   
 
 Member Guida suggested it be 11 feet or below.    
 
 Member Biedscheid asked if the garage windows being removed are historic. 
 
 Mr. Naktin explained they determined at the last meeting they are not. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING    
 
 Stefanie Beninato, previously sworn, thought lowering the height of the garage will 
make it a more interesting building.  In terms of Member Biedscheid’s question, she 
should ask if the openings are historic.  She will continue to cite the Lee vs. Catron case.  
She objects because this is an architect who should be a witness not the agent.  The 10-
foot design of the garage door allows lines of horizontal wood. The garage should also 
have windows to be more compatible with garages in historic zones.  The horizontal lines 
without a break make it look more modern.    
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 John Eddy, previously sworn, appreciated the observations of Members Katz and 
Guida.  The garage as designed overwhelms the structure because visibly it is one-third 
of the structure. He thought Ms. Beninato’s suggestion might help.  Two garage doors 
instead of one would help mitigate the overwhelming statement that this is a modern 
garage attached to an historic structure. He asked if the single light window on the north 
was publicly visible and if the same as the south elevation windows.  
 
 Mr. Natkin replied the north windows are on the angled wall and face the back of 
the property.  He explained there are three small windows on the garage that will be 
visible and are the only windows proposed that will be visible.  The windows will be visible 
from the street on the elevation shown. He explained the four windows seen are on the 
approved addition from the last meeting and not part of this proposal. 
  
 Mr. Eddy suggested there be more discussion on the garage.   
 
BOARD DISCUSSION     
 
 Vice Chair Katz agreed the garage door look appeared suburban. He asked the 
possibility of having two doors on the garage as suggested by Mr. Eddy. 
 
 Mr. Natkin indicated on the photograph that the garage is broken up vertically into 
panels and is stained wood.  The owner doesn’t want two doors because it would make 
it difficult to get two cars into the garage.  There is no room to the left or right to maintain 
the required 3 feet from the corner.    
 
 Member Guida said putting aside personal taste, he didn’t agree that adding more 
detail to the door or to the number of openings would produce the intent of the rule to set 
back additions.  We are after the idea that the primary façade is highlighted by the contrast 
of stepping something back will differentiate it. Adding detail will make the garage more 
visible and something plainer of nice material is better. He wasn’t aware there are Santa 
Fe style garage doors. They are the 20th century contrivance we have to accommodate 
so they should do it in the most minimal way. 
 
 Member Larson said even though changes have been made, the house is still 
identifiable.  She agrees the addition overwhelms the house.  She thought it unfortunate 
they have to approve another garage plan that compromises the façade. She wasn’t 
comfortable moving forward with something that directly impacts the primary façade and 
the character of this historic home.  
 
 Member Larson said she agrees with Member Guida if they have to approve, 
simpler is better.  She likes some of the changes, and the garage door is a nice material, 
it might be preferable to have fewer divisions in the paneling. It would be more in style 
with the house.   
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 Mr. Natkin offered to make any alterations.  If the Board wanted to dictate what the 
garage door should look like, he will be happy to accommodate them. The owner is quite 
flexible.    
 
 Member Biedscheid asked staff to confirm for the record the windows that would 
be removed on the north façade are original openings. 
 
 Mr. Schwab believed they are the original openings. 
 
 Member Biedscheid asked if an exception would be required.  
 
 Mr. Schwab said no, they are not on a primary façade.    
 
 Member Bienvenu agreed the garage doesn’t add much to the house in terms of 
aesthetics and historical integrity, but it is allowed under the ordinance. No exceptions 
are required and there is nothing in the ordinance prohibiting the addition, generally or as 
proposed. To that extent the owner is permitted to have a garage there. He agreed making 
the garage door more Santa Fe style would be a mistake and draws more attention to it.  
The elevation drawing of the garage door looks out of keeping but the material is fine for 
this structure.  He had no problem with the proposal especially with the limited height 
proposed. 
 
 Member Biedscheid asked if a one car garage was considered or an option. That 
would reduce the impact to the primary façade. There appears to be an invisible space in 
the property line that caused them to use an angled wall on the north façade, which seems 
odd. She asked if that was a consideration or an option. 

 
 Mr. Natkin said his clients are retired and elderly and both have cars.  The garage 
is because the entire area is concrete and is slippery and dangerous. Having both cars in 
the garage is very important to them.  
  
 The angled wall is dictated by the property line and at the last meeting they were 
forced to put it 10 feet back in order to keep the contributing status of the house. He 
thought it looks good with the angle and works with Santa Fe style.   
 
MOTION: In Case #2021-003048-HDRB, 105 Calle La Pena, Vice Chair Katz moved 

to approve the application as submitted with the condition that the top of the 
garage be reduced by 18 inches.  Member Bienvenu seconded the motion. 

VOTE: The motion passed by majority (4-1) roll call vote with Members Biedscheid, 
Bienvenu, Guida and Katz voting in favor and Member Larson voting 
against.  
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2. Case #2021-003049-HDRB. 555 San Antonio Street. Downtown and 
Eastside Historic District. Design Solutions agent for, Barbara Wagner and 
Charles Palmer, owners, requests a historic status review with primary 
facade designation, if applicable, of a contributing residential structure. 
(Angela Schackel Bordegaray)  

 

STAFF REPORT     
555 San Antonio is a Pueblo Revival style 3,176 square foot residence located in the 
Downtown and Eastside Historic District. It is believed to be constructed before 1932.  
 
There exists no Historic Cultural Property Inventory in city files. From the house’s 
appearance and minutes of a 1991 HDRB hearing, the property has undergone multiple 
additions and alterations. According to the 1991 HDRB case, the house was remodeled 
in 1945, 1965, and 1975. A portal was added to the west elevation in 1975. In 1991 the 
square footage was approximately 2,100 square feet. Sometime after this, a 900 square 
foot addition was constructed. Another larger addition was added also after 1991.  
 

The house reads as two houses conjoined: the original house and the addition on its 
south façade. The existing yard wall has replaced a lower yard wall with a different 
configuration.   
 
The applicant is before the board for a historic status review and designation of primary 
façades as applicable.  
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION    
Staff found the structure as contributing to the Downtown and Eastside Historic District 
per 14-5.2 C Regulation of Significant and Contributing Structures in the Historic Districts.  
Staff recommends the north portion of the west (front) façade and the east elevation be 
designated primary.     
 
QUESTIONS FOR STAFF      
 
 Chair Rios asked to confirm that the original house was built in in 1932 and the 
footprint can still be identified, and the additions in 1945 and 1955 are historic. 
 
 Ms. Bordegaray said they are according to the applicant.  The additions would also 
be historic based on age. 
 
 Chair Rios asked Ms. Bordegaray to point out on screen the north half and the east 
elevation suggested as primary. 
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 Ms. Bordegaray displayed the original footprint, additions and northern portion of 
the west elevation.  She showed the north elevation facing Chavez Lane.  
 
 Vice Chair Katz asked if proposed that that be all primary.   
 
 Ms. Bordegaray said staff has recommended if the structure remains contributing, 
the rear of the east elevation be primary.  She directed the Board to the photograph in 
the packet and the east portion of the north façade, and the applicant reference to the 
west and east portion of the north elevation which shows a bank of windows that have 
obviously been replaced.  
 
 Chair Rios asked to confirm she was suggesting the north part of the west 
elevation.  And even if the windows have been replaced, the openings will remain the 
same.   
 
 Ms. Bordegaray invited the applicant to join the discussion. To her knowledge, the 
house retains parts of its historic fabric, but has been significantly altered. That is a topic 
of consideration for the Board. 
 
 Vice Chair Katz said he is frustrated by the confusion of what is new and what 
currently exists.  He asked if correct the applicant would request to downgrade from 
contributing. 
 
 Ms. Bordegaray said yes, the applicant wants to downgrade.    
 
 Ms. Ramirez Thomas clarified that the applicant is not asking to downgrade. The 
applicant’s letter stated they may be interested in that but more about detailing the 
changes that have occurred to the property. The applicant wanted to have primary 
elevations assigned prior to any changes the new owners may want. 
 
 Vice Chair Katz said he isn’t sure when he looks at the packet what is between the 
house and the driveway, or walkway.    
 
 Ms. Ramirez Thomas explained the photograph with the northwest corner the 
intersection of San Antonio and Chavez Lane and the brick patio/driveway area.  
 
 Vice Chair Katz asked if the space he was told is open space is where the big 
windows are on what he thought is the north elevation. 
 
 Ms. Ramirez Thomas and Ms. Bordegaray pointed out the north elevation. 
 
 Chair Rios confirmed the right of the brick area was open space. 
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 Ms. Ramirez Thomas replied correct, and the CP area is where the portal is and 
behind that is the west elevation recommended also as primary.  It retains a significant 
amount of character.     
 
 Member Bienvenu asked to confirm, that the latest changes were made in 1991 
and had been approved by the Board.   
 
 Ms. Bordegaray said it was not clear when the changes were made. There is a 29-
page document on the previous Board case that is not in the packet.  At one point a 
second story was contemplated, but other additions were made. 
 
 Member Bienvenu said in reading the applicant’s letter it states at the 1991 Board 
hearing the previous owner testified that the portal was added in 1975 and renovations 
were done in 1945, 1965 and 1975.  He assumed there was a Board hearing in 1991 
where the final renovations were approved. 
 
 Ms. Bordegaray replied that is what we would like to assume.   
 
 Member Bienvenu asked if there is no record of what happened at that board 
hearing or what the applicant requested. 
 
 Ms. Ramirez Thomas clarified that the case Ms. Bordegaray read previously was 
from 1991.  It went before the Board at that time and there was an addition that occurred 
after that date. 
 
 Ms. Bordegaray said that was correct.  And there is no discussion in that case of 
previous alterations. 
 
 Member Bienvenu said there were alterations approved in 1991.    
 
 Ms. Bordegaray said the question is what was built and there are no records, and 
it appears there were several additions.  She suggested asking the applicant. 
 
 Ms. Ramirez Thomas didn’t think that was accurate.  She asked to see the footprint 
in 1991 showing the addition.  The standard of what detracted from a building might have 
been different but looking at the slide the addition appears to be less than 50% of the 
original house.  In 1991 the 1945 addition would not have been 50 years old.  
 
 Member Bienvenu said to the extent that the 1991 addition was approved by the 
Board, the records appear to indicate that, it meant the Board found that it did not degrade 
the status of contributing. He couldn’t see any reason to revisit that.  To the extent 
changes were made prior to that, if that were the reasons for degrading the status, that 
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would raise the question we had at the last meeting, can the owner be ordered to return 
it to the contributing status.   
 
APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION     
 
 Tim Curry, 1415 W.  Alameda was sworn.  He thanked the staff for a great job 
presenting. He did his best to come up with the history of the property and wasn’t here to 
downgrade the status.  They are mostly looking for clarification of the primary facades.  
The property has been added onto many times.  He wasn’t clear what was being 
recommended by staff as the primary façades. He indicated the 1990 addition was 
approved by the Board and the notes and file reference that. He did not agree that the 
addition in 1990 should be considered historic. He knew that the Board did not want to 
consider future changes, but the owners are considering minor exterior modification.  
They were before the board to determine if an exception would be needed to add a small 
portal over the doors.      
 
 Chair Rios apologized for interrupting him, explaining the Board is looking at status 
review for primary façades. Exceptions may be needed but that would come later. 
 
 Mr. Curry said he is asking to clarify the primary façades. Staff had somewhat 
indicated that it might only be the historic footprint shown on the 1975 western façade.  
There have been four additions of the house since 1975, the portal, a carport and a large 
addition approved by the Board in 1990.  In the past they were given a detailed analysis 
of which portions of construction are more than 50 years old, and what is considered 
primary and what isn’t.     
 
 Chair Rios asked Ms. Bordegaray to restate what staff recommended.  
 
 Ms. Bordegaray said she recommends, given the many alterations on the house, 
the northern end of the west façade.  That is the original house front that has a portal that 
was added, as well as the northern elevation. She pointed out her recommendations on 
the floor plan. 
 
 Vice Chair Katz asked where that could be found on the diagram.     
 
 Ms. Bordegaray pointed to the portal and the portion of façade with the large bank 
of windows and to the north elevation of the structure. 
 
 Vice Chair Katz said he missed doing field trips. He indicated the photograph of 
the north elevation seemed to make what is pictured appear bigger. He could see two 
large banks of windows on the north elevation and one smaller one when looking at the 
street view.  That does not correspond to the drawings. 
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 Chair Rios thought the east elevation was also recommended. 
 
 Ms. Bordegaray said she did recommend the north half of the west elevation and 
she does recommend the east elevation. That elevation has the portal, and all the historic 
windows intact and the original door.  She thought there was a picture in the packet. 
 
 Chair Rios clarified that the East elevation was displayed on screen. She asked to 
confirm that Ms. Bordegaray also recommended the north elevation.   
 
 Ms. Bordegaray showed what she believed to be the North elevation.  
 
 Vice Chair Katz thought it much bigger than what was on the floorplan. He said he 
would move to continue the case to get first, the HCPI, and secondly, adequate drawings.  
He said he was incredibly frustrated. 
 
 Chair Rios asked for comments from other Board members. 
 
 Member Guida said he was as exasperated as Member Katz. He recognized that 
staff did a tremendous amount of work preparing the cases but there is a simple way to 
present this information; a diagram with some numbers written on facades and keyed to 
photographs. We have been through this on this and several other cases since October.  
It isn’t too much to ask for the case to be more organized when presented for the sake of 
the Board and the public’s time. This is just a primary façade case and is unacceptable 
for historic staff not to present their own material. The city attorney does not need to be 
doing this, it is up to Ms. Bordegaray and Ms. Ramirez Thomas to make this happen. 
We’ve wasted too much time on this, and no one is clear on this case. And it is not the 
first time.   
 
 Chair Rios asked Ms. Paez if she should call for public comment since it appeared 
the Board may want to postpone the case. 
 
 Ms. Paez recommended they hold public comment. She noted for people watching 
that it appeared the case would be postponed. Possibly, people should hold their 
comments until they have better information.   
 
PUBLIC HEARING    
 
 Stefanie Beninato, previously sworn, said she appreciated the Board’s frustration 
because this has taken an inordinately long time to present and was very confusing. She 
agreed postponement is the right option and will hold her comments. 
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BOARD DISCUSSION    
 
MOTION: In Case #2021-003049-HDRB, 555 San Antonio Street, Vice Chair Katz 

moved to postpone for adequate drawings and a HCPI if possible.  Member 
Guida seconded the motion. 

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous (5-0) roll call vote with Members 
Biedscheid, Bienvenu, Guida, Katz and Larson voting in favor and none 
voting against.  

 Mr. Curry thought there is a clear history based on the surveys of the additions and 
when they occurred.  He asked to avoid the HCPI if possible. 

 Chair Rios said a clearer report for the Board helps them make a proper decision. 

 Ms. Bordegaray said this won’t happen again and she has learned from this.  They 
needed to provide a floor plan and she isn’t sure a historic survey is required. She will 
make sure that happens.   

 Chair Rios asked Vice Chair Katz is requiring a HCPI report. 

 Vice Chair Katz said he noted when he received the packet there was confusion 
of whether the applicant was asking for a downgrade and that was explained.  He thought 
a HCPI would be appropriate, but if they can present this in a way that the primary façades 
are presented that they are talking about, he wouldn’t put the applicant through the 
expense of a HCPI.   

 Ms. Bordegaray said she agreed.  When she brought the case forward, she 
deferred the case to the Board because she doesn’t have the authority for downgrade.  
She said that is a problematic area when bringing cases forward for evaluation. She 
believed now that it should have been noticed as a downgrade.  

  

3. Case #2021-003057-HDRB. 107 South Armijo Lane. Downtown and 
Eastside Historic District. Carlos and Catherine Stevens, agent/owner, 
requests a historic status review with primary facade designation, if 
applicable for a non-contributing residential structure. (Daniel Schwab)  

 
STAFF REPORT     
107 South Armijo Lane is a single-family residence listed as non-contributing to the 
Downtown and Eastside Historic District. A new HCPI was completed for the house in 
2020.  
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The house is likely built in two phases in a ranch style. It is arranged on an east-west axis 
with its front elevation facing north. It has a cross-gabled roof plan. The front (north) 
façade shows a gable covering a rectangular volume probably built in the 1950s, probably 
of concrete block with steel casement windows. Built on to this is an east-west concrete 
block section with aluminum sliding windows built in the early 1960s.  

The west elevation opens to a small fenced yard and contains an aluminum sliding door 
and a single aluminum sliding window. 

The south elevation has aluminum sliding windows at the bedrooms. The assumed earlier 
portion extends out slightly and contains a steel casement window. 

The east elevation is made entirely of the earlier structure. It has three steel casements. 
The house is finished with a cementitious stucco in a desert rose tone. Its roof is 
covered with rolled asphalt.  

A small north-south positioned wall divides the front yard at the north elevation. The 
type of masonry and its hard cement mortar indicate a recent vintage. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION     
Staff recommended the historic status of the structure be maintained as non-contributing, 
per 14-5.2(C) Designation of Significant and Contributing Structures. 

QUESTIONS FOR STAFF      
 Chair Rios asked Mr. Schwab if he characterized the house as a ranch style 
primarily because of the roof line.  
 
 Mr. Schwab replied the terminology comes from the HCPI and has to do with the 
symmetry of the low aspects of the roof. 
 
 Chair Rios asked what portion of the house footprint is original.  
 
 Mr. Schwab pointed to the original section and the 1960s addition.   
 
 Chair Rios asked if the window openings are original or have been changed. 
 
 Mr. Schwab believed the door in the front had been changed but the rest of the 
windows are the original openings. 
 
 Member Biedscheid said the HCPI said the property was built between 1963-1966.  
She asked if he referenced the1950s date. 
 
 Mr. Schwab indicated he stated in his report that the original volume was built in 
the 50s and that came from the HCPI as well. 
 



 
 
HDRB Minutes February 9, 2021 Page 22 

 Member Biedscheid asked when the last status evaluation was performed and if 
the noncontributing status was only because of its age. 
 
 Mr. Schwab did not have information on that.   
 
APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION      
 
 Carlos and Catherine Stevens, 107 S. Armijo Lane, were sworn in.  Mr. Stevens 
said in terms of when the house was built, the HCPI also thought the house appears to 
have been constructed between 1963 and 1966.  He said they agree with staff that it 
should be noncontributing. 
 
QUESTIONS FOR APPLICANT       
 
 Member Larson saw in reading the report that status wasn’t determined based on 
age but on style. The report says a suburban ranch style is incompatible with the district. 
She thought the house has a great amount of historic integrity and retains a lot of century 
modern detail and characteristics. She hoped the Board could discuss what that means 
in terms of looking at the districts beyond designated styles they typically deal with. She 
said you could argue the Santa Fe style type. But this has more characteristics of a ranch 
style, mid-century modern house than typically they deal with.    
 
 Member Biedscheid referred to the HCPI report that stated that the front gable 
covers a rectangular volume probably built in the 1950s. Also, it seems to say that the 
east-west concrete block volume was erected in the early 1960s.  It is clearly old enough 
to qualify as contributing, but her question is if it had been considered before, since it is 
close to 50 years old. She disagreed with HCPI that based simply on style the suburban 
ranch house is not recognized as a compatible form with the historic district. She thought 
that meant that it was not addressed by our ordinance.  The houses are just now coming-
of-age and the Board is having to decide whether to move forward with preservation. 
There isn’t a lot of guidance.    
 
 Chair Rios said she sees this house as more of a vernacular style, its pitched roof 
opposed to what she considers a ranch style home. She thinks ranch-style homes have 
eaves much deeper and the windows are much larger. She thought this home had been 
built by the owners. 
 
 Vice Chair Katz said he agrees with the HCPI report. 
 
 Member Larson said for a ranch style they would be looking at the L shape footprint 
and picture windows on the front and a hidden entry. Those are several aspects that point 
to the time the house was built. She encouraged the Board to look at it from the 
perspective if it is common throughout the district. Whether it is unique is hard to say 
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because they haven’t seen a lot in this district.  Aesthetically what we find pleasing is 
capturing the historic period. She thought Chair Rios’ point was good about this as a 
vernacular regional interpretation of what was common at that time and popular.  It says 
a lot when we can see a direct interpretation with regional influence outside Santa Fe.    
 
 Member Guida agreed with Member Larson and this interpretation by the HCPI 
that this is a ranch-style house for the reasons Member Larson talked about. The 
construction methods of the period, the massing of the house, it is room base divided is 
characteristic of the period. Overwhelmingly what the Board deals with is vernacular 
houses, but this happens to be from a different period. He struggles with the question of 
the 50-year rule and whether this is special.  He thought the rule is arbitrary and good 
guidance and the reason to examine something after that era of time has passed.  But it 
is not hard and fast on determining if something is contributing.  The question is if this is 
a good example of mid-century vernacular interpretation of ranch-style in Santa Fe. The 
jury is out whether this is exceptional, or important. He thought that this is not contributing.   
 
 Member Bienvenu agreed the discussion was interesting. It doesn’t fit the styles, 
but it conforms to a style that was somewhat prevalent as the passage of time becomes 
historic. He considered this a non-conforming structure as defined in the ordinance as a 
structure that doesn’t conform to one of the permitted styles within the historic district.  
This is an unpermitted structure or one that had changes most likely never approved by 
the H-Board. The ordinance calls them nonconforming structures and states you can do 
anything to them except bring into conformance with the historic styles. To take a non-
conforming and turn it into historic, contributing would be contrary to that provision of the 
ordinance that defines the spirit of the ordinance. That is different than the other 
vernacular styles the Board has discussed, because they did conform to the general 
requirements of historic styles. Particularly in the Eastside District with the flat roofs, the 
massing, the adobe and simplicity.  He would call this version in the 50s/60s of gable 
roofs, a ranch-style version of an adobe house. He agreed with the HCPI, it doesn’t 
contribute to the historic district.   
 
 Vice Chair Katz thought the ordinance outlines a style and this isn’t that style. Just 
because it’s mid-century modern and more than 50 years old, doesn’t make it Santa Fe 
style. It doesn’t make it eligible to be contributing to the character of the Santa Fe style 
neighborhood and should not be made contributing.    
 
 Mr. Schwab said he thought the preservation part of the Code is separated from 
the style portion of Code on a contributing building, more than 50 years old that has had 
few changes.  He didn’t believe the definition required a contributing building to fall into 
the Santa Fe Style category. 
 
 Chair Rios added another thing to consider is its integrity remains. That tells you it 
is of a certain period in time and doesn’t have to be unique in and of itself.  In this instance 
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it is.  It is not of the style adhered to.  But it was built in the 50s and 60s indicating the 
period of that time.    
 
 Member Larson said we are on a slippery slope discussing historic structures so 
heavily based on style. She agreed with Member Bienvenu that a lot of vernacular houses 
conform to the style. But an argument can be made that in its time it would reasonably be 
Santa Fe conforming. It is complicated because there is so much integrity and it is of its 
time. It may not be the most shining representation of Santa Fe history, but she found it 
difficult talking about erasing these structures because they don’t conform to Pueblo 
Revival, or Territorial style.  They will lose a lot of context looking at the structures in that 
way.    
 
 Ms. Paez commented on the definition for the 50 years to be contributing that it, 
“needs to help establish and maintain the character of this (Downtown and Eastside) 
historic district and helps to establish and maintain it.  Although the structure is not unique 
in itself, it adds to the historic associations or historic architectural design qualities that 
are significant for a district.”   
  
PUBLIC HEARING    
 
 Stefanie Beninato, previously sworn, agreed the structure is over 50 years old and 
definitely the vernacular interpretation of a ranch style typical of the time. The Board has 
had many discussions about Santa Fe modern and that it should be included. There was 
a huge discussion on the Presbyterian Plaza with the multiple houses behind the Scottish 
Rite Temple.  Those were not actually Santa Fe style, but were interpretations of that. 
They contributed to that development rather than conforming with the larger streetscape, 
or the Downtown Historic zone. If they lose the structures what will represent the mid-20th 
century.  The Board has talked about making the district more habitable and this is an 
example of how someone made their house habitable in what was considered modern 
yet still complied somewhat with stucco, etc.  What is at stake is the loss of historic fabric 
in the district. This has a lot of integrity and not had a lot of change.  She urged that be 
considered.  An important question is if they call it nonconforming, when the applicant 
returns will they say the applicant has to make it conform to Santa Fe style.   
 
 John Eddy, previously sworn, found the discussion interesting and at stake was 
the loss of historic fabric in the district. The nature of a vernacular building is that people 
built what they could. They didn’t hire architects and were not always experts in their 
building skills and built what they could afford.  This is a perfect example. When you start 
over gentrifying a neighborhood conformity of architecture takes over and that causes the 
wrinkle because they think that is what everything should be. This house contributes by 
nature of its nonconformity. The windows should go but the aperture should remain the 
same and the massing has a lot of integrity.   
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BOARD DISCUSSION    
 
 Mr. Schwab said he researched online files in regard to Member Biedscheid’s 
question on status. There are no files, no recent cases in the last several decades and 
the last HCPI was in 1983 when the building was not historic. He thought it safe to say 
that the building is non-statused rather than noncontributing. 
 
MOTION: In Case #2021-003057-HDRB, 107 South Armijo Lane, Member Larson 

moved to designate the property as contributing with the north façade as 
primary. The house is indicative of the vernacular interpretation of a ranch-
style home and the home retains integrity throughout and is highly indicative 
of the time in which it was built.  Member Biedscheid seconded the motion 
adding that the HCPI speaks to the motion and notes that the area this 
house was built in was rural and agricultural at a time when people were 
coming from outside Santa Fe.  The building is of its time and should be 
valued in this district.  

VOTE: The motion passed by majority (3-2) roll call vote with Members Biedscheid, 
Guida and Larson voting in favor and Members Bienvenu and Katz voting 
against.  

 
4. Case #2021-003062-HDRB. 350 Garcia Street. Downtown and Eastside 

Historic District. Kenneth Payson, agent for Louise and Daniel Rubin, 
owners, proposes to demolish a deck and construct portals on a significant 
property. (Daniel Schwab)  

 
STAFF REPORT     
350 Garcia Street is a single-family residential structure in a Mission Revival style with a 
John Gaw Meem addition in the Downtown and Eastside Historic District constructed in 
1928. The main house and the garage at the rear of the property are both designated 
Significant to the district. 
 
The applicant now proposes to build free-standing portals in relation to both these 
structures. They will be freestanding and not structurally connected to the Significant 
structures.  
 
The work includes: 
 

1. Remove the existing non-historic deck and spa. 
2. Construct a new 360 square foot roofed deck with attached 195 square foot open 

deck and reinstalled spa tub adjacent to the main residence. The height of the 
new structure will be approximately 14 feet above the lowest adjacent grade, 
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which is significantly lower than the existing two-story building. This new work will 
be structurally independent from the existing house structure. It will include two 
skylights. There is some public visibility at the front of the house and the end of 
the roof line. 

3. Construct a new 102 square foot sloped “country red” colored standing seam roof 
portal adjacent to the existing ‘Significant’ garage. The height of this new 
structure will be approximately 10 feet above the adjacent grade. This new work 
will be structurally independent from the existing garage structure.  

4. Finishes: The exposed wood beams and columns will be architectural grade 
wood beams. The railings and underfloor lattice will be finish wood material. The 
color of all of the finished wood will be Cabot solid color stain ‘Ultra White’. The 
Deck will be constructed of structural wood framing, covered with Red Cedar 
decking finished with Penofin. The fireplace and stucco wall under the deck will 
be El Rey Cementitious Stucco color ‘Hacienda #127.’ The Brick Mantel and 
Hearth of the Fireplace will be Kinney Brick Color ‘Pacific Clay Red’.   

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION       
Staff recommended 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.   

QUESTIONS FOR STAFF      
 
 Chair Rios said the applicants want two new portals that will not be attached. She 
asked how far back they would be from the primary façades.  
  
 Mr. Schwab wasn’t sure, but the applicant would be open to discussing.  He 
recommended the applicant set it back a few inches to separate the buildings. 
 
 Member Guida thanked Mr. Schwab for the clear and thorough presentation. He 
liked seeing the details like the roof of the pergola that was sticking out. He was amused 
that this a John Gaw Meem addition and the Board may have trouble approving it.  This 
is an abrupt change of style of the original house, but it clearly reflects periods of time. 
He thought this a clever way to deal with the significant status of the property.  It is clear 
what is new and what is old and is structurally separate and reversible. Nothing is being 
covered over or would more the significant structure. This is an interesting proposal.    
 
 Member Biedscheid asked the status of the garage and was told it is significant.  
She asked if the shed roof proposed considered a pitched roof. 
 
 Mr. Schwab wasn’t sure and deferred to Ms. Ramirez Thomas.  
 
 Ms. Ramirez Thomas said it is not considered a pitched roof. Usually, portals are 
considered an accent. It doesn’t change the look of the structure by adding a pitched roof. 
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 Member Biedscheid asked staff to address visibility and how it plays into a 
significant structure.   She understands it doesn’t matter. 
 
 Mr. Schwab agreed it doesn’t play a role.    
 
APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION     
 
 Kenneth Payson, 755 Acequia Madre, was sworn in. He said we worked with Mr. 
Schwab before starting the design.  The goal is so the owners can walk out of their kitchen 
area and enjoy the west side of the house with a covering. It will be as close to the 
structure as possible without touching. The columns are 6 inches away and both portals, 
the roof will cantilever beyond the posts. They will be about an inch away from the house.  
As Mr. Schwab advised them, it will be built so that it could be removed later without 
impacting the structure or finishes of the existing house. 
 
 Mr. Schwab indicated on the display the columns that are six inches away and the 
cantilever of the roof about an inch away.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING    
 
 Stefanie Beninato, previously sworn, said it was interesting that you can come up 
to an inch away from a significant structure on a primary façade without needing to 
setback.  She thought blocking the view of the primary façade would call into question 
whether you are affecting the status of the building.  The only element drawing is the 
fireplace which clearly impacts the view of a primary façade. If that were removed or did 
not have the chimney, it would be less impactful. She raised her protest again on the 
unlawful practice of law if the person is an architect.   
 
BOARD DISCUSSION    
 
MOTION: In Case #2021-003062-HDRB. 350 Garcia Street, Member Guida moved to 

approve as submitted.  Vice Chair Katz seconded the motion. 

VOTE: The motion passed by majority (3-2) roll call vote with Members Bienvenu, 
Guida, and Katz voting in favor and Members Biedscheid and Larson voting 
against.  

 

5. Case #2021-003068-HDRB. 1668 Cerro Gordo Road. Downtown and 
Eastside Historic District. Elisabeth Wagner, agent for Will Gorham, owner, 
requests to add a closet and a portal to a non-contributing casita. (Angela 
Schackel Bordegaray)   
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STAFF REPORT     
1668 Cerro Gordo is a 796 square foot casita listed as non-contributing to the Downtown 
and Eastside Historic District. The casita fronts Cerro Gordo Road to the north and sits 
north of the main house, which is out of public view. The house and casita are Spanish-
Pueblo Revival style. The casita is referred to as a “cottage” listed on the NM Historic 
Building Inventory Form (HCPI). The date built is unknown. The current owners converted 
it into a garage in 1970. It was later converted to a casita in 1976, during which was added 
a small kitchen, bedroom, bath, and entry portal to the west. New doors and windows 
were added. 

The applicant came before the board on January 5, 2021, for remodel of the casita, which 
was approved. The applicant returns to the board proposing to: 

1. Add a 23 square foot closet on the east elevation. 
2. Add a 240 square foot portal to the south elevation. The portal design 

matches the board-approved casita’s front (north) entry with white 
posts and beams. The south portal also will have the galvalume 
standing seam metal roof also approved on the north side house entry. 

3. The addition’ stucco will match the casita’s, El Rey “Buckskin.” Under 
the portal will be white stucco, El Rey “Colonial White.” 

4. Stucco under the front entry portal white, El Rey’s “Colonial White.” 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION       
Staff recommended approval of the proposed project and found that the application 
complies with 14-12 Noncontributing Structure and 14-5.2(E) Downtown and 
Eastside Design Standards. 

QUESTIONS FOR STAFF      
 
 Chair Rios asked if correct that 796 ft.² is proposed with 23 ft.² of that as closet 
space. 
 
 Ms. Bordegaray replied the 796 square feet is the size of the entire casita with 23 
ft.² of closet space. 
 
APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION       
 
 Elizabeth Wagner, 810 E. Palace Ave., was sworn in.  She said she had nothing 
to add other than that the portal is 8 feet deep, about 248 sf and goes almost the entire 
length of the façade. 
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BOARD DISCUSSION    
 
MOTION: In Case #2021-003068-HDRB, 1668 Cerro Gordo Road, Vice Chair Katz 

moved to approve the application as submitted.  Member Guida seconded 
the motion. 

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous (5-0) roll call vote with Members 
Biedscheid, Bienvenu, Guida, Katz and Larson voting in favor and none 
voting against.  

 
6. Case #2021-003058-HDRB. 235 North Guadalupe Street. Downtown and 

Eastside Historic District. Brian Knox, agent/owner, requests a historic 
status review with primary facade designation, if applicable, for a non-
contributing non-residential structure. (Daniel Schwab)   

 
STAFF REPORT     
235 north Guadalupe Street is a non-residential structure constructed in 1955, with 
additions following ten years later. Known as the “Burger Bowl”, it was built in direct 
response to the construction of the Tesuque Highway bypass. It stands on an open, paved 
lot on the east side of North Guadalupe Street, facing directly onto the former highway. It 
began as a simple rectangular box of 1888 square feet with canopies on the north, south 
and west elevations and had several additions.  

The west, street-facing elevation consist of windows over a solid wall, taking up nearly 
2/3 of the façade. It is shaded by a wood canopy. It is capped by an artificial chimney. 

The south elevation houses one of the entrances with an aluminum door, historic wood 
bathroom doors and a grilled window.  

The north elevation is similar in design and function to the south façade. It has also an 
aluminum entry and adjacent window, and open dining area. The east portion extends 
out, probably representing a later addition.  

The east (rear) elevation contains access to the storage area added in 1965.   

The “Burger Bowl” building occupied and important place in Santa Fe. However, due to 
its many additions, it has lost much of its original integrity. It is not considered to be eligible 
for contributing status, which requires that alterations to the original be only minor.   

STAFF RECOMMENDATION     
Staff recommended the historic status of the structure be maintained as non-contributing, 
per 14-5.2(C) Designation of Significant and Contributing Structures.   
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QUESTIONS FOR STAFF      
 
 Chair Rios asked if any of the original structure can be seen. 
 
 Mr. Schwab replied yes, the front and some of the sides. The overhanging canopy 
and the image of the building with the long rooflines is not the historic or original structure.    
 
 Chair Rios asked for the structure Mr. Schwab indicated is original are the 
openings original as well.   
 
 Mr. Schwab thought they were but offered to consult the HCPI.    
 
 Vice Chair Katz said he understands what could be seen is mostly the 1965 
building. The wall in the photograph at the end of the parking area is not part of that, but 
Burt’s Burger Bowl is. He asked why staff didn’t feel a structure from over 50 years ago 
isn’t historic.    
 
 Mr. Schwab said it is an historic structure at this point. He read the definition that 
says, “The contributing structure may have had minor alterations but it’s integrity 
remains.”  He thought the question is knowing it isn’t the original and altered, does it have 
integrity itself or has it lost its integrity through its alterations.   
 
 Member Guida said independent of this project, Mr. Schwab has presented the 
argument that somehow the alterations no longer allow a building to be contributing. If 
that were true, we would be in a futile exercise of examining plans for additions and 
alterations to contributing buildings and they would come in after construction and no 
longer be contributing. The argument doesn’t make any sense.  The privilege of originality 
is troubling. What this structure was when it started out is not what it turned into. It is up 
to the Board to look at the period of significance and whether it has integrity, even with 
additions and renovations. He hoped the Board is approving additions and alterations that 
have integrity and maintain that. He was troubled by the line of thought on this generally, 
and specifically as it applies to this project.    
 
 Member Guida said he thought this is an interesting building not because of 
visibility of the original central structure, or the 50-year rule.  But because it represents an 
excellent example of type in the 1950s and importantly the 1960s of the drive-in 
restaurant. 
 
 Member Bienvenu saw this as a question of interpretation of language that defines 
a contributing structure. He understands Mr. Schwab’s interpretation. It is legitimate but 
perhaps is mistaken in this case. He thought Mr. Schwab focused on the last sentence, 
the “contributing structure may have had minor alterations” but its integrity remains and 
interpreting that to mean any alterations from when it was constructed. It makes more 
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sense to interpret to mean alterations outside of the historic period- the 50-year rule. If 
that group were added 10 years ago it would indicate the sentence in the definition would 
mean its integrity no longer remained. But the building has been that way for more than 
50 years. There could have been a lot of changes in the years prior, yet it would still 
contribute to the historic district, as well as satisfying the standard of having its integrity 
remain. He thought this does have contributing status.   
 
 Member Larson thought these cases are fun and interesting. There are many 
continued parallels.  Chair Rios had asked about the windows, and we can see they were 
painted to blend with the stucco and now are turquoise instead of tan. But the openings 
appear almost the same. She liked that the changes are a response of how Santa Fe has 
changed.  And they can see that the front portion has a short yard wall and picnic tables.   
That is now more desirable than in the 60’s when you drove up and is now about 
walkability and sitting outside. She liked that you could see the characterization of time 
and still see the remnants of what was and that it had aged as Santa Fe had evolved.    
 
 Member Guida followed up on Member Bienvenu’s point that originality and 
integrity are not the same thing. He agreed, we are not pursuing originality at the exclusion 
of integrity. We look at integrity more often and things do change over time. It becomes 
harder to find true original examples. But this doesn’t have integrity because it is 50 years 
old, it has design integrity because of how it is constructed, whatever the reason it was 
created at a point in time. It is not true that the examples of the canopy built 10 years ago 
wouldn’t be contributing. We review cases week in and week out and approve additions 
which didn’t then make that building noncontributing.  We wouldn’t downgrade the project 
after the approved addition was constructed. 
 
APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION     
 
 Miguel da Silva, 29 Santuario de Chimayo, New Mexico, was sworn in.  He said 
he had no feelings either way whether the building should be contributing. He left that up 
to the experts. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING    
 
 Stefanie Beninato, previously sworn, agreed it made no sense that somehow the 
part added on in the 1960s makes this non-contributing. The 50-year rule is there is a 
timeframe to consider buildings.  If the building were built in the 1970’s to look like a 1950s 
or ‘60s drive-in, the Board would not see it as contributing. She urged the Board to 
maintain or designate the building as contributing.  Most of the façades, with the exception 
of the one with the closet, imbibe the characteristics, especially the one facing Guadalupe 
and possibly the north.     
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 John Eddy, previously sworn, also felt the property should be contributing. It has 
tremendous integrity.  The closet space on the eastern elevation was probably one of the 
last things that happened, other than the walls.  The original structure is irrelevant by now, 
but the structure as it stands is remarkably unchanged. He would urge a contributing 
status because it is a tremendous asset to the streetscape and adds a lot of flavor.   
 
BOARD DISCUSSION    
 
 Chair Rios asked if the walls are being considered for historic status.   
 
 Mr. Schwab said the walls would only be eligible if 50 years old and he did not 
know their age. He offered to refer to the HCPI. 
 
 Member Larson asked if they should include the sign if the west façade is 
designated. She thought the sign appears original.   
 
 Ms. Ramirez Thomas indicated the sign and pole have been there since the 1980s.   
 
 Member Larson indicated that Figure 8 in the HCPI is circa 1985 as well as the 
yard wall and picnic tables.  
   
 Vice Chair Katz believed the west façade is primary and the south more than the 
north would be primary because the bathrooms are there. There is no evidence that the 
walls are historic. 
 
 Mr. Schwab noted the HCPI says on the south, the canopy created a sheltered 
dining room enclosed by a stuccoed pony wall after the 1970s. 
 
MOTION: In Case #2021-003058-HDRB, 235 North Guadalupe Street, Vice Chair 

Katz moved to make the status contributing and the west and south facades 
as primary, excluding the pony wall and the doors to the bathrooms.  
Member Larson seconded the motion with a friendly amendment to 
designate the north elevation to contributing because of its retention of 
integrity of the sliding aluminum large picture window. 

 Vice Chair Katz accepted the friendly amendment. 

VOTE: The motion passed by majority (4-1) roll call vote with Members Biedscheid, 
Bienvenu (with comments), Katz and Larson voting in favor and Member 
Guida voting against (with comment).  

 Member Bienvenu appreciated the friendly amendment. He felt it is critical 
and very visible for anyone entering town.   
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 Member Guida said he voted against because he believed the west façade 
should be the only façade designated.  

 
 
7. Case #2021-003084-HDRB. 235 North Guadalupe Street. Downtown and 

Eastside Historic District. Brian Knox, agent/owner, proposes to change a 
window opening on a contributing non-residential structure. An exception is 
requested to remove historic material and change a window opening (14-
5.2(D)(5)(a)(i) & (ii). (Daniel Schwab)  

 
STAFF REPORT     
235 north Guadalupe Street is a non-residential structure constructed in 1955, with 
additions following ten years later. Known as the “Burger Bowl”, it was built in direct 
response to the construction of the Tesuque Highway bypass. It stands on an open, paved 
lot on the east side of North Guadalupe Street, facing directly onto the former highway. It 
began as a simple rectangular box of 1888 square feet with canopies on the north, south 
and west elevations and had several additions.  

The applicant is now proposing to install a window for a handicap-accessible take-out. 
The sill of an existing window will be lowered 12 inches and a handicap-accessible shelf 
24 inches wide by 10 inches deep will be installed. It will contain an aluminum slider as 
well as non-operable windows to the side and above. The wall will be re-stuccoed to 
match the existing wall.   

STAFF RECOMMENDATION     
Staff recommended 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.   

QUESTIONS FOR STAFF      
 Member Larson asked if the window would be reused in the proposed schematic. 
Mr. Schwab did not know. 
 
APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION      
 
 Mr. Da Silva, previously sworn, said the motivation for the modification is to protect 
the public and staff and allow them to pick up their orders and pay for them from the 
outside.   The handicap accessibility would follow suit.   Regarding the question of the 
existing window, the actual window would not be reduced.  The windowsill would be 
lowered to that height and install a new window part of which is fixed and part operable 
for the transaction to take place at a safe distance during COVID.     
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QUESTIONS FOR APPLICANT      
 
 Member Larson asked if a new color were proposed for the new window or would 
it remain the shiny metal. 
 
 Mr. de Silva explained they have not discussed a color for the window. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING    
 
 Stefanie Beninato, previously sworn, said she could see lowering the window for 
disability but does not see COVID as a hardship, it is universal.  If they start to apply it to 
individual cases it is like aging in place, everyone is aging in place. It is not unique. There 
is no reason to increase the size of the window.   
 
 John Eddy, previously sworn, believed the window is an appropriate adaptation of 
a contributing façade and was grateful the façade is included.  It definitely contributes to 
the status of the building and its overall integrity.  
   
BOARD DISCUSSION    
 
 Member Larson thought because this façade is designated as primary it would be 
appropriate to choose the unfinished silvery color aluminum that was characteristic of the 
time. That would be most in keeping and preserving that feature will protect this façade 
specific to the era.  
 
MOTION: In Case #2021-003084-HDRB, 235 North Guadalupe Street, Member 

Larson moved to approve the application finding that the exception criteria 
have been met and with the following amendment that the finished color be 
aluminum silver in color.  Vice Chair Katz seconded the motion. 

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous (5-0) roll call vote with Members 
Biedscheid, Bienvenu, Guida, Katz and Larson voting in favor and none 
voting against.  

  

8. Case #2020-002954-HDRB. 333 Sena Street. Don Gaspar Area Historic 
District. Duran Enterprises, agent for Robert Gallagher, owner, proposes to 
demolish a yard wall and construct a new yard wall. An exception to exceed 
the maximum allowable height of the yard wall per Section 14-
5.2(D)(9)(c)(ii)(c) is requested. (Daniel Schwab)  
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STAFF REPORT     
333 Sena Street is a single-family residential structure in a Mission Revival Style with 
contributing status to the Don Gaspar Historic District.  

It is located on the corner of Sena and Don Cubero Streets and is surrounded by a low 
wall, with the house and lot sitting above the grade of the street. The maximum allowable 
wall height is 58 inches on Sena Street and 59 inches on Don Cubero Street. 

The applicant requests to remove and rebuild the wall to a height of 6 feet. This requires 
an exception to Section 14-5.2(D)(9)(c)(ii)(c) to exceed the maximum allowable height of 
walls in the streetscape.  

El Ray Stucco will be used for stucco finish, texture, and color to match the existing house 
as close as possible. The gate will be custom built using black Wrought Iron Fencing 

The wall will be lowered to 3 feet in height at particular location to accommodate sight 
triangles – at the driveway on Sena street, the driveway on Don Cubero and the corner 
of Sena and Don Cubero – and will be topped with wrought iron to match the gate.  

STAFF RECOMMENDATION       
Staff recommends approval of the proposed project and finds that the application 
complies with Sections 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and 
14-5.2(E) Downtown and Eastside Design Standards and finds that the exception criteria 
has been met. 

QUESTIONS FOR STAFF      
 
 Chair Rios asked to confirm that the house is contributing but the wall was not 
considered for status. 
 
 Mr. Schwab replied the wall is non historic and is under three feet tall. 
 
 Chair Rios asked for a description of the streetscape in regard to the walls. 
 
 Mr. Schwab displayed the Google Street view.  A lot of the walls are low but directly 
across the street is a wall that is close to 6 feet in height. The rule is low walls, but this 
applicant is applying for an exception because circumstances addressed in the exception 
criteria include special conditions particular to the land or structure that involves the 
application use. The land is higher and particular to that lot and the house design has 
particularly low windows. The first exception criteria are that it does not damage the 
character of the streetscape given the heterogeneous character of the walls. He 
recommended the exception criteria has been met because of the great variety of heights.  
 
 Member Larson asked if Mr. Schwab knew the year the wall was built.  
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 Mr. Schwab reported it was built in 1980.  The wall is not a protected wall. The 
applicant asked the neighbors and they confirmed it was built in 1980. 
 
 Member Larson asked if a wall had been there prior. 
 
 Mr. Schwab presumed there had been a wall due to the structure of the land, he 
didn’t know for sure, and possibly it was about the same height.    
 
APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION     
 
 Robert Duran, 37 Gonzales Road, was sworn.  The wall is definitely not 
contributing. The retaining wall is a hazard to the public walking on the sidewalk when the 
owner waters his yard. It is a pumice wall and is retaining two feet of dirt and the yard wall 
is not made of retaining material and is falling apart onto the sidewalk. The water seeps 
through it because it is a porous material and isn’t waterproof. The proposal is a CMU 
wall on the same footprint and the owner agreed to do iron fencing to match the gate. 
 
 Chair Rios asked if the proposed wall will be at six feet. 
 
 Mr. Duran said yes, it will be 6 feet from the sidewalk but only 4 feet from inside 
the yard because there is a 2-foot difference in elevation. 
 
QUESTIONS FOR APPLICANT     
 
 Vice Chair Katz said he understands why they want to replace what is there. He 
asked if they could expand on why they are not just replacing with a two-foot CMU wall. 
 
 Mr. Duran said for the security of the grandkids and small pets and privacy. Also, 
the owners are new members of the City and have been broken into and are concerned. 
Their grandchildren play in the yard and they want to keep an eye on them. Also, he 
wanted to add that the stucco color will be the same color as the house. 
 
 Member Guida said there are plenty of walls in Santa Fe made of the same porous 
materials.  He used to walk by this house every day. He thought the wall was in fine 
shape. The Board has seen the heterogeneous wall strategy before due to traffic, and it 
hasn’t been approved. The design is not successful and is highly dependent on the 
practicality of traffic triangles. This is only a pragmatic solution and is not a good design 
solution. The house looks amazing from the street and the wall is a big part of its character 
and the low wall is also characteristic. He couldn’t see approving the wall along Sena or 
at the corner, but he would consider a wall along the side, west elevation on Don Cubero.  
He thought that would be the place to put a well-designed wall in a material that is six feet 
tall. It wouldn’t block traffic nor diminish the streetscape on Sena. 
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 Member Larson agreed, especially about the porous pumice wall and ideally she 
preferred preserving the wall. Although it is not historic it is character defining in the 
neighborhood.  If there is a need for security, the Board could approve some type of gate 
security behind the wall so they can preserve what is there. 
 
 Vice Chair Katz agreed. When you have a contributing house, you should not hide 
it.  He understands the need for security and privacy, but the wall should remain. He 
suggested what could solve the problem is a wrought iron fence above it with a gate at 
the entrance. That could extend as far north as the façade of the house and could 
continue the wrought iron on Don Cubero down the south façade. The side yard could 
have a solid wall for privacy.  He suggested moving the north wall of the patio to the south 
to meet the triangle criteria and for visibility coming out of the driveway.  That would allow 
the pleasure of being able to see the house. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING    
 
 Stefanie Beninato, previously sworn, said she passes the house every day. The 
wall is character defining. You don’t water grass; you don’t water plants in Santa Fe and 
the grandchildren might visit a week at Christmas. They could use the patio as a protected 
space for pets and children until they realize they should not run out into the street.  She 
reminded the board about a case where the applicant said a wall was “knocked down” 
and no accidents had been reported. She hasn’t seen any reports about this house being 
broken into and the previous owner didn’t seem bothered about someone breaking in. 
She thought the house had been bought by someone from out of state who didn’t realize 
this is an historic structure. The low retaining walls on that street are characteristic and 
should be maintained.     
 
 John Eddy, previously sworn, said he agreed with what was said. Everyone has 
concerns about safety and he doesn’t discount that, but he believed the rock wall should 
remain.  The lava rock walls are an interesting vernacular element in the neighborhood. 
The wrought iron fence is a possible solution, it would provide transparency and a view 
of the house and provide some security. There is a precedent set with the iron work under 
the arches of the patio and that would tie in well.   
 
    Mr. Duran said his main concern was not the existing pumice wall, which is not a 
Santa Fe style. That is adobe and CMU with stucco and everyone in that whole area and 
on Sena, has six-foot walls with stucco. This is the only house that doesn’t. We choose 
to change the design of the aesthetics of the house. Nowadays the pets are more 
protected than the kids.  He said he disagreed with the comment about there being no 
break-ins. His client isn’t the type of person to make up a story like that just to have the 
Board approve a wall.    
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 Mr. Schwab said he understood the definition of “character defining feature”.  In 
Code Section D(1)(A) the phrase, “feature and space that embody a status ” only refers 
to contributing structures. This is not a contributing structure and in this sense of the Code 
it is not a character defining feature of this streetscape. It may be a nice wall, but it is not 
eligible for protection from a historic perspective.  
 
 Also, the applicant is asking for an exception and the rules are clear. But the 
request for an exception is also clear that the applicant desires to live in this district. He 
has been living in this district for some time, has grandchildren and wants them to be able 
to safely play outside. He has young children and no matter how nice the neighbors are, 
a five-year-old will still run into the street to retrieve a ball. It has nothing to do with how 
nice the neighbors are.  
 
 Mr. Duran encouraged the Board to take a compassionate view towards the 
applicant and realize they are not trying to misrepresent or take advantage of the Board. 
 
BOARD DISCUSSION     
 
 Member Biedscheid said she appreciates the reasons the applicant is pursuing the 
addition of a wall and the concern.  She just wasn’t sure if a 4-foot, or 6-foot stucco wall 
is the best solution. Elevated front yards in this neighborhood are common and they seem 
to be disappearing. Along with them, we are losing the views of these great contributing 
houses.  Around the corner from this house a similar concern was approved for a low 
wrought iron wall and a second wall was approved that was set back into the yard that 
didn’t affect the original wall. It was also a retaining wall. There are other solutions. She 
asked if the applicant could consider other treatments that would accomplish the same 
objective.    
 
 Member Larson thought the wrought iron with a handmade gate would be a nice 
direction and the point was made that the house already has some of those elements. 
The character defining term is widely used in historic preservation for defining the 
streetscape outside of the contributing/noncontributing parameters. She suggested 
postponing for more research.    
 
 Member Bienvenu said he is fixated on what authority the Board has. Before them 
is a request to find if the exceptions have been met for a higher wall than otherwise 
allowed. It appears the Board members don’t agree the exception have been met. He 
doesn’t agree either. Particularly about the hardship exception.  Nonetheless, without 
granting the exception the applicant still has the right to build a wall within the height 
limitation of 4’10 or 4’11” instead of the 6 feet requested.  
 
 He agrees it would be ideal to maintain the view of the front façade but wasn’t sure 
of the Board’s authority to prevent that in this case. And, he wasn’t sure they could prevent 
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the demolition of the wall if the applicant wants to demolish the wall.  If the exceptions are 
denied it will be the end of this application. He would hope the applicant would adopt one 
of the good suggestions and consider returning to present something else.    
 
 Vice Chair Katz agreed he would love for the wall to stay as is.  He doesn’t think a 
4½ foot wall is going to work well and was the reason the applicant requested an 
exception. He suggested possibly the Board should say the exception criteria have not 
been met and give the applicant time to rethink the design. He could appreciate the 
concern and would probably be willing to grant the exception if it were a wrought iron 
fence along the front and around the corner to Don Cubero. That would still give the 
applicant the protection for the children and dogs and preserve the view of the house for 
everyone. He referred to page 17 of the packet that shows the house next door with a 
wall in front.   
 
 Ms. Paez pulled up the view of the neighbor’s house. 
 
 Vice Chair Katz continued that he couldn’t understand why if you own a 
contributing or significant house that you can build the wall and block everyone’s view of 
that.  He indicated that on the picture displayed, the house to the left has a wall that blocks 
the contributing façade of a historic building. That defeats the purpose to make something 
contributing. The designation of contributing is because it contributes to the streetscape 
and the historic district.  We should not allow blocking that.  Our chair has railed against 
that for years and this is a graphic example of her concern. He suggested they ask the 
applicant, if willing, to redesign or if the Board should deny based on the criteria for the 
exception was not met.    
 
 Chair Rios said she is a lifelong member of the community and it sounds as though 
Mr. Duran is as well.   She is very familiar with the houses in the Don Gaspar area. They 
used to be like other sections of the City, including the eastside and had low walls.  The 
walls are creeping up.  It makes sense to have a low wall if you have a contributing 
building and there are also other remedies.   
 
 She addressed Mr. Duran on the suggestion of the wrought iron fence and around 
the corner perhaps a higher wall would make sense. She asked Mr. Duran to comment.     
 
 Mr. Duran said he was looking at the next-door neighbor’s wall and 329 Sena 
Street has a six-foot wall.  He asked if that was a contributing building.   
 
 Char Rios said she didn’t know, but in all likelihood it probably is.   
 
 Mr. Schwab offered to provide an update after looking at the GIS. 
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 Mr. Duran asked if it is contributing, did that home have less charm than 333 Sena 
where they want to preserve the aesthetics of the house. His client does not want the 
pumice wall and we can redesign to a 58-inch wall that is within their rights to build. Then 
they could put a wrought iron fence on top of that.  But he didn’t know what the Board 
would gain by them taking that route because he was sure his client would say no to a 
redesign. 
 
 Vice Chair Katz explained because the Board in the past may have made mistakes 
and allowed a wall to block the view of a significant or contributing house did not mean 
they would make that mistake again. He understands and agrees the client can get rid of 
the pumice wall and substitute another wall. He isn’t sure, however, that the Board would 
approve a 4 1/2 foot wall.  He was trying to suggest something to meet all of his objectives 
all of his objectives except blocking the view of the house.  He encouraged Mr. Duran to 
talk with his clients.    
 
 Mr. Schwab said according to GIS, the neighboring house appears is not statused.  
That could be a mistake and possibly just has not been reviewed.  He will research that.  
He doesn’t know if the Board has a good reason to deny the application if the applicant 
applies for a wall up to the maximum allowable height. The applicant would not have to 
apply for an exception.    
 
 Ms. Ramirez Thomas said the Board could deny the design looking at the impact 
on the street scape. The Code gives the Board those abilities. The Board is prohibited 
from considering viewshed but can consider streetscape design and impact. They can 
request a revision of materials even if it doesn’t exceed the maximum allowable height.    
 
 Ms. Paez agreed.  She also noted that in the Historic Ordinance (D)(1)(d) is 
another provision to deny something like a wall blocking the structure.  
 
 Mr. Duran asked if 58 inches from the sidewalk would block the structure. The 
allowable height is 58 inches, 4’10” from the sidewalk.  
 
  Mr. Schwab said he doesn’t see how except for a child.   
 
 Vice Chair Katz said he understands the viewshed is what the structure would be 
hiding not the building there.   
 
MOTION: In Case #2020-002954-HDRB, 333 Sena Street, Member Bienvenu moved 

to deny the application on the basis that the applicant failed to demonstrate 
that the exceptions have been met and specifically has not shown that the 
requested height waiver would not damage the character of the streetscape; 
is a hardship to the applicant or isn’t an injury to the public welfare; or is due 
to special conditions and circumstances peculiar to the land or structure; or 
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strengthens the unique heterogeneous character of the city by providing a 
full range of design options that ensure residents can continue to reside 
within the historic districts. Vice Chair Katz seconded the motion. 

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous (5-0) roll call vote with Members 
Biedscheid, Bienvenu, Guida, Katz and Larson voting in favor and none 
voting against.  

 Chair Rios told the applicant he could come back with a redesign or they have the 
option to appeal to the City Council and staff can guide him on that.    

 Member Guida noted that the Board presented the applicant with a way to meet 
the exception criteria that provides a satisfactory solution.  Also, a point made earlier was 
that even as a 58-inch wall, staff has the ability to bring this to the Board. The Board is 
not just an ordinance police, they are also a design review board. If there is a concern 
this is not congruent with the character of the streetscape, the Board should review it 
even if it is below the minimum required height. 

  

9. Case #2020-003006-HDRB. 542 Camino del Monte Sol. Carlos Kinsey, 
agent for Laura Chock, owner, proposes to replace a yardwall and 2 
pedestrian gates, and replace a garage door with windows on 
a  contributing residential property.  An exception to Section 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) 
to alter features of a contributing structure. (Daniel Schwab)  

 
STAFF REPORT     
542 Camino del Monte Sol is a single-family residence listed as significant to the 
Downtown and Eastside Historic District. It is constructed in the Spanish Pueblo Revival 
style prior to 1928. It includes a probably adobe wall along the street and a garage on the 
northern lot line.  

IN case 2021-002959-HDRB, heard on January 12, 2021, the Board designated the wall 
and the garage as contributing.  

The garage is on the north side of the property, constructed what is now the lot line. It 
appears to have earlier been a two-bay garage, but changes have altered it significantly 
so that the structure is now divided into two garages in separate ownership along the lot 
line by a yard wall. The front (east) façade contains historic swinging doors that are below 
ground level that are in poor condition. The west façade has a single non-historic door 
and the south façade has no openings. However, it was significantly altered after 1978, 
compromising its historic integrity. It was mentioned as non-contributing in 2007 (case 
H#-0-40). This status was not formally designated by the board, and the status 
designation, presumably done by staff, was not done on the basis of a historical inventory. 
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For this reason, staff is requesting that historic status be revisited based on a newly 
completed HCPI. 

The applicant now proposed the following:  

1. Replace the front gate. The existing small 4’x4’ front yard gate provides little 
security and is in poor structural condition.  The new proposed refurbished gate is 
4’x 6’-8” with a stucco top and an exposed header and exposed side jambs. The 
proposed solid wood gates will be stained Sherwin Williams  “chestnut” and the 
stucco top and stucco sides will match the existing yard wall stucco color El Rey 
desert rose & provide more security. 

2. Replace the existing small 3’x4’ side with as similar gate as above. 
3. Replace the coyote fence with a stucco yard wall of the same height. The stucco 

color El Rey desert rose to match the existing.  
4. Remove the existing outswing garage doors which are no longer functional and 

result in flooding. They will be replaced with a stuccoed El Rey adobe concrete 
block wall and waterproofing and refurbished single pane wood windows. The 
window color will match existing window color (Sherwin Williams 6937 teal). 
This item requires an exception to Section 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) to make alterations to 
the primary façade of a contributing structure.  

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION       
Staff recommended 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.  

Staff recommended that the criteria for an exception to Section 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) have not 
all been met. The Board may find that they have been met upon further testimony. 

QUESTIONS FOR STAFF      
 
 Chair Rios asked if the garage will be used as a garage. 
 
 Mr. Schwab said it is used as storage. The garage sits below the level of the 
driveway and the doors do not operate. 
 
 Chair Rios asked the difference in height of the coyote fence and the height of the 
proposed wall.    
 
 Mr. Schwab believed it to be the same height as the wall in front.  
 
 Chair Rios asked if the applicant proposes to increase the wall height. 
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 Mr. Schwab said technically there is an allowable maximum height, but where a 
wall goes around, a window or door is allowed to exceed that. This is such a case. This 
is a similar discussion to the last case.  As he understands, the view of the contributing 
structure is not protected by Code but isn’t a reason to deny the raised gate opening.   
 
 Vice Chair Katz noted that the pictures show the gate in front of the door and 
directly in front of the chimney.  The chimney was built by Will Shuster in the 1920s and 
hasn’t changed since.  He found it outrageous they would want to block that. 
 
 Mr. Schwab said his understanding is that a view is not protected. 
 
 Vice Chair Katz said that may have to be dealt with. He said he couldn’t go along 
with the misrepresentation of the gate on the drawing. Regarding the garage, it appears 
as it did when it was built. He said last month the Board decided this is a contributing 
building. Now they want to blow that up and it isn’t right.  They may want more light, but 
they have a south facing wall. That would not only let in light, but warmth. He couldn’t see 
the Board finding that the exception was met in order to destroy a primary façade. 
 
 Mr. Schwab pointed out in his staff report he recommended the criteria had not 
been met for the garage portion of the proposal.    
 
 Member Guida asked what specifically wasn’t met on the exception criteria. 
 
 Mr. Schwab referred to his report.  He had written regarding the character of the 
district that the goal is to secure the structure from water damage. Staff believes there is 
a way to maintain the historic openings or appearance such as erecting a wall inside the 
doors. They could leave them as they are; repair the doors and keep the opening the 
same and shore up the structure inside from water damage. He wrote that he agreed 
there is hardship because of the water damage. Something has to be done to preserve 
the building, but there are other options to what is needed.  In terms of addressing the full 
range of design options, he recommended the exception criteria had not been met 
because there are alternatives offered to the design.  
 
 Member Guida found the case interesting. Raising the wall around the gate, which 
they have a height exception for, is in no way the same as the last case. There we were 
looking at a wall at a consistent height that would prevent the view of a contributing 
structure. This is just raising the height around the door and on the street and the yardwall 
you can see into the front yard.  
 
 He thought this was the folly of designating yard walls and boundary walls as 
contributing, in general. He couldn’t see how this takes away from the contributing house.  
It is contributing, not significant. It is important to note that just as invisibility is not the 
standard we have from harmony in the historic district, strict originality is not the standard 
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we should have for integrity. The alteration to the wall to create a gate and the alteration 
to the front of the garage to replace the door with windows, are solutions that maintain 
the integrity of the property. That is how it would have been done historically. Also, it is 
clearly indicated what was there before when the alteration is done. To him that is a smart 
way of dealing with a contributing, not significant, structure in making changes. These 
things should not be trapped in amber arbitrarily because we think originality is important. 
That is not what we are chasing. We are chasing integrity and contribution to the district.  
He couldn’t see how the two alterations would mar the building in any way. Especially 
when the Board allowed earlier an addition in front of a significant structure.    
 
 Member Biedscheid asked to confirm that the residence is significant, the wall and 
garage are contributing, and that the garage door is considered part of the primary façade.   
 
 Mr. Schwab agreed that the residence is significant and the wall and garage 
contributing. The garage door is part of the primary façade and the opening is a question 
of its age.   
 
 Member Biedscheid asked if staff’s assessment is an exception is not required for 
changes to the contributing wall. 
 
 Mr. Schwab replied an exception is not needed. He asked Ms. Ramirez Thomas 
to comment.  
 
 Ms. Ramirez Thomas said the Board could call for a change in style and alteration 
of historic material since the wall is contributing. Mr. Schwab was looking at the ability for 
applicants to have a tall door-sized gate with an arch detail above it. She said in her 
opinion a contributing wall would change the opportunity for that.    
 
 Vice Chair Katz thought Mr. Schwab was saying that the height exception is 
allowed if you have a door like that higher than the wall is allowed. That is very different 
than changing a contributing wall. If you change the design and appearance of the 
contributing wall, that will require an exception. 
 
 Mr. Schwab indicated that alterations that would cause a structure to lose its status 
would be prohibited without an exception.  An exception has not been applied for because 
it was not thought that this would cause the structure to lose its status.    
 
 Member Bienvenu asked how high the proposed wall is over the gate. 
 
 Mr. Schwab thought it 6 foot 5 inches.  He suggested asking the applicant. 
 
 Member Bienvenu asked what allowable height would be if they allowed the height 
requirement to that opening. 
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 Mr. Schwab said he would have to refer to his files. 
 
 Member Bienvenu indicated this was more than a simple arch over a gate.  It is 
significantly higher and much wider than it needs to be. He asked if Mr. Schwab would 
agree that it is a large area much higher than the rest of the wall. 
 
 Mr. Schwab said it appears to be 7 feet 6 inches on each side of the gate plus 4 
feet for the gate.  He agreed it was possible to make it less.   
 
APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION     
 
 Carlos Kinsey and Laura Chock were both sworn in. 
 
 Mr. Kinsey, 3600 Cerrillos Road, Unit 205, said there was no intent to mislead 
anyone with the architectural drawings. Drawings tend to be flat and on that point the gate 
is not aligned on the chimney or the front door.  If he had taken it two feet to the right it 
would align with the door and two feet left it would align with the chimney. There is no 
intent to misrepresent anything. He thought the Will Schuster chimney fantastic and a 
great and unique feature, as well as the arch in the gate. Walking by you can see the 
chimney just fine, and then for a few seconds you can’t see it when you are in front of the 
gate proposed, and a few seconds later you see the entire elevation of the house. He 
asked that the Board not be misled by the two-dimensional, flat drawing. There is no 
proposal to raise the entire wall.   
 
 On the other point of the general slope from the top of the gate, he thought it a nice 
soft way to address the gate. Without that there is a long linear wall with a pop-up for no 
reason. He thought a tapered approach was a graceful solution. A gate that is 6’8” is not 
unusually large and is the standard door height.  A four feet wide gate opening is not 
unusual nor generous, especially for a pair of gates as proposed. He thought adding 
windows to the garage door was also a good solution. The windows with the cross 
mullions in the same teal color will tie into the windows on the main house. The garage 
currently looks exactly like it was, an afterthought. A very large garage that was divided 
in half. Now half of it is on the adjacent property and half on this property and someone 
has put on garage doors. The doors may or may not be historic but there is nothing 
significant or architecturally outstanding about them. They are just vertical planks. This 
would be a poor example to preserve.  
  
 Again, if they don’t address the water problem that is rotting the doors and the 
structure, that wouldn’t serve the H-board or the owner.  It wouldn’t serve the district 
because the structure is not functional as it is now and cannot be used for a garage or 
storage. Allowing it to deteriorate wouldn’t serve anyone.  If anything is blocking the view 
corridor, it is the historic tree. He asked if the Board dictates that owners cut trees down 
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in order to see something historic. He thought that a narrow focus to what he believes is 
a thoughtful solution.  
 
 Mr. Kinsey said we are trying to balance preserving the historic and giving the 
owner a sense of privacy. That was the reason for proposing the entry gate and enclosing 
the side. The owner is a single woman and wants a sense of security. He thought just 
because someone purchases a historic home that doesn’t preclude them from privacy.   
  
 Ms. Chock, 542 Camino del Monte Sol, said with respect to the gates her main 
concern has always been safety. The gates in the front courtyard are rickety and don’t 
close or latch properly.  Her front gate is right on the road and her front door is steps away 
from the gate. She lives alone with her puppy and in addition to her security, constantly 
worries that her dog will escape through the gate and fence. She wants to secure her 
courtyard and feel safe. 
 
 She said regarding the garage, she wants to prevent further decay and if possible, 
use it. The doors don’t work, and it is in terrible condition and it cannot be used other than 
an unsecured storage area, and it is infested with mice. She hasn’t been able to keep 
herself because of the current state the garage is in.  She visited her neighbor’s home 
who had the other half of the garage and they made their garage into an entryway. It has 
no resemblance whatsoever to a garage. She would like the same opportunity to make 
the garage useful and keep the historic and beautiful garage structure.  
 
QUESTIONS FOR APPLICANT      
 
 Chair Rios asked Mr. Kinsey to confirm if the stucco over the gate is 7’6” as 
proposed. 
 
 Mr. Kinsey replied no, the gate is 6 feet 8 inches high, and everything in total would 
be 8’ 6” at the highest point. It then tapers down to the wall height of 4’6” tall. Regarding 
the question on the replacement of the coyote fence, that would be the same as the wall 
height.   
 
 Vice Chair Katz said he was concerned by the dismissal of what the Board is about, 
which is historic preservation. He said if you’re going to preserve the garage, at some 
point maintenance will be needed. If the bottom is rotting it may require work on the 
ground so the water flows away from the structure; it may need work done on the bottom 
of the doors.  The Board is charged with preserving the outside of the garage façade. 
Nothing prevents the owner from doing what they want on the inside to make the door 
secure.  
 
 He said he heard comments about the gate being rickety. They were told the back 
gate is not historic and there was a gate there previously that was historic.  The gate can 
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be changed without having to change the nature of the contributing wall or blocking the 
house. 
 
 Vice Chair Katz said the coyote fence is not contributing and can be removed or 
they could repair the coyote fence.  That would be secure enough to keep a dog inside 
and anyone outside probably better than a wall. It wasn’t found to be historic and 
contributing and doesn’t have to be preserved.  What he is hearing is we really want 
people not to see us and we want security. That may be something they cannot achieve, 
and you give up things when you have an historic structure. There are many places 
around town where people have secure front gates, etc., and maybe this isn’t the right 
neighborhood.   
 
 Member Larson said there is a culture about a “maintenance free lifestyle.” 
Sometimes it does take a lot of work to make something last longer. They are fortunate 
they live in a forgiving climate when we select these characteristics and elements. When 
it comes to wood elements an application of oils is effective and inexpensive to maintain 
the element. When something is neglected for so long it inevitably will fail. That is what 
we are faced with now. But the answer isn’t to completely alter that piece of the property 
in favor of “maintenance free.”  
  
 Regarding the comments about architectural renderings not reflecting what is 
proposed, that is problematic. She asked how the Board could approve something they 
don’t know about.  She wants to do justice for the wall and the Board has designated the 
wall as contributing. Adding a substantive amount of detail and height and changing its 
character is not appropriate. It was designated as contributing for a reason.   
  
 Member Guida said he did not believe the principal task of the Board is 
preservation. Our ordinance is not set up for that and we do not do preservation in the 
manner that it is done by the National Park Service or the standards of the Secretary of 
the Interior. The Board’s job is to manage change in a way that maintains the harmony 
and character of the historic districts. Not preserving an amber historic material at the 
exclusion of all other dimensions of preservation. Which are cultural and how the buildings 
can be used by the current inhabitants, and those buildings due to changes over time.   
 
 He said this house is significant and stricter standards should be applied to 
structures associated with things important or that have a strict designation. The elements 
being considered are merely contributing, and he thought one is highly questionable to 
designate as contributing. The applicant has proposed a sympathetic way of modifying 
an element that would have been done historically. It is a way consistent with the rest of 
the property and is a way that marks what was there before and doesn’t significantly 
change its intent or configuration, and in the case of the gate, a way that is allowed by 
right.  And with the garage, in a way that keeps the original openings, header, all of the 
elements there.   
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 Member Guida said if the Board expects to manage change, we have to allow 
homeowners to make changes to their structures in ways they were done historically.  
They may require an exception or review, but the Board should be open minded enough 
to find that these things do not damage the character of the district. They certainly don’t 
damage our understanding of the significant structure here.  
 
 He thought this is a no-brainer and any question about the representation or design 
is off the table. This is a well-represented project and in terms of design response, is 
incredibly well considered. The Board would not be doing the right thing by turning this 
down 
 
 Member Biedscheid didn’t think the exception criteria had been met and the 
additional testimony wasn’t enough that she found the responses were sufficient. 
Specifically, she didn’t hear about any alternative designs considered to come to the 
conclusion this is the right option. On the damage of the streetscape and the character of 
the district, this does change how this contributes to the streetscape.  The fireplace was 
a tourist attraction at one point and the sculptural elements on the street are valued. That 
would be lost if blocked by the increase in wall height that is extreme. She asked the 
applicant if a design option had been considered that didn’t include the stucco mass of 
the gate. At this point the only part of the proposal she would support was the change to 
the coyote fence.    
 
 Mr. Kinsey said in response to “maintenance free”, there is nothing in the proposal 
thought to be maintenance free.  We have proposed two refurbished wooden gates, so 
that is not an issue.  In response to how to judge the proposal if you can’t trust the 
drawings.  Well, you look at it.  That is why it is so important that staff do the site visits 
and not just rely on two dimensional drawings.  He said, “For a Board member to suggest 
to the owner that maybe they need to move out of the historic district because they can’t 
modify a gate or garage door, that is outrageous, and I take huge umbrage to that.”   
 
 The design is incredibly and thoughtfully considered. The goal should be, yes to 
preserve the character of the neighborhood and the architecture. That is why the house 
has a significant designation. But, these structures, this architecture cannot become an 
artifact. It has to be allowed to live and breathe and move into the future, or it will lose all 
relevance. If this process becomes arbitrary, people will try to do whatever they can to 
avoid it. That isn’t what any of us want.  We don’t want people doing things without getting 
approval and that is why we are going through this process.  But it needs to be thoughtfully 
considered.  To suggest that an owner should move because they thoughtfully brought a 
proposal is outrageous.  
 
 Vice Chair Katz said the Board hears all the time, “Well this isn’t suiting the owner’s 
needs, they want greater security; they want more privacy; they want windows enlarged 
on a primary façade.”  He doesn’t want the owner of the house to leave or move or get 
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out of the district.  But if complying with preservation rules of the ordinance means it 
doesn’t suit their needs, that is a problem.  
 
 Vice Chair Katz said the ordinance has two aspects; one is style. The gate is done 
in an appropriate style, but there is also the preservation aspect.  With respect to Member 
Guida’s comments, in some respect it is preserved in amber. That is what preservation is 
all about. The district is only 20% of the City and the really strict part even less. 
Preservation rules only apply to a very few significant structures and those are the ones 
that really count. In some districts you can make changes, but this is the most primo street 
by a primo historic figure in Santa Fe, and the restrictions are higher. And they should be.   
 
 Ms. Ramirez Thomas said preservation is discussed in 14-5.2(C). There is the 
National Register of Criteria in 14-5.2(A) and there is a big distinction between local 
preservation standards, which can be significantly more restrictive and tailored to a 
community than the federal level. So, the ordinance does include preservation as well as 
styles.   
 
 Chair Rios said the Board is about protecting and conserving.  Those two elements 
are very important in all of our historic districts. We try to do our best in reviewing each 
project on its merits and applying the ordinance and listening to the applicants.  These 
are not museums; this is your home, and you are trying to make something useful for you.  
The Board has to listen to what the applicant has to say, but we also apply the ordinance 
to conserve and protect.  We are simply the stewards of these historic buildings and we 
will be gone one day. Hopefully, those who follow will continue to protect and preserve 
and conserve the buildings that have been built. Of course, changes will occur because 
people have different needs.  In the vernacular architecture people started small and their 
families grew, and they kept adding. She grew up in a house like that.  
 
 Chair Rios said the Board has to take everything into account, but also have to 
follow what our ordinance dictates. 
   
 Member Guida said he agreed we have rules in our ordinance and the Board is 
charged with enforcing and interpreting them.  We also have an exception process and a 
review process. That allows this local Board the latitude in expressing its values publicly 
and through the review of the projects in the historic districts. He thought a narrow strict 
interpretation of preserving materials and minor details at the expense of a bigger picture. 
Items which are also being preserved in this case with the wall, its configuration, 
materiality, its sensibility and design elements, and with the garage massing and scale, 
etc.  A focus on such narrow things as the gate as it is, the door the way it is.  It is 
extremely narrow in terms of scope of what we are dealing with and in terms of 
architecture. And narrower in terms of when we are dealing with the public, the 
homeowners and their ability to make changes.  And it is exceptionally narrow with who 
we are excluding from this process. This is a costly and time-consuming process for 
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property owners. The very buildings we say are the most important character defining 
buildings of all of the districts, change over time, as Chair Rios pointed out. Windows were 
replaced with doors and vice versa; rooms were added on in a sympathetic way to the 
original structure. Denying the applicant, and not considering exception criteria in this 
case on mere contributing elements, minor elements of the property, that allows them to 
evolve over time in a way that is consistent and doesn’t damage a significant structure, is 
really short sighted. He thought this is arbitrary and cruel and not the intent of what the 
Board is charged with.      
 
 Ms. Chock said she feels that Vice Chair Katz minimized her need for security and 
safety. Especially on a gate that is not even contributing that she wants to replace with 
something more secure that can be locked. This is not a question of just wanting to make 
a change to the property. How dare she should want to be safe in her own home. That 
statement offends her. She is from New Mexico and loves New Mexico and Santa Fe. 
Her thought is, especially if this is an allowable exception in which the height requirement 
doesn’t apply, why would they deny the front gate security. She couldn’t understand the 
reasoning. She said frankly she had already bought a gate and hoped to use it.  This is a 
cruel way to treat an applicant.  She isn’t changing anything significant and she isn’t 
changing the property, she was adding to it and making it useful. She said she was 
confused by their dialogue and offended by the comment, “Get out if you can’t take the 
historic neighborhood.” She loves the historic neighborhood. That is why she moved to it 
and as a New Mexican she appreciates it on a different level.    
 
 Ms. Ramirez Thomas said the Board wasn’t looking to discuss use, this is about 
design and preservation. They know that the front wall where the coyote fence is, and the 
proposed wall design is not contributing. They know that the front wall and the garage is 
contributing. Those three things are under discussion. The Board has the option to deny 
the exception for the garage and ask to postpone for a redesign.  Also, on the front wall 
the Board can ask for a change in the style but then an exception for a change in the 
style.    
 
 Vice Chair Katz apologized to the owner. He said the problem is so often the 
expressed desire, which is reasonable, is one for security. But security can be provided 
in a way that is less large. The applicant has listened to the Board’s comments. He 
understands if they want security or a wall that provides privacy from the road. But the 
applicant could have a very secure gate at the front that people can see through. The wall 
is only 4’6” and easy to vault over and isn’t as though a tall addition in the middle of a 
contributing wall will protect the front. It is unfortunate that in front of the gate is an 
incredible feature and one of the most significant in the early years, of a significant house. 
He believes there are alternatives and urged the applicant to consider what would make 
this work with as little difference as possible. 
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 Vice Chair Katz thought it correct that alternatives have not been explored 
regarding the garage. The design is lovely but that isn’t the issue. It is preserving what is 
there and meeting the applicant’s needs. He encouraged the applicants to follow Ms. 
Ramirez Thomas’s advice and consider a couple of redesigns.  
   
PUBLIC HEARING    
 
 Stefanie Beninato, previously sworn, said the purpose section says qualities 
relating to history and residents should be preserved.  There are other design options for 
the garage.  A curb on the outside would prevent water from coming in.  It can be secured 
by alterations from the inside. Seeing a significant building is important and the excessive 
archway will block that. They could reinforce the current archway and make a taller gate 
that has slotted horizontals like the existing gate. Then people could still see the Will 
Schuster fireplace that is an attraction. There are alternatives that are less intrusive.  
Regarding security, the applicant can get an alarm or a Ring doorbell.   
 
 John Eddy, previously sworn, said he was sorry the discussion had become 
personal.  Vice Chair Katz nailed it in the beginning and the photograph doesn’t lie. You 
can see through the gateway a beautiful stone chimney built by Will Schuster. It is one of 
two he knows of on Camino del Monte Sol of that nature. The walls are deliberately low 
because the artists were proud to share their house and it was about sharing the artistic 
statements they were making.   A gate such as proposed is obliterating a good degree of 
visibility of a significant structure and automatically degrades the significance of the 
structure. He encouraged the Board to send this back for redesign. He also thought the 
idea proposed by Ms. Beninato on the garage door is well-founded.  There is probably a 
clogged drain that can be reopened, and a curb would further waterproof the structure. It 
would be egregious to add windows on the garage door.  It affects the street scape, which 
is egregiously affected by these designs. He urged the Board to deny the proposal.   
 
 Marc Naktin, previously sworn, wanted to mention that he felt something was lost 
when they don’t visit the site. He suggested even though everyone couldn’t jump in a van, 
they could individually drive by to study the property.  They could see the actual situation 
on many of the things people claim will jeopardize or block views by visiting the site.   
 
 Chair Rios explained that unfortunately the Board is not allowed to do field trips 
even individually.   
 
 Ms. Paez read from the ordinance, “Members shall not inspect the site of any 
subject property except pursuant to a publicly noticed site visit that affords all parties the 
opportunity to attend.”  The intent is to rely on information presented as part of the hearing 
and the Open Meetings Act also requires that. She hoped they are on the verge of 
accommodating that again.   
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 Mr. Naktin asked if they could present videos.   
  
 Ms. Paez said that is an option and staff would like to be able to accommodate 
that if they have adequate resources. She said it is a challenge unfortunately to find the 
extra time, resources and equipment, but it is not prohibited.   
 
 Mr. Natkin said he has seen this property.  As mentioned earlier, you don’t see the 
chimney except for a half a second when you walk by the entry gate but for the most part 
you can see the chimney. A visit would have helped to alleviate the issue. 
 
 Ms. Ramirez Thomas added that staff is open to receiving video, but a challenge 
is having the bandwidth to show the video, or similar technical challenges.   
 
BOARD DISCUSSION    
 
 Ms. Chock said she wanted to make them aware that it is not correct to say the 
chimney was done by Will Shuster. This was one of Will Shuster’s first houses and he 
lived there for a few months. She didn’t know who did the chimney but was sure it was an 
artist of some sort, but it is not listed. She has researched who did the chimney but wasn’t 
able to find anything.  
 
 Chair Rios said she heard that Frank Applegate had something to do with building 
the homes on Camino del Monte Sol, but she couldn’t verify that. 
 
MOTION: In Case #2020-003006-HDRB, 542 Camino del Monte Sol, Vice Chair Katz 

moved to deny the application for the garage on the basis that the exception 
criteria were not met as clearly laid out by Member Biedscheid; and 
approves the coyote fence and gate on the north elevation; and denies the 
proposal for the gate and height of the wall in front because it would double 
the height of the wall and makes the wall incompatible with the streetscape, 
and the addition to the height hides the chimney that has been there since 
the 1920s and there are other alternatives to provide the security the owner 
seeks.  Member Bienvenu seconded the motion. 

VOTE: The motion passed by majority (4-1) roll call vote with Members Biedscheid, 
Bienvenu, Katz and Larson voting in favor and Member Guida voting 
against.     
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I.  DISCUSSION ITEMS 

 Mr. Schwab said there have been discussions about digital packets and the 
glitches are being worked out.  He encouraged the Board to submit distilled comments to 
the acting division manager on problems with the packets.   

 Vice Chair Katz stated he was the one who raised the issue and is seeking 
guidance from his fellow Board members.  The packets have been the same for a long 
time, but it was always easier when there were physical papers. The last page or so 
usually had what was existing and what was proposed of the project. With the digital they 
are looking at their packet and at the digital Zoom screen where staff displays things not 
in the packet but things that are helpful. He doesn’t want to miss that, but it puts them at 
a disadvantage.  He was curious about the thoughts of others on visual versus digital.   

He apologized for being so obnoxious, “rude” was the expression.   

 Chair Rios said sometimes both sides, the homeowners and the Board members 
get very passionate.  They need to treat everyone with respect in order to get respect.  
She understood the point Vice Chair Katz was trying to make and thought he was really 
trying to say when shopping in historic districts there are restrictions.  People should get 
familiar with the requirements of an historic district and if that doesn’t suit their needs 
because of the restrictions, there may be other places better suited for their needs. She 
said this isn’t the first time and won’t be the last for people before the Board to become 
passionate on things.   

 She thought the idea with the packet is to save on the paper. She makes a copy 
of the agenda and reads through the packet and makes notes. Members can print the 
existing and the proposed if that helps them reach a better decision.   

   

J. MATTERS FROM THE BOARD   

 Ms. Ramirez Thomas offered to send them ideas on better visuals via an email for 
their feedback. 

 Vice Chair Katz suggested staff could print their cases to avoid having to look at 
the Zoom screen while managing their screen. 

 Ms. Paez said she didn’t mind sharing the screen and her screen is big and allows 
her to put a lot on it.   

K.  NEXT MEETING:  February 23, 2021 
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L. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 Chair Rios adjourned the meeting at approximately 11:10 pm, 

 
Approved by: 
 
 

       
        Cecilia Rios, Chair 
Submitted by:  
 
 
              
Melissa D. Byers, Stenographer 
For Byers Organizational Support Services 



City of Santa Fe
Historic Districts Review Board

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Case #2020-2818-HDRB
Address – 324 McKenzie
Owner/Applicant’s Name – David Betzler                   

THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing 
on February 9, 2021.

BACKGROUND

324 McKenzie Street is a 1540 square foot contributing residential structure located in the 
Downtown and Eastside Historic District. The north façade is designated primary. The structure is 
rectangular, of one-story, and faces north on McKenzie Street. The structure has a pitched roof 
with a street-facing gable, adobe walls with deeply recessed windows, and a territorial-style portal 
on the front. On the east side, the rear portion of the property is gated and hidden from public view. 
Behind this gate is a wood awning and trellis that is not attached to the structure. The awning and 
trellis are not historic. 

On January 12, 2021, the applicant came before the HDRB and proposed to remove the 
non-publicly visible awning structure and replace it with an oxidized steel frame awning, similar 
in scale to the one to be removed, with pre-finished Pro Panel metal roofing in a brown color. The 
board recommended that this choice of materials was not appropriate for the structure and 
postponed the case for redesign. 

At this hearing the Applicant returned to the board with a proposal with the following items: 

1. Replace the existing structure with a new 160 square foot, wood-framed shade 
structure/trellis featuring an unroofed (open) design with a white painted finish. Its finished 
height will measure approximately 10 feet from finished grade.

2. Construct an approximate 100 square foot wood-framed portal/awning to the south (rear) 
elevation to protect the building. Its finished height is to be about 8 feet 6 inches above 
finished grade, attached to the building by means of a ledger strip and feature a sloped 
asphalt shingle roof and painted finish.

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”).
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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 finds 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. 

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

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), 14-5.2(C)(5), 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(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.

9. 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.

10. 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. 

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 the Application, as recommended by Staff.

IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 23rd DAY of FEBRUARY, 2021, BY THE HISTORIC 
DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE.

_______________________ _____________
Chair Date

FILED:

______________________ ______________
Kristine Bustos-Mihelcic Date
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City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

 February 23, 2021
Sally A. Paez Date
Assistant City Attorney



City of Santa Fe
Historic Districts Review Board

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Case #2020-00-2983-HDRB
Address  - 209 Delgado                     
Agent’s Name – David Smith
Owner/Applicant – Ivo Nelson

THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing 
on February 9, 2020.

BACKGROUND

209 Delgado is an approximately 600 square foot single-story New Mexico vernacular 
building built before 1928. It features a cross-gabled roof and a lower shed roof addition on its east 
side. It is located in the compound at 209 Delgado Street. In 2013, the Board designated it as 
noncontributing to the Downtown and Eastside Historic District due to significant alterations. The 
applicant proposed to add a 475 square foot living room on the west elevation. The applicant 
revised the submission based on comments and recommendations from the January 12, 2021 
Historic Districts Review Board hearing. The revision replaced the previously proposed flat roof 
to a pitched roof to integrate with the existing house. French doors will be divided lite wood clad 
units. The addition will be 14’ in height where the maximum allowable height is 14’-7”. The 
addition’s north façade will have divided lite wood clad units and awning windows above the 
French doors. New windows will be clad in “Sea Green Foam” by Jel Wend, manufacturer. This 
façade is not publicly visible. A skylight is called out on the plans on the south (front) elevation. 
The new stucco will match the existing house, El Rey “Adobe.”

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 and 
found that the application complied with SFCC Sections 14-5.2(D)(9), 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)(2)(a-d & f), 14-5.2(C)(3)(a-
b), 14-5.2(C)(4), 14-5.2(C)(5), 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.

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. 

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 the Application, as recommended by Staff.

IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 23rd DAY of FEBRUARY, 2021, BY THE HISTORIC 
DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE.

_______________________ _____________
Chair Date

FILED:

______________________ ______________
Kristine Bustos-Mihelcic Date
City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

 February 23, 2021
Sally A. Paez Date
Assistant City Attorney



City of Santa Fe
Historic Districts Review Board

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Case #2020-3048-HDRB
Address – 105 Calle la Pena              
Agent’s Name – Mark Natkin
Owner/Applicant’s Name – David C. Brown

THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing 
on February 9, 2021.

BACKGROUND

105 Calle La Pena is a single-family structure in a Spanish Pueblo Revival style with 
contributing status to the Downtown and Eastside Historic District. The structure was constructed 
in 1938 and is identified on a 1991 HCPI as contributing. In Case No. #2020-002960-HDRB on 
January 12, 2021, the Board reaffirmed the structure’s status; and in Case No. #2020-002894-
HDRB the Board approved an addition to the non-publicly visible west façade of the structure. 

At this hearing, the Applicant returned to the Board with a proposal to construct an attached 
garage to the north, non-primary façade of the house. It would be set back ten feet from the primary 
façade, thus meeting the requirements for setback from a primary façade. The maximum allowable 
height is 15 feet 6 inches. The garage as proposed would be constructed to a height of 12 feet in 
height. It would be coated with a cementitious stucco colored El Rey “Buckskin.” The garage door 
would be wood grain panel colored tan.

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

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. The Board finds that the addition will impact the contributing structure and its primary 
façades, and that lowering the height of the proposed garage would mitigate these impacts.  

8. 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), 14-5.2(C)(5), 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.

9. 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.

10. 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.

11. 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. 

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 the Application, as recommended by Staff, with the following 

additional conditions:
 The height of the proposed garage shall be lowered by 18 inches to mitigate the 

impact of the addition on the contributing structure and its primary façades.

IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 23rd DAY of FEBRUARY, 2021, BY THE HISTORIC 
DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE.

_______________________ _____________
Chair Date

FILED:

______________________ ______________
Kristine Bustos-Mihelcic Date
City Clerk
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APPROVED AS TO FORM:

 February 23, 2021
Sally A. Paez Date
Assistant City Attorney



City of Santa Fe
Historic Districts Review Board

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Case #2020-3057-HDRB
Address – 107 South Armijo Lane
Owner/Applicant’s Name – Catherine and Carlos Stevens

THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing 
on February 9, 2021.

BACKGROUND

107 South Armijo Lane is a single-family residence listed as noncontributing to the 
Downtown and Eastside Historic District. A new HCPI was completed for the house in 2020. At 
this hearing, the Applicants requested a historic status review and primary façade designation, if 
applicable. 

The house was likely built in two phases in a ranch style. It is arranged on an east-west axis 
with its front elevation facing north. It has a cross-gabled roof plan. The front (north) façade shows 
a gable covering a rectangular volume probably built in the 1950s, probably of concrete block with 
steel casement windows. In the early 1960’s, an east-west concrete block section with aluminum 
sliding windows was built onto the original section. The house is finished with a cementitious 
stucco in a desert rose tone. Its roof is covered with rolled asphalt. 

The west elevation opens to a small fenced yard and contains an aluminum sliding door 
and a single aluminum sliding window. The south elevation has aluminum sliding windows at the 
bedrooms. The assumed earlier portion extends out slightly and contains a steel casement window. 
The east elevation is made entirely of the earlier structure and has three steel casement windows. 

A small north-south positioned wall divides the front yard at the north elevation. The type 
of masonry and its hard cement mortar indicate a recent vintage.

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 structure be maintained as noncontributing, per SFCC Sections 14-5.2(C), 
Designation of Significant and Contributing Structures; and 14-12.1, definitions of 
contributing and noncontributing structure.
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3. The project is subject to the requirements and general design standards set forth in SFCC 
Section 14-5.2(D), General Design Standards. 

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

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 Section 14-12.1, the definition of a “contributing structure” is “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.” 

7. Under SFCC Section14-2.1, 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.

8. Under SFCC Section 14-12.1, the definition of a “noncontributing structure” is 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.”

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

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 structure meets the definition of 
a “contributing structure”.

11. The Board finds that the structure is more than fifty years old, maintains a great deal of 
integrity, and contributes to the district because it is indicative of the vernacular 
interpretation of a mid-century ranch style home, highly indicative of the time it was built.

12. The Board finds that the north façade is the primary elevation of the structure with the 
features that define the character of the structure’s architecture. 

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 historic status. 
3. The Board designates the structure as a contributing structure.
4. The Board designates the north elevation as the primary façade.
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IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 23rd DAY of FEBRUARY, 2021, BY THE HISTORIC 
DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE.

_______________________ _____________
Chair Date

FILED:

______________________ ______________
Kristine Bustos-Mihelcic Date
City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

 February 23, 2021
Sally A. Paez Date
Assistant City Attorney



City of Santa Fe
Historic Districts Review Board

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Case #2020-3062-HDRB
Address – 350 Garcia Street                   
Agent’s Name –Kenneth Payson
Owner/Applicant’s Name – Louise and Daniel Ruben

THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing 
on February 9, 2021.

BACKGROUND

350 Garcia Street is a single-family residential structure built in a Mission Revival style 
with a John Gaw Meem addition in the Downtown and Eastside Historic District constructed in 
1928. The main house and the garage at the rear of the property are both designated significant to 
the district. At this hearing, the Applicant proposed to build free-standing portals in relation to 
both of these structures. The portals will be freestanding and not structurally connected to the 
significant structures. The work includes the following items:

1. Remove the existing non-historic deck and spa.
2. Construct a new 360 square foot roofed deck with attached 195 square foot open deck 

and reinstalled spa tub adjacent to the main residence. The height of the new structure 
will be approximately 14 feet above the lowest adjacent grade, which is significantly 
lower than the existing two-story building. This new work will be structurally 
independent from the existing house structure. It will include two skylights. 

3. Construct a new 102 square foot sloped “country red” colored standing seam roof portal 
adjacent to the existing garage. The height of this new structure will be approximately 10 
feet above the adjacent grade. This new work will be structurally independent from the 
existing significant garage structure. 

4. Finishes: The exposed wood beams and columns will be architectural grade wood beams. 
The railings and underfloor lattice will be finish wood material. The color of all of the 
finished wood will be Cabot solid color stain ‘Ultra White’. The Deck will be constructed 
of structural wood framing, covered with Red Cedar decking finished with Penofin. The 
fireplace and stucco wall under the deck will be El Rey cementitious stucco, color 
“Hacienda #127.” The brick mantel and hearth of the fireplace will be Kinney Brick 
Color ‘Pacific Clay Red’. 

FINDINGS OF FACT

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

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

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), 14-5.2(C)(5), 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(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.

9. 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.

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 the Application, as recommended by Staff.

IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 23rd DAY of FEBRUARY, 2021, BY THE HISTORIC 
DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE.

_______________________ _____________
Chair Date
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FILED:

______________________ ______________
Kristine Bustos-Mihelcic Date
City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

 February 23, 2021
Sally A. Paez Date
Assistant City Attorney



City of Santa Fe
Historic Districts Review Board

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Case #2021-3068-HDRB
Address  - 1668 Cerro Gordo                     
Agent’s Name – Elisabeth Wagner
Owner/Applicant – Will Gorham

THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing 
on February 9, 2020.

BACKGROUND

1668 Cerro Gordo is a 796 square foot casita listed as noncontributing to the Downtown 
and Eastside Historic District. The casita fronts Cerro Gordo Road to the north and sits north 
of the main house, which is out of public view. The house and casita are Spanish-Pueblo 
Revival style. The casita is referred to as a “cottage” listed on the NM Historic Building 
Inventory Form (HCPI). The date built is unknown. The current owners converted it into a 
garage in 1970. It was later converted to a casita in 1976, during which was added a small 
kitchen, bedroom, bath, and entry portal to the west. New doors and windows were added.

The Applicant came before the board on January 5, 2021, for remodel of the casita, 
which was approved. At this hearing, the Applicant returned to the board proposing to add 
(1) a 23 a square foot closet on the east elevation; and (2) a 240 square foot portal to the south 
elevation. The portal design matches the Board-approved casita’s front (north) entry with 
white posts and beams. The south portal also will have the galvalume standing seam metal 
roof, which the Board previously approved on the north side house entry. The addition’s 
stucco will match the casita’s, El Rey “Buckskin.” Under the portal will be white stucco, El 
Rey “Colonial White.” Stucco under the front entry portal will also be painted El Rey’s 
“Colonial White.”

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.
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3. Historic Preservation Division Staff Recommendation: Staff recommended approval and 
found that the application complied with SFCC Sections 14-5.2(D), General Design 
Standards; and14-5.2(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. 

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)(2)(a-d & f), 14-5.2(C)(3)(a-
b), 14-5.2(C)(4), 14-5.2(C)(5), 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.

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. 

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 the Application, as recommended by Staff.

IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 23rd DAY of FEBRUARY, 2021, BY THE HISTORIC 
DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE.

_______________________ _____________
Chair Date

FILED:

______________________ ______________
Kristine Bustos-Mihelcic Date
City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

 February 23, 2021
Sally A. Paez Date
Assistant City Attorney



City of Santa Fe
Historic Districts Review Board

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Case #2021-3058-HDRB
Address – 235 North Guadalupe Street                
Agent’s Name – Miguel de Silva
Owner/Applicant’s Name – Brian Knox

THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing 
on February 9, 2021.

BACKGROUND

235 North Guadalupe Street is a non-residential structure constructed in 1955, with 
additions following ten years later. Known as the “Burger Bowl”, it was built in direct response to 
the construction of the Tesuque Highway bypass. It stands on an open, paved lot on the east side 
of North Guadalupe Street, facing directly onto the former highway. It began as a simple 
rectangular box of 1888 square feet, with canopies on the north, south, and west elevations, and 
has had several additions. 

The west, street-facing elevation consist of windows over a solid wall, taking up nearly 2/3 
of the façade. The west façade is shaded by a wood canopy and is capped by an artificial chimney.
The south elevation houses one of the entrances with an aluminum door, historic wood bathroom 
doors, and a grilled window. The north elevation is similar in design and function to the south 
façade. It has also an aluminum entry and adjacent window, and open dining area. The east portion 
of the north elevation extends out, probably representing a later addition. The east (rear) elevation 
contains access to the storage area added in 1965.  

At this hearing, the Applicant requested a historic status review and designation of 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 
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 noncontributing, per SFCC Sections 14-5.2(C), 
Designation of Significant and Contributing Structures; and 14-12.1, Definitions. Staff 
acknowledged that the “Burger Bowl” building has occupied and important place in Santa 
Fe, but recommended noncontributing status because the structure has lost much of its 
original integrity due to its many additions.
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3. The project is subject to the requirements and general design standards set forth in SFCC 
Section 14-5.2(D), General Design Standards. 

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

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 Section 14-12.1, the definition of a “contributing structure” is “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.” 

7. Under SFCC Section14-2.1, 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.

8. Under SFCC Section 14-12.1, the definition of a “noncontributing structure” is 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.”

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

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 structure meets the definition of 
a “contributing structure.” 

11. The Board finds that the structure is over fifty years old, that the structure’s integrity as it 
existed by 1965 remains, and that the structure, which is an excellent example of a 1960’s 
drive-in restaurant, makes an important contribution to the district. 

12. The Board finds that the north, west, and south façades are the primary elevation(s) of the 
structure with the features that define the character of the structure’s architecture. 

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 historic status. 
3. The Board designates the structure as a contributing structure.
4. The Board designates the following elevation(s) of the structure as the primary 

façade(s): north, west, and south.
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IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 23rd DAY of FEBRUARY, 2021, BY THE HISTORIC 
DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE.

_______________________ _____________
Chair Date

FILED:

______________________ ______________
Kristine Bustos-Mihelcic Date
City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

 February 23, 2021
Sally A. Paez Date
Assistant City Attorney



City of Santa Fe
Historic Districts Review Board

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Case #2021-3084-HDRB
Address – 235 North Guadalupe               
Agent’s Name – Miguel de Silva
Owner/Applicant’s Name – Brian Knox

THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing 
on February 9, 2021.

BACKGROUND

235 North Guadalupe Street is a non-residential structure constructed in 1955, with 
additions following ten years later. Known as the “Burger Bowl”, it was built in direct response to 
the construction of the Tesuque Highway bypass. It stands on an open, paved lot on the east side 
of North Guadalupe Street, facing directly onto the former highway. It began as a simple 
rectangular box of 1888 square feet with canopies on the north, south, and west elevations and had 
several additions. At a hearing held immediate preceding this hearing, the Board designated the 
structure as a contributing structure with the north, west, and south facades as primary (Case 
#2021-3058-HDRB).

At this hearing, the Applicant proposed to install a window for a handicap-accessible take-
out. To do this, the sill of an existing window will be lowered 12 inches, and a handicap-accessible 
shelf 24 inches wide by 10 inches deep will be installed. The take-out window will contain an 
aluminum slider as well as non-operable windows to the side and above. The wall will be re-
stuccoed to match the existing 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. Staff recommended that the exception criteria had been met.

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

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 Section 14-5.2(D)(5)(a)(i) & (ii), changes shall not be made to the dimensions 
of openings on a primary façade.

8. The Applicant proposes to change the dimension of an opening on the north-facing primary 
façade.

9. Staff determined that an exception to SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(5)(a)(i) & (ii)  would be 
required for approval of the Application, and the Applicant requested an exception. 

10. 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. 

11. 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 finding that the Applicant 
has conclusively demonstrated that all exception criteria have been met. 

12. 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), 14-5.2(C)(5), 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.

13. 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.

14. 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.

15. 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.

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 exception requested in the Application.
3. The Board approves the Application, as recommended by Staff, with the following 

additional condition:
 That the finish color of the window be aluminum silver.

IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 23rd DAY of FEBRUARY, 2021, BY THE HISTORIC 
DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE.

_______________________ _____________
Chair Date
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FILED:

______________________ ______________
Kristine Bustos-Mihelcic Date
City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

 February 23, 2021
Sally A. Paez Date
Assistant City Attorney



City of Santa Fe
Historic Districts Review Board

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Case #2020-2954-HDRB
Address – 333 Sena Street                   
Agent’s Name – Robert Duran
Owner/Applicant’s Name – Robert Gallagher

THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing 
on February 9, 2021.

BACKGROUND

333 Sena Street is a single-family residential structure in a Mission Revival Style with 
contributing status to the Don Gaspar Historic District. It is located on the corner of Sena and Don 
Cubero Streets and is surrounded by a low wall, with the house and lot sitting above the grade of 
the street. The maximum allowable wall height is 58 inches on Sena Street and 59 inches on Don 
Cubero Street.

At this hearing, the Applicant proposed to remove and rebuild the wall to a height of 6 feet, 
which would exceed the maximum allowable height. El Rey Stucco would be used for stucco 
finish, texture, and color to match the existing house as close as possible. The gate would be custom 
built using black wrought iron fencing. The wall would be lowered to 3 feet in height at particular 
locations to accommodate required sight triangles – at the driveway on Sena, the driveway on Don 
Cubero, and the corner of Sena and Don Cubero – and would be topped with wrought iron to match 
the gate. 

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, including the exception to exceed the maximum allowable wall height, 
and found that the application otherwise complies with SFCC Section 14-5.2(D), General 
Design Standards for all Historic Districts; and 14-5.2(H), Don Gaspar 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 project is subject to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C), Regulation of Significant and 
Contributing Structures. 

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

7. Under SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(9)(c)(ii)(c), a wall may not exceed the maximum allowable 
height for walls in the streetscape. 

8. The Applicant proposes to construct a wall that exceeds the maximum allowable height. 
9. Staff determined that an exception to SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(9)(c)(ii)(c) would be 

required for approval of the Application, and the Applicant requested an exception. 
10. To obtain an exception, the Applicant was required to conclusively demonstrate that the 

six exception criteria set forth in SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(c) have been met. 
11. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(c)(i), the Board finds that Applicant has failed to 

demonstrate that granting the exception would not damage the character of the streetscape. 
The existing view of the historic home is accentuated by the existing low pumice wall, and 
the view of the home contributes to the streetscape. Additionally, the proposed new wall is 
not congruent with the streetscape. 

12. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(c)(ii), the Board finds that the Applicant has failed 
to conclusively demonstrate that the exception is required to prevent a hardship to the 
Applicant or an injury to the public welfare because the Applicant could pursue other 
design options that would accomplish the desired safety objectives without blocking the 
view of the contributing structure. 

13. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(c)(iii), the Board finds that the Applicant has failed 
to conclusively demonstrate 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 district because the Applicant could 
pursue other design options that would accomplish the desired safety objectives without 
blocking the view of the contributing structure.

14. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(c)(iv), the Board finds that the Applicant has failed 
to conclusively demonstrate that there are special conditions or circumstances that are 
peculiar to the land or structure involved that are not applicable to other lands or structures 
in the related streetscape. 

15. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(c)(v), the Board finds that the Applicant has 
demonstrated that an exception is warranted due to special conditions and circumstances 
that are not a result of the actions of the Applicant. The SFCC requirements for calculating 
the maximum allowable height of the wall do not take into account the differing heights of 
lots and structures, which impact the visibility and vulnerability of the property in question.

16. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(c)(vi), the Board finds that the Applicant has not 
demonstrated that the proposed new wall provides the least negative impact with respect 
to the purposes set forth in SFCC Section 14-5.2(A)(1) because the Applicant could pursue 
other design options that would have a less negative impact with respect to the purposes of 
the Historic Districts Ordinance.

17. The Board finds that the Applicant has failed to conclusively demonstrate that the 
exception criteria in 14-5.2(C)(5)(i) through (iv) have been met.

18. The Board finds that the Applicant might be able to meet the exception criteria to exceed 
the maximum allowable wall height if the Applicant returns to the Board with a different 
design. 
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19. 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), 14-5.2(C)(5), 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.

20. 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.

21. 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.

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 denies the exception requested in the Application. 
2. The Board denies approval of the Application.

IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 23rd DAY of FEBRUARY, 2021, BY THE HISTORIC 
DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE.

_______________________ _____________
Chair Date

FILED:

______________________ ______________
Kristine Bustos-Mihelcic Date
City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

 February 23, 2021
Sally A. Paez Date
Assistant City Attorney



City of Santa Fe
Historic Districts Review Board

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Case #2020-3006-HDRB
Address – 542 Camino del Monte Sol                   
Agent’s Name – Carlos Kinsey
Owner/Applicant’s Name – Laura Chock

THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing 
on February 9, 2021.

BACKGROUND

542 Camino del Monte Sol is a single-family residence listed as significant to the 
Downtown and Eastside Historic District. It was constructed in the Spanish Pueblo Revival style 
prior to 1928. The property includes a yard wall along the street, which is probably adobe, and a 
garage. In Case #2021-002959-HDRB, heard on January 12, 2021, the Board designated the yard 
wall (excluding the non-historic gate) and the garage as contributing. The Board designated the 
front (east) elevation of the garage as the primary facade. The property also includes a coyote 
fence, located south of the driveway and edging the front yard.

The one-bay garage is located on the north side of the property, constructed on what is now 
the lot line. It appears that the garage was once a two-bay garage, but changes made after 1978 
altered the garage significantly so that the structure is now divided into two garages in separate 
ownership on either side of the lot line, separated by a yard wall. This case involves only the 
portion of the garage structure located at 542 Camino del Monte Sol. The front (east) façade of the 
garage contains two historic wooden swinging doors, which are now below ground level and in 
poor condition. The west façade has a single non-historic door, and the south façade has no 
openings. 

At this hearing, the Applicant proposed four (4) items as follows: 

1. Replace the front gate within the yard wall. The existing small 4’x4’ gate provides little 
security and is in poor structural condition. The new proposed refurbished gate is 4’x 6’8” 
with a stucco top, exposed header, and exposed side jambs. The proposed solid wood gate 
will be stained Sherwin Williams “Chestnut” color, and the stucco top and stucco sides 
will match the existing yard wall stucco color, El Rey “Desert Rose.” The new gate is 
intended to provide more security.

2. Replace the existing small 3’x4’ side gate with as similar gate as described in Item 1 above.
3. Replace the coyote fence with a stucco yard wall of the same height. The stucco color 

would be El Rey “Desert Rose” to match the existing. 
4. Remove the existing wooden outswing garage doors, which are historic. The doors will be 

replaced with a stuccoed El Rey adobe concrete block wall and waterproofing and four 
high windows, which will be 2’x2,’ refurbished single-pane true divided-lite wood 
windows. The window color will match existing window color (Sherwin Williams 6937 
“Teal”). 
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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. 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 denial of the 
exception required for Item 4, finding that the exception criteria had not all been met. Staff 
noted that the Board may find the criteria satisfied upon further testimony and evidence at 
the hearing. Staff otherwise 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. 

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

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. The residence at 542 Camino del Monte Sol has been designated as a significant structure.
8.  Under SFCC Section 14-12-1, a “significant structure” is “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.”

9. As set forth in the Historic Cultural Properties Inventory (HCPI), which was included as 
an exhibit to the Staff Report, the significant structure at 542 Camino del Monte Sol was 
the home of artist Will Shuster, who in 1926 created the first Zozobra, the “Demon of 
Gloom.” Probably based on a Yaqui effigy burning tradition, Zozobra - then a modest 20’ 
high puppet - made its debut on September 3, 1926, writhing under “weird green fires” in 
a vacant lot behind city hall. 

10. The garage and yard wall have been designated as contributing structures.
11. Under SFCC Section 14-12.1, the definition of a “contributing structure” is “a structure, 

located in a historic district, approximately fifty years old or older that helps to establish 
and maintain the character of that historic district.  Although a contributing structure is not 
unique in itself, it adds to the historic associations or historic architectural design qualities 
that are significant for a district. The contributing structure may have had minor alterations, 
but its integrity remains.” 
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12. Under SFCC Section14-2.1, 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.

13. SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) prohibits the “removal of historic materials or alterations to 
architectural features and spaces that embody the status” of a contributing structure.  

14. Under SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(5)(a), “[n]o opening shall be widened or narrowed,” and 
“[n]o existing opening shall be closed” on a primary façade of a contributing structure.

15. The Applicant proposes to make alterations to the wooden garage door and garage door 
opening, which are located on the primary façade of the contributing garage structure. 

16. Staff determined that an exception to SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) would be required for 
approval of Item 4 of the Application, and the Applicant requested an exception. 

17. 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. 

18. 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 finding that the Applicant 
has not conclusively demonstrated that all exception criteria have been met. 

19. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b)(i), the Board finds that granting the exception 
would damage the character of the historic district. The single-bay garage with historic 
wooden doors was designated as contributing to the character of the district, and granting 
the exception result in removal of the garage doors and replacement of the doors with a 
concrete block wall and four high windows, which would significantly alter the garage’s 
contribution to the district and the streetscape. 

20. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b)(ii), the Board finds that the exception is not 
required to prevent a hardship to the Applicant or an injury to the public welfare because 
issues related water damage and flooding could be mitigated through maintenance and 
renovation that retains the outward appearance and character of the historic garage.

21. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b)(iii), the Board finds that granting the exception 
would not 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 Applicant has failed to consider other design options, such as the 
construction of an interior wall with non-functional garage doors in front.

22. As set forth in the HCPI, the contributing yard wall is at least fifty years old, and its design 
complements the other low street walls along Camino del Monte Sol. The low stuccoed 
wall set is at the east edge of the property along the street. Approximately 75’ in length, it 
varies in height from 4’ to 5’ above grade, with the tallest section at the south end. Its 
thickness is equally variable, shifting between 12” and 14” in width. 

23. The proposed new front yard gate would include a tall, arched stucco feature. 
24. At the hearing, the Applicant testified that the gate would be 6’8” tall, topped with an 8” 

lintel and 1’ additional foot of stuccoed material to a total height of 8’4”. 
25. The proposed new front yard gate and stuccoed arch would be located in front of the 

chimney, which is an important sculptural element of the significant residential structure. 
26. The Board finds that the proposed change to the front yard wall would alter the architectural 

features and spaces that embody the status of the contributing yard wall structure and 
render the wall incompatible with the other low street walls located along the Camino del 
Monte Sol streetscape. 
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27. The Board finds that new yard wall gate and stuccoed arch would block the view of the 
chimney of the significant structure, which has existed for almost 100 years. 

28. 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), 14-5.2(C)(5), 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.

29. 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.

30. 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.

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 or deny the Application.
2. The Board denies approval for Item 1 (replacement of front gate).
3. The Board approves Item 2 (replacement of side gate).
4. The Board approves Item 3 (replacement of coyote fence with a stuccoed yard wall).
5. The Board denies the exception requested in the Application. 
6. The Board denies approval of Item 4 (changes to the garage).

IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 23rd DAY of FEBRUARY, 2021, BY THE HISTORIC 
DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE.

_______________________ _____________
Chair Date

FILED:

______________________ ______________
Kristine Bustos-Mihelcic Date
City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

 February 23, 2021
Sally A. Paez Date
Assistant City Attorney



 CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Gene Tison proposed and addition to a contributing structure in the Don Gaspar 
Historic District 
 
Case number: 2020-002813-HDRB 
Project Type: HDRB 
 
PROJECT LOCATION (S): 247 Anita Place 
  
OW/AP – Gene Tison  226 Anita Place    Santa Fe, NM  hedonia10@hotmail.com 
   
 
PROJECT DATA: 
 
HISTORIC DISTRICT          

Don Gaspar Area x    Downtown and Eastside □   Historic Review □   Transition □    Westside-Guadalupe □ 

HISTORIC BUILDING STATUS      

Non-Statused □      Non-Contributing □      Contributing X       Significant  □       Landmark □ N/A  □        
 

PRIMARY ELEVATIONS:     North □      South  X      West X       East  □       N/A  □        

PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-EAST                         Yes □ No x 

PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-NORTH                     Yes □  No X 

PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-SOUTH                       Yes X    No □ 

PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-WEST       Yes X  No □ 

HISTORIC DISTRICT INVENTORY NUMBER       _____H457______ 

YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION  _____1930s______      

PROJECT TYPE  

Status □     Primary Elevations □     Remodel    X     Demolition □     New □     Other ____________ 

USE, EXISTING Residential X   Non-Residential □   Vacant  □        

USE, PROPOSED Residential x   Non-Residential □ 

HISTORIC BUILDING NAME   NA        



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

DATE: February 23, 2021 

TO: Historic Districts Review Board Members 
  

FROM: 

 
Angela Schackel Bordegaray, Senior Planner,  
Historic Preservation Division 

  

 
Case # 2020-002813-HDRB Address: 247 Anita Place 
 Historic Status: Contributing 

Historic District: Westside-Guadalupe  
 
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(H) Don 
Gaspar Area Historic District standards. 
  
 
 

CITY SUBMITTALS  
 
   X      District Standards & yard wall 
               & fence standards. 
 
   X    Historic Inventory Form 
 
   X     Zoning Review Sheet 
 
         Other: Previous HDRB Cases 

H-15-034A and H-15-034B 
2020-002808-HDRB 
 

APPLICANT SUBMITTALS 
 
   X     Proposal Letter 
 
   X     Site Plan/Floor Plan 
 
   X     Elevations 
 
   X    Photographs 
 
   X      Other: Stucco specifications  
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BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:  
 
247 Anita Place is a 1,300 sf Spanish-Pueblo Mission Revival bungalow built between 1930 and 
1936. It is considered historically Contributing to the Don Gaspar Area Historic District. Its 
defining features include its red tile roofed tower over the front porch, round arch porch 
openings, undulating parapet, and its stucco color and texture. Its white stucco has a unique 
textured pattern that resembles a “Spanish Lite Lace” pattern. Windows are double-hung with a 
3/1 lite pattern. The bungalow is one of a few of this architectural style in this neighborhood, 
where Spanish-Pueblo Revival style buildings and structures dominate streetscape. The garage 
at the end of the driveway to the west of the house was constructed at the same time as the 
house.  
 
The applicant revised his proposal and returns to the board to address the board’s comments 
and suggestions. The applicant also has provided stronger drawings of his project.  
 
The applicant proposes to: 
 

1. Construct a 317 sf addition onto the northeast corner of the house. The addition’s north 
elevation has been moved one foot north. The revised height is 14 feet, previously 12’, 
from finished grade and is one foot lower than the existing house. The addition will have 
a flat roof and undulating parapet that matches the original house. 
 

2. The addition’s windows will match existing, 3/1 lite pattern, white aluminum clad. 
 

3. The rear entry door on the west elevation will be wood with 3/1 lite pattern above the 
wood paneled door to match the window style. Staff notes that the door is depicted as 
solid wood panel in the proposed west elevation. The rear entry has a 4 x 6 foot landing. 
The applicant proposes to step the back porch floor level to a landing so that a new set 
of steps that meet current residential stair code can be built. With the new parapet at 
14 feet instead of 12 feet, the addition’s floor level will be raised to the level of the new 
landing at the top of the stairs.  

 
4. Add an overhang of approximately 18 sf over the new entry doorway on the west 

façade. The overhang will extend three feet over the entrance.  
 

5. There will be a skylight over the bedroom area.  
 

6. The addition will be stuccoed in the same skip trowel pattern as the rest of the house. 
At the same time, the main house stucco will be repaired and the entire house 
restuccoed, maintaining the skip trowel texture. The current multiple flaking layers of 
paint on the house vary from medium tan to creamy white. The stucco color that best 
matches the primary color is El Rey 106 “Bamboo”. Further details on the stucco work 
are in the attached letter from GMB Construction.   
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MCCULLEY, LANI J.

From: LOGSTON, LEE R.
Sent: :HGQHVGD\, OFWREHU 28, 2020 2:54 PM
To: MCC8LLE<, LANI J.; BORDEGARA<, ANGELA S.; SCH:AB, DANIEL N.
Cc: BERKE, NOAH L.; KHGRQLD10@KRWPDLO.FRP
SXbject: F:: PUHOLPLQDU\ =RQLQJ RHYLHZ :RUNVKHHW 247 AQLWD PODFH
Attachments: PUHOLPLQDU\ =RQLQJ RHYLHZ :RUNVKHHW 10 27.SGI; SWHUQ AGGLWLRQ PODW IRU 247.SGI; SLWH 

SODQ ZLWK DGGLWLRQ 10 27.SGI

FolloZ Up Flag: FROORZ XS
Flag StatXs: FODJJHG

HiƐƚŽƌic͗ 
 
ThiƐ eŵaiů iƐ ƚŽ cŽŵŵƵŶicaƚe ŵǇ aƉƉƌŽǀaů Žf Mƌ͘ TiƐŽŶ͛Ɛ PZR fŽƌ aŶ addiƚiŽŶ aƚ Ϯϰϳ AŶiƚa Půace͘ I haǀe ƌeǀieǁed ůegaů ůŽƚ 
aŶd aůů ǌŽŶiŶg cŽŶƐideƌaƚiŽŶƐ͘ Theƌe aƌe ŶŽ eůeǀaƚiŽŶƐ iŶcůƵded ǁiƚh ƚhe ƐƵbŵiƚƚaů bƵƚ I diƐcƵƐƐed ƚhiƐ ǁiƚh hiŵ aŶd he 
iŶdicaƚed ƚhaƚ LaŶi ǁaƐ ŽkaǇ ǁiƚh ƚhiƐ͘ IŶdicaƚed heighƚ Žf ƚhe addiƚiŽŶ ŽŶ ƚhe Ɛiƚe ƉůaŶ iƐ ϭϮ͛ aŶd ƚhaƚ iƐ ƚhe heighƚ I aŵ 
aƉƉƌŽǀiŶg͘ 
 
AƐ Ɖeƌ Ɖƌacƚice͕ NŽah ǁiůů ƐigŶ ƚhe ƉhǇƐicaů ƉůaŶƐ͘ ϳ LaŶi ǁiůů fŽůůŽǁ ƵƉ ǁiƚh ƚhe aƉƉůicaŶƚ͘ 
 
ThaŶkƐ͕ Lee 
 
FƌŽm͗ BERKE͕ NOAH L͘ фŶůbeƌkeΛƐaŶƚafeŶŵ͘gŽǀх  
SeŶƚ͗ TƵeƐdaǇ͕ OcƚŽbeƌ Ϯϳ͕ ϮϬϮϬ ϯ͗ϯϯ PM 
TŽ͗ LOGSTON͕ LEE R͘ фůƌůŽgƐƚŽŶΛƐaŶƚafeŶŵ͘gŽǀх 
SƵbjecƚ͗ Fǁd͗ PƌeůiŵiŶaƌǇ ZŽŶiŶg Reǀieǁ WŽƌkƐheeƚ 
 
CaQ \RX SOeaVe cRPSOeWe?  
 
ThaQNV! 
 
NRah BeUNe, AICP, CFM 
POaQQeU MaQageU 
LaQd UVe DeSaUWPeQW  
(505) 955-6647 
(505) 490-5930 

FƌŽm͗ GeŶe TiƐŽŶ фhedŽŶiaϭϬΛhŽƚŵaiů͘cŽŵх 
SeŶƚ͗ TƵeƐdaǇ͕ OcƚŽbeƌ Ϯϳ͕ ϮϬϮϬ ϭ͗Ϯϲ͗ϮϮ PM 
TŽ͗ BERKE͕ NOAH L͘ фŶůbeƌkeΛƐaŶƚafeŶŵ͘gŽǀх 
SƵbjecƚ͗ PƌeůiŵiŶaƌǇ ZŽŶiŶg Reǀieǁ WŽƌkƐheeƚ  
  
CAUTION͗ ThiƐ eŵaiů ŽƌigiŶaƚed fƌŽŵ ŽƵƚƐide Žf ƚhe ŽƌgaŶiǌaƚiŽŶ͘ DŽ ŶŽƚ cůick ůiŶkƐ Žƌ ŽƉeŶ aƚƚachŵeŶƚƐ ƵŶůeƐƐ ǇŽƵ ƌecŽgŶiǌe ƚhe 
ƐeŶdeƌ aŶd kŶŽǁ ƚhe cŽŶƚeŶƚ iƐ Ɛafe͘ 

 
Deaƌ NŽah͕ 
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PůeaƐe fiŶd aƚƚached ƚhe PƌeůiŵiŶaƌǇ ZŽŶiŶg Reǀieǁ WŽƌkƐheeƚ͕ ůegaů ůŽƚ Žf ƌecŽƌd ƐhŽǁiŶg Tƌacƚ ϭϮ ǁhich iƐ 
Ϯϰϳ aŶd  eǆiƐƚiŶg Ɛiƚe ƉůaŶ ǁiƚh addiƚiŽŶ ŶŽƚed fŽƌ a ƉƌŽƉŽƐed addiƚiŽŶ ƚŽ ƚhe ƌeƐideŶce aƚ Ϯϰϳ AŶiƚa Půace iŶ 
SaŶƚa Fe͘ I did ŶŽƚ fiůů ŽƵƚ iƚeŵƐ ƚhaƚ did ŶŽƚ Ɛeeŵ ƚŽ aƉƉůǇ͘ If ǇŽƵ Ŷeed ŵŽƌe iŶfŽƌŵaƚiŽŶ fŽƌ ǇŽƵƌ ƌeǀieǁ͕ 
ƉůeaƐe cŽŶƚacƚ ŵe aƚ ƚhiƐ eͲŵaiů Žƌ bǇ ƉhŽŶe aƚ ϱϬϱͲϲϵϬͲϭϬϱϲ͘ 
I aŵ ŶŽƚ cůeaƌ aƐ ƚŽ ƚhe Ŷeǆƚ ƐƚeƉ ǁiƚh ƚhiƐ dŽcƵŵeŶƚ͕ ŶaŵeůǇ dŽ ǇŽƵ ƐeŶd iƚ back ƚŽ ŵe aŶd I ƚheŶ ƐeŶd iƚ ƚŽ 
LaŶi Žƌ dŽ ǇŽƵ ƐeŶd iƚ ƚŽ LaŶi͘ OŶe Žf ƚhe cŽŵƉůicaƚiŽŶƐ Žf ǁŽƌkiŶg fƌŽŵ hŽŵe͘ 
 
SiŶceƌeůǇ͕ GeŶe TiƐŽŶ 



Gene Tison 
226 Anita Pl. 

Santa Fe, NM  87505 
505-690-1056 

hedonia10@hotmail.com 
 

 January 22, 2021 
 

Historic Preservation Division 
City of Santa Fe 
200 Lincoln Ave. 
P.O. Box 909 
Santa Fe, NM  87501 
 
Member of Historic Preservation Board: 
 

This is a revised application submitted in response to the requests made in a 
motion at the November 26, 2020 meeting.  

 
Revised application is made for addition of a bedroom and bath of approximately 

317 square feet on the Northeast corner of our house at 247 Anita Place.  The Northside 
footprint of the addition has been moved one foot North.  The revised height will be 14 
feet from finished grade with a flat roof and undulating parapet that matches the original 
house.  There will be a skylight over the bedroom area. 

 
The three windows will match those in the main house.  They will be white 

aluminum clad.  The horizontal alignment of the windows will follow that of the 
windows in the house. 

 
The rear entry door has been changed from the originally proposed one to wood 

with 3/1 lite pattern above the wood paneled door to match the window style.  The rear 
entry has a 4x6 foot landing.  As seen in the revised West and North facades, a small tile 
overhang has been added to extend over the doorway and out 3 feet.  I feel this is in 
keeping with the Mission Revival style of the house and is a common feature on many 
houses in our neighborhood. 

 
The stairs to the basement are very steep with a concrete lintel at the bottom that 

has resulted in numerous falls, head bruises and scrapes.  To remedy this problem, the 
back porch floor level will be stepped down to a landing so that a new set of steps that 
meet current residential stair code can be built.  With the new parapet at 14 feet instead of 
12 feet, the addition floor level has been raised to the level of the new landing at the top 
of the stairs.  
 

The addition will be stuccoed in the same skip trowel pattern as the rest of the 
house. At the same time, the main house stucco will be repaired and the entire house 
restuccoed, maintaining the skip trowel texture. The current multiple flaking layers of 



paint on the house vary from medium tan to creamy white.  The stucco color that best 
matches the primary color is El Rey 106 “Bamboo”.  This is what we will use.  Further 
details on the stucco work are in the attached letter from GMB Construction.  The stucco 
color card and a sample of the peeling finish are included with the hard copy. 

 
As can be seen on the floorplan, the North bedroom window and the glass 

enclosed back porch will be removed to accommodate the addition. None of this is 
visible from the contributing South and West facades. 

 
The house was built around 1930 by the Louis Carellas family with tile and 

undulating parapet details that are similar to their family home at 220 Anita Place which 
Mrs. Carellas told me was built in 1926.  We purchased the 247 house in 2011.  Since 
then we have updated wiring, plumbing, heating system, interior finishes and replaced 3 
seriously deteriorated windows with H Board approval.  In 2019 we replaced the roof and 
installed solar panels. 

 
My family and I believe that with these changes the character defining features of 

both the contributing and non-contributing facades will be preserved. We have lived on 
Anita Place for 48 years and want to preserve its historical character in our work. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Gene Tison 
 
 
Attachments 19: HDRB Application,  HDRB Letter,  Revised Site Plan,  Revised Floor 
Plan Full Scale,  Revised Elevations Full Scale,  Existing Floor Plan Full Scale,  Existing 
Elevations Full Scale,  Elevation photos,  GMB Construction letter 
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G M B CONSTRUCTION INC- 

 
G MICHAEL BARELA                                                          Telephone 505 471-8162 
LIC # 87895                                 Fax             505 471- 5391 
PO BOX 6964 
SANTA Fe New Mexico 87502 
 
 
TO: Santa Fe Historic Design Review                          Date: 1-14-2021 
C/o Lani J McCulley                      
ADDRESS- City Hall  
CITY- Santa Fe NM  87501    Email ljmcculley@santafenm.gov 
PHONE (505) 955-6605                                
  
RE: Administrative Historic Board Approval for: Gene Phison C/O 
hedoni10@hotmail.com 
247 Anita Place Santa Fe NM 
Building repair & maintenance to exterior stucco  
 
G.M.B. Construction Inc. (GMB) proposes to supply the material, equipment, and labor 
to complete an Exterior Stucco maintenance System, using products recommended and 
approved by the historic board. No new lathing materials are used on this project, which 
require a code enforcement (lath) inspection. 
No synthetic or latex products are used. 
For color conditioning on the buildings El Rey cement stucco products are used. 
El Rey Premium Exterior stucco in existing house color. 
Elrey.com has the data sheets for the products used, these are listed as follows: 
El Rey Wall-Ease Basecoat -Superior Bond 100 ± El Rey Premium Stucco Finish  
Parex USA 355 Standard Mesh ±Parex Allegro II if needed (color clarifier) 
This residence has a special stucco texture finish typically installed pre 1965 which will 
be matched to existing specification and visual appearance.  
Also the specifications sent to the Owners are as follows:  
GMB to trench around all foundation walls to a depth of 4 to 6 inches to permit 
restoration to ground level. 
Products applied according to the manufacture instructions. Existing Stucco to be 
inspected, loose stucco will be removed, and large cracks will be patched using a new 
stucco base coat with fiberglass mesh installed (Crack repair). A new stucco base coat is 
applied as needed including crack suppression.  The final finish Color coat, is El Rey 
Premium Stucco Finish cRaWLQg PLQ.1/8´ thickness.  
 
Sincerely; 
Michael Barela GMB 
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Plan Number: 2021-003028--HDRB

Project Description: Case #2020-003028-HDRB. 481 Arroyo Tenorio. Downtown and Eastside Historic 
District. Staff requests a historic status review with primary facade designation, if 
applicable, for a non-statused accessory structure. (Nicole Ramirez Thomas/Angela 
Schackel Bordegaray, 955-6127, asbordegaray@santafenm.gov)

Project Location(s): 481 ARROYO TENORIO
Santa Fe, NM 87505

Contacts: 

DAVID DILLARDProperty Owner: 
481-491 ARROYO TENORIO
SANTA FE, NM 87505

Rayna Lattin rayna@dangelicoenterprises.comApplicant: 
1718 CERRILLOS RD 1718 CERRILLOS RD
SANTA FE, NM 87505

Historic District: HD: Downtown And Eastside

Historic Building Status: 
Non-Statused: True Non-Contributing: True Contributing: False Significant/Landmark: False

Primary Elevations: 

Publicly Visible Facade-East: 

Publicly Visible Facade-North: 

Publicly Visible Facade-South: 

Publicly Visible Facade-West: 

No

No

No

No

Historic District Inventory Number: H-506

Year of Construction: unknown

Project Type: Historic Status Review

Historic Building Name: 

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

Case #2020-002916-HDRB. 481 Arroyo Tenorio. Downtown and Eastside Historic District. 
D’Angelico Enterprises Inc., agent for David and Anna-Karin Dillard, owners, proposes to 
construct a greenhouse addition on a non-contributing accessory structure. An exception is 
requested to Downtown and Eastside Design Standards (14-5.2(E)). (Nicole Ramirez 
Thomas/Angela Schackel Bordegaray, 955-6127, asbordegaray@santafenm.gov)



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

DATE: February 23, 2021 

TO: Historic Districts Review Board Members 
  

FROM: 
Nicole A. Ramirez Thomas, Acting Manager, Historic Preservation 
Division 

  

 
Case # 2021-003028-HDRB Address: 481 Arroyo Tenorio 
 Historic Status: Non-Contributing 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends approval of the application as it complies with 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards for 
All H Districts and the exception to 14-5.2(E) Downtown and Eastside Historic Design Standards has 
been met.  
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BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:  
  
481 Arroyo Tenorio is a single-family residence and garage built in the Territorial Revival style and was 
designated as non-contributing to the Downtown and Eastside Historic District in 2008 (H-08-028). The 
main house is believed to have been constructed in the early 1930s and had some minor alterations, which 
are not specified on the Historic Building Inventory form (dated September 19, 1984), in the 1980s. The 
property formerly had a guest house with a carport but the guest house is now independently addressed as 
491 Arroyo Tenorio.  

An update to the initial inventory of the property was done in 2006. The photo on the form shows a long 
(slightly sagging) portal, windows with broad wood trim, wood chamfered square columns with a small 
capital at the top, brick coping along the parapet of the flat roofs of the house and the portal, and long 
canales. The exterior of the building is stuccoed. The windows are described as lacking integrity due to 
replacement with plate glass and likely loss of original wood elements and are likely the reason for a non-
contributing status along with the non-historic additions to the house in the 1980s. The garage and guest 
house were both listed as recent additions in 2006 with no date of construction given, they were however 
also part of the non-contributing status designation for the property at the time of the 2008 HDRB case.   

The applicant requests the addition of a non- Santa Fe style greenhouse structure to the north elevation of 
existing 600 square foot garage. An exception is requested. In addition, the applicant is requesting to 
resolve a Notice of Violation (NOV) for installation of three mini-split units to the main residence and re-
roof of the garage.  

A river stone wall lines the street front of the property. It has not been evaluated for status, but not change 
is requested to the wall at this time. The existing vehicle gate for the property was added circa 2008 and 
the design for the gate was part of the approval for the 2008 case that came to the HDRB. While obscured 
from view on Arroyo Tenorio because of the river stone wall, the proposed greenhouse structure is 
considered publicly visible based on previous HDRB discussions about visibility and yard walls and 
fences.   

The applicant proposes the following remodel to the garage: 

1. Construct a stem wall and greenhouse structure to the back of the garage (north elevation) to 

measure 225 square feet for the footprint of the addition and to be built to a height of 11 feet 6 

inches.  

a. Construct a stem wall of cinderblock on the west and north sides of the greenhouse. The stem 
wall will be finished in stucco on the interior and faced with a decorative river rock veneer. The 
stem wall will be capped with flagstone.  

b. The greenhouse structure, which will sit atop the stem wall, will have a gray powder-coated 
aluminum frame, glass, and will have two doors (one on the east elevation and the other on the 
west elevation). It will be attached to the garage at the top of its frame and at the stem wall in an 
effort to create minimal impact to the garage. The greenhouse will not exceed the existing height 
of the garage. As with many greenhouses, the design does not comply with the Downtown and 
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Eastside Historic District standards and the applicants request an exception to 14-5.2(E). The 
relevant code citation and exception responses are provided below.  

c. In response to the Board’s comments on the case on January 28, 2021, the applicant redesigned 
the publicly visible south elevation of the greenhouse. This elevation will now be a stucco wall 
with a door and window. In this way, no greenhouse glass is visible from the Arroyo Tenorio 
streetscape.  

2. The applicant wishes to resolve a NOV issued by the Historic Preservation Division and requests 

approval of the mini-split units on the roof of the main residence and the re-roof of the garage. 

a. The installation of three mini-split units; two on the main house and one on the garage. The 
units were placed on the roof of the house and garage at the time the property was for sale and 
prior to the current owner’s purchase of the property. No administrative approval was requested 
for the mini-split unit. The applicant proposes to screen the mini-split units with a stuccoed wood 
screen. The stucco will match the existing structures.  

b. Re-roof for the garage. A re-roof for the house was approved administratively in 2020 but the 
request for re-roof of the garage was not requested at that time. The re-roof of the garage was 
discovered during an inspection for the swimming pool. The swimming pool was approved 
administratively in 2020. The re-roof included removal of the roof and replacement with a 
bitumen roof.  

No exception for visible roof-top appurtenances was requested, though responses were provided by the 
applicant. Per 14-5.2(D)(3)(B), an exception is only required for roof top appurtenances for significant 
and landmark structures. However, it is recognized that in the Downtown and Eastside Historic District 
concealment of roof top equipment is needed per 14-5.2(E)(1)(D).   

3. The applicant requests approval to stucco the courtyard interior. No stucco color was named for 

the project, but the applicant will provide testimony at the hearing. The current stucco color is El 

Rey cementicious “Buckskin.” 

RESPONSES FOR A REQUEST FOR AN EXCEPTION TO THE DOWNTOWN AND EASTSIDE 
HISTORIC DISTRICTS DESIGN STANDARDS (14-5.2(E)) PER 14-5.2(D)(b) DESIGN STANDARDS 
AND SIGNAGE 

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

Applicant Response: It is likely that the proposed design of the greenhouse structure may have little to no 
impact on the district and contains contributing design elements in regard to the Downtown and Eastside 
Design Standards because of the following: 

1. The proposed greenhouse design will include a contributing riverrock stem wall that will match the 
existing historic exterior of the property.  

2. The structure will be stuccoed to match the existing stucco in areas where it may be needed in order to 
create a sense of historic continuity for homeowners to whom it will not be primarily visible to as the 
location of the proposed greenhouse is planned to sit with-in the inner walled courtyard of the additionally 
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walled off property. The two existing walls will offer almost zero visibility to neighbors and the 
surrounding public streets.  

Staff Response: Staff agrees with the response. The design of the greenhouse does not affect the character 
of the district. 

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

Applicant Response: Upon the homeowners recent purchase of 481 Arroyo Tenorio, please take into 
consideration their full application of all that they hope to embrace from what their new location has to 
offer and how it is now part of their lifestyle, health, and well being. The homeowners wish to expand and 
supplement their lifestyle of health and well being as sustainably and efficiently as possible by taking 
advantage of the therapeutic opportunities and activities that the proposed greenhouse will facilitate at this 
time in their lives. It is likely that, in order to replicate the benefits of having a greenhouse, the 
homeowners would have to make a signifiante effort to maintain those therapeutic opportunities 
elsewhere or may not be able to a access those opportunities depending on their availability.  

Staff Response: Staff agrees that there are sustainable aspects to a greenhouse structure that can prevent 
hardship.  

(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: There are no known historic greenhouse design standards for greenhouses to follow. 
However, greenhouses still currently exist in historic districts.  

The exterior design of the proposed greenhouse is specifically designed to accommodate maximum 
efficiency based on the manufacturer’s engineering. However, the design elements that are included that 
do not compromise the integrity of the engineering have been incorporated to contribute to the historic 
value of the district. That being,  

1. The proposed greenhouse design will include a contributing riverrock stem wall that will match the 
existing historic exterior of the property.  

2. The structure will be stuccoed to match the existing stucco in areas where it may be needed in order to 
create a sense of historic continuity for homeowners to whom it will not be primarily visible to as the 
location of the proposed greenhouse is planned to sit with-in the inner walled courtyard of the additionally 
walled off property. The two existing walls will offer almost zero visibility to neighbors and the 
surrounding public streets.  

Staff Response: Staff agrees that specific design of greenhouse structures within the districts is not 
specifically defined, but greenhouses do contribute to the heterogeneity of that allows people to continue 
to live in the historic districts. Other designs were not presented but can be discussed by the applicant at 
the hearing.  

RELEVANT CODE CITATIONS 

14-5.2(E) Downtown and Eastside Historic District 
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(1) Old Santa Fe Style 

(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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MCCULLEY, LANI J.

From: LOGSTON, LEE R.
Sent: MRQGD\, NRYHPEHU 30, 2020 12:15 PM
To: MCC8LLE<, LANI J.; SCH:AB, DANIEL N.; BORDEGARA<, ANGELA S.
Cc: BERKE, NOAH L.; UD\QD@GDQJHOLFRHQWHUSULVHV.FRP
SXbject: F:: P=R IRU 481 AUUR\R THQRULR
Attachments: DLOODUG GUHHQKRXVH DHVLQJ.SGI; DLOODUG GUHHQKRXVH LRFDWLRQ.SGI; DLOODUG GUHHQKRXVH 

MDWHULDO SDPSOHV.SGI; DLOODUG GUHHQKRXVH SSHFV.SGI; DLOODUG PODW.SGI; DLOODUG SLWH PODQ 
GUHHQKRXVH.SGI; HLVWRULF SUH ]RQH DSS GLOODUG.SGI; DLOODUG OHJDO ORW RI UHFRUG.SGI

FolloZ Up Flag: FROORZ XS
Flag StatXs: FODJJHG

HŝƐƚŽƌŝc͗ 
 
ThŝƐ eŵaŝů ŝƐ ƚŽ ƐŝgŶŝfǇ PZR aƉƉƌŽǀaů fŽƌ ƚhe gƌeeŶhŽƵƐe ƉƌŽƉŽƐed fŽƌ ϰϴϭ AƌƌŽǇŽ TeŶŽƌŝŽ͘ I haǀe ƌeǀŝeǁed fŽƌ ůegaů ůŽƚ͕ 
heŝghƚ ;ϭϭ͛ϳ в͟ aƚ fůaƐhŝŶg ůŝŶeͿ͕ ƐeƚbacŬƐ ;gƌeeŶhŽƵƐe ŶŽŶͲŝƐƐƵeͿ͕ ůŽƚ cŽǀeƌage ;ϯϰйͿ͕ eƚc͘  
 
IŶ accŽƌdaŶce ǁŝƚh ŽƵƌ ƉƌŽcedƵƌe͕ NŽah ǁŝůů ƐŝgŶ ƉhǇƐŝcaů ƉůaŶƐ ǁheŶ ƚheǇ cŽŵe ŝŶ͘  
 
Lee 
 
FƌŽm͗ BERKE͕ NOAH L͘ фŶůbeƌŬeΛƐaŶƚafeŶŵ͘gŽǀх  
SeŶƚ͗ TƵeƐdaǇ͕ NŽǀeŵbeƌ Ϯϰ͕ ϮϬϮϬ Ϯ͗ϭϲ PM 
TŽ͗ LOGSTON͕ LEE R͘ фůƌůŽgƐƚŽŶΛƐaŶƚafeŶŵ͘gŽǀх 
SƵbjecƚ͗ FW͗ PZR fŽƌ ϰϴϭ AƌƌŽǇŽ TeŶŽƌŝŽ 
 
Hŝ Lee caŶ ǇŽƵ ƚaŬe ƚhŝƐ ŽŶe͍  
 
NŽah BeƌŬe͕ AICP͕ CFM 
PůaŶŶeƌ MaŶageƌ  
CŝƚǇ Žf SaŶƚa Fe LaŶd UƐe DeƉaƌƚŵeŶƚ 
Offŝce͗ ;ϱϬϱͿ ϵϱϱͲϲϲϰϳ 
Ceůů Žƌ Teǆƚ͗ ;ϱϬϱͿ ϰϵϬͲϱϵϯϬ 
Eŵaŝů͗ ŶůbeƌŬeΛƐaŶƚafeŶŵ͘gŽǀ 
 
CůŝcŬ heƌe fŽƌ ZŽŶŝŶg CŽde IŶfŽƌŵaƚŝŽŶ 
 
CůŝcŬ heƌe fŽƌ PƌŽƉeƌƚǇ IŶfŽƌŵaƚŝŽŶ  
 
https:ͬͬwww.alltogethersantafe.orgͬ 
 
FƌŽm͗ MCCULLEY͕ LANI J͘ фůũŵccƵůůeǇΛƐaŶƚafeŶŵ͘gŽǀх  
SeŶƚ͗ TƵeƐdaǇ͕ NŽǀeŵbeƌ Ϯϰ͕ ϮϬϮϬ ϭ͗ϯϴ PM 
TŽ͗ RaǇŶa BƵƐƚaŵaŶƚe фƌaǇŶaΛdaŶgeůŝcŽeŶƚeƌƉƌŝƐeƐ͘cŽŵх͖ BERKE͕ NOAH L͘ фŶůbeƌŬeΛƐaŶƚafeŶŵ͘gŽǀх 
SƵbjecƚ͗ PZR fŽƌ ϰϴϭ AƌƌŽǇŽ TeŶŽƌŝŽ 
 
Hŝ NŽah͕ 
 



481 AUUR\R THQRULR SF, NM 87501 
PURSRVHG JUHHQKRXVH/E[LVWLQJ PLQL VSOLW V\VWHP UHYLHZ IROORZ XS. 
PURSRVDO OHWWHU 
 

OQ BHKDOI RI DDYLG DQG AQQD KDUHQ DLOODUG, WKH QHZ DQG UHFHQW KRPHRZQHUV RI 
481 AUUR\R THQRULR, :H WKDQN \RX IRU \RXU WLPH, DWWHQWLRQ, FRQVLGHUDWLRQ DQG UHYLHZ 
IHHGEDFN, LQ UHJDUG WR RXU UHTXHVW IRU SHUPLVVLRQ WR FRQVWUXFW D JUHHQKRXVH LQ WKH 
KLVWRULF GLVWULFW RI 481 AUUR\R THQRULR. 
 
AV UHFRPPHQGHG, ZH ZRXOG OLNH WR SURSRVH LQFRUSRUDWLQJ WKH UHYLHZ ERDUGV 
UHFRPPHQGDWLRQ RI LQWHJUDWLQJ D VWXFFR IDFDGH LQWR WKH GHVLJQ RI WKH JUHHQKRXVH. 

 
 
 
TKH VWXFFR IDFDGH LV WR EH HQJLQHHUHG LQWR WKH FRQVWUXFWLRQ SODQ RI WKH JUHHQKRXVH 
ZDOO WKDW LV SODQQHG WR EH IDFLQJ WRZDUG AUUR\R THQRULR. 
 
 TKH ZDOO GHVLJQ LV WR EH D SHUPDQHQWO\ DWWDFKHG FRPSRQHQW RI WKH JUHHQKRXVH DQG 
H[LVWLQJ JDUDJH. TKH ZDOO LV WR IROORZ WKH SLWFK RI WKH SURSRVHG JUHHQKRXVH DQG LV WR EH 
VWXFFRHG WR PDWFK WKH H[LVWLQJ VWXFFR RI WKH H[LVWLQJ JDUDJH DQG KRXVH.  
 



 
 
( VLUWXDO WUHHV DQG ODQGVFDSH KDYH EHHQ UHPRYHG IURP WKH FRQFHSW LPDJH IRU OD\RXW FODLULW\ ) 

 
 
TKH SURSRVHG ZDOO PRGLILFDWLRQ LV WR LQFOXGH WKH RULJLQDOO\ SODQQHG HQWU\ GRRU DQG 
DGGLWLRQDO ZLQGRZ DQG RU ZLQGRZV WR PDWFK WKH H[LVWLQJ ZLQGRZV RI WKH UHVLGHQFH, IRU 
DGGLWLRQDO OLJKW DV WKH JUHHQKRXVH IDFDGH ZDOO VLWV EHKLQG DQ H[LVWLQJ FRXUW \DUG ZDOO.  
 

 



TKH SURSRVHG JUHHQKRXVH LV WR EH DSSUR[LPDWHO\ 15¶ [ 15¶ [ 11.5¶ DQG LV QRW WR H[FHHG 
WKH KHLJKW RI WKH H[LVWLQJ GHWDFKHG JDUDJH. IW ZLOO KDYH DQ HDVW DQG ZHVW VLGH HQWU\ZD\ 
DQG LV WR EH FRQVWUXFWHG ZLWK UHLQIRUFHG PHWDO DQG IUDPHG JODVV WKDW ZLOO VLW DWWDFKHG RQ 
WRS RI WKH 2¶6´ [ 12´ ULYHU URFN VWHP ZDOO. TKH JUHHQKRXVH VWHP ZDOO ZLOO EH YLVLEOH RQ WKH 
ZHVW, VRXWK, DQG HDVW VLGH EDVH RI WKH JUHHQ KRXVH. TKH QRUWK VLGH/NE VLGH RI WKH 
JUHHQKRXVH LV WR EH DWWDFKHG WR WKH H[LVWLQJ GHWDFKHG JDUDJH. CRQVWUXFWLRQ LV WR EH 
SHUPLWWHG E\ WKH CLW\ RI SDQWD FH DQG DOO PDWHULDOV DUH WR EH FRQVWUXFWHG DQG LQVWDOOHG 
SHU WKH PDQXIDFWXUHU'V HQJLQHHUHG VSHFLILFDWLRQV DQG DUH WR PHHW DOO FLW\ FRGH DQG 
LQVSHFWLRQ UHTXLUHPHQWV. IQ DGGLWLRQ DV VKRZQ DERYH, WKH JUHHQKRXVH ZDOO IDFLQJ AUUR\R 
THQRULR ZLOO EH HQJLQHHUHG WR LQFOXGH WKH DWWDFKHG VWXFFR ZDOO DV UHFRPPHQGHG E\ WKH 
UHYLHZ ERDUG.  

 

 

 

IQ DGGLWLRQ, SOHDVH VHH DWWDFKHG SURSRVHG PLQLVSOLW FRPSOLDQFH PRGLILFDWLRQV. 

 
 

 
 

OQ BHKDOI RI DDYLG DQG AQQD KDUHQ DLOODUG, WKH QHZ DQG UHFHQW KRPHRZQHUV RI 481 
AUUR\R THQRULR, :H DOVR WKDQN \RX IRU \RXU WLPH DQG DWWHQWLRQ LQ UHFRPPHQGDWLRQ RI 
DGGLWLRQDO LQVWUXFWLRQ UHJDUGLQJ WKH ​H[LVWLQJ PLQL VSOLW V\VWHP LQVWDOOHG E\ WKH SUHYLRXV 
KRPHRZQHUV.  

AV ZH KDYH EHJXQ WR FRQWLQXH PRYLQJ IRUZDUG WKURXJK WKH SURFHVV RI VHHNLQJ 
DSSURYDO IRU WKH SURSRVHG JUHHQKRXVH, LW ZDV EURXJKW WR RXU DWWHQWLRQ WKDW WKHUH KDYH 
EHHQ PLQL VSOLW V\VWHPV LQVWDOOHG SULRU WR WKH UHFHQW SXUFKDVH RI WKH KRPH DQG SULRU WR 
UHTXHVW IRU UHYLHZ. TKHUH DUH D WRWDO RI 3 V\VWHPV. 2 RQ WKH URRI RI WKH PDLQ UHVLGHQFH 
WKDW DUH VFUHHQHG RII IURP WKH RQO\ SXEOLF VWUHHW E\ D VWXFFRHG EDUULHU DQG 1 RQ WKH URRI 
RI WKH GHWDFKHG JDUDJH DV VKRZQ LQ WKH SKRWRV SURYLGHG.  

:H ZRXOG OLNH WR SURSRVH DGGUHVVLQJ WKH PLQL VSOLW V\VWHP ORFDWHG RQ WKH JDUDJH 
E\ PRYLQJ IRUZDUG ZLWK WKH ERDUG'V UHFRPPHQGDWLRQ RI SDLQWLQJ WKH PLQL VSOLW V\VWHP WR 
PDWFK WKH VDPH FRORU RI WKH H[LVWLQJ VWXFFR.  

 



 

 

 

 
 
 

BHLQJ WKDW WKH V\VWHPV ZHUH LQVWDOOHG ZLWKRXW SURSHU UHYLHZ SULRU WR WKH SXUFKDVH 
RI WKH KRPH, ​DDYLG DQG AQQD KDUHQ DLOODUG​ ZRXOG OLNH WR GR ZKDWHYHU LV QHFHVVDU\ WR 
REWDLQ FRPSOLDQFH ZLWK WKH KLVWRULFDO GLVWULFW LQ RUGHU WR UHVROYH WKH LVVXH. :H UHTXHVW 
WKDW WKH SDLQWLQJ RI WKH PLQL VSOLW V\VWHP WR PDWFK WKH H[LVWLQJ VWXFFR EH VXIILFLHQW. 

 

 

 

IQ DGGLWLRQ, SOHDVH VHH DWWDFKHG SURSRVHG URRI FRPSOLDQFH DFWLRQV. 



AV ZH KDYH EHJXQ WR FRQWLQXH PRYLQJ IRUZDUG WKURXJK WKH SURFHVV RI VHHNLQJ 
DSSURYDO IRU WKH SURSRVHG JUHHQKRXVH, LW ZDV EURXJKW WR RXU DWWHQWLRQ WKDW WKHUH KDV 
EHHQ D SHUPLW IRU D UH URRI SULRU WR WKH UHFHQW SXUFKDVH RI WKH KRPH DQG SULRU WR UHTXHVW 
IRU UHYLHZ.  

 

BHLQJ WKDW WKH UH URRI SHUPLW ILQDO LQVSHFWLRQ KDV QRW KDG D ILQDO LQVSHFWLRQ SULRU WR 
WKH SXUFKDVH RI WKH KRPH, ​DDYLG DQG AQQD KDUHQ DLOODUG​ DUH LQ WKH SURFHVV RI WDNLQJ 
WKH QHFHVVDU\ VWHSV WR REWDLQ FRPSOLDQFH ZLWK WKH KLVWRULFDO GLVWULFW DQG WKH FLW\ RI SDQWD 
FH LQ RUGHU WR UHVROYH WKH LVVXH DQG DUH PRYLQJ IRUZDUG WR KDYLQJ WKH SHUPLW FRPSOHWHG 
DQG FORVHG. 

 

IQ DGGLWLRQ, ​OQ BHKDOI RI DDYLG DQG AQQD KDUHQ DLOODUG, WKH QHZ DQG UHFHQW 
KRPHRZQHUV RI 481 AUUR\R THQRULR, :H DOVR ZRXOG OLNH WR PDNH RQH ILQDO UHTXHVW IRU 
DSSURYDO WR UH-VWXFFR WKH LQWHULRU FRXUW\DUG WR PDWFK WKH H[LVWLQJ VWXFFR. AV FRQVWUXFWLRQ 
LV LQ SURJUHVV ZH ZRXOG OLNH WR WDNH WKH RSSRUWXQLW\ WR FRPSOHWH WKH VWXFFR UHVWRUDWLRQ DV 
FRQVWUXFWLRQ FRPHV WR DQ HQG. 

 

TKDQN \RX IRU \RXU WLPH DQG DWWHQWLRQ, UHFRPPHQGDWLRQ, LQVWUXFWLRQ, FRQVLGHUDWLRQ RI 
RXU UHTXHVWV.  



481 AUUR\R THQRULR SF, NM 87501 
PURSRVHG JUHHQKRXVH/E[LVWLQJ PLQL VSOLW V\VWHPV 
E[FHSWLRQ RHVSRQVHV 
 
E[ceSWion ReTXiUed and E[ceSWion CUiWeUia Wo be AnVZeUed & 
 

FolloZing cUiWeUia foU Whe e[ceSWion Wo be conVideUed 

 
14-5.2(E) DRZQWRZQ DQG EDVWVLGH DHVLJQ SWDQGDUGV (SOHDVH VHH EHORZ IRU WKH UHOHYDQW 
FRGH VHFWLRQ).  

Ɣ TKH SURMHFW GRHV QRW FRPSO\ ZLWK WKH DRZQWRZQ DQG EDVWVLGH DHVLJQ 
SWDQGDUGV IRU WKH IROORZLQJ UHDVRQV: 

  ​GREENHOUSE RESPONSE:​ TKHUH DUH QR NQRZQ KLVWRULF JUHHQKRXVH GHVLJQ 
VWDQGDUGV IRU JUHHQKRXVHV WR IROORZ. HRZHYHU, JUHHQKRXVHV VWLOO FXUUHQWO\ H[LVW LQ 
KLVWRULF GLVWULFWV DQG HYHQ WKRXJK WKH ORFDWLRQ RI WKH SURSRVHG JUHHQKRXVH LV 
SODQQHG WR VLW ZLWK-LQ WKH LQQHU ZDOOHG FRXUW\DUG RI WKH DOUHDG\ ZDOOHG RII SURSHUW\, 
WKH WZR H[LVWLQJ ZDOOV ZLOO RIIHU DOPRVW ]HUR YLVLELOLW\ WR QHLJKERUV DQG WKH 
VXUURXQGLQJ SXEOLF VWUHHWV. IQ ZRUNLQJ ZLWK WKH KRPHRZQHU, JUHHQKRXVH 
PDQXIDFWXUHU, DQG DFNQRZOHGJLQJ WKH KLVWRULFDO YDOXH RI WKH GLVWULFW, WKH SURSRVHG 
JUHHQKRXVH GHVLJQ ZLOO LQFOXGH D ULYHUURFN VWHP ZDOO WKDW ZLOO PDWFK WKH H[LVWLQJ 
KLVWRULF H[WHULRU SURSHUW\ ZDOO. IQ DGGLWLRQ, WKH VWUXFWXUH ZLOO DOVR EH VWXFFRHG WR 
PDWFK WKH H[LVWLQJ VWXFFR LQ DUHDV ZKHUH LW PD\ EH QHHGHG LQ RUGHU WR FUHDWH D 
VHQVH RI KLVWRULF FRQWLQXLW\ IRU KRPHRZQHUV WR ZKRP LW ZLOO RQO\ SULPDULO\ EH 
YLVLEOH WRR.  

  ​EXISTING MINI SPLIT RESPONSE: ​AV ZH KDYH EHJXQ WR FRQWLQXH PRYLQJ 
IRUZDUG WKURXJK WKH SURFHVV RI VHHNLQJ DSSURYDO IRU D SURSRVHG JUHHQKRXVH, LW 
ZDV EURXJKW WR RXU DWWHQWLRQ WKDW WKHUH KDYH EHHQ PLQL VSOLW V\VWHPV LQVWDOOHG 
SULRU WR WKH UHFHQW SXUFKDVH RI WKH KRPH DQG SULRU WR UHTXHVW IRU UHYLHZ .TKHUH 
DUH D WRWDO RI 3 V\VWHPV. 2 RQ WKH URRI RI WKH PDLQ UHVLGHQFH WKDW DUH VFUHHQHG RII 
IURP WKH RQO\ SXEOLF VWUHHW E\ D VWXFFHG EDUULHU DQG 1 RQ WKH URRI RI WKH GHWDFKHG 
JDUDJH DV VKRZQ LQ WKH SKRWRV SURYLGHG. BHLQJ WKDW WKH V\VWHPV ZHUH LQVWDOOHG 
ZLWKRXW SURSHU UHYLHZ, LW LV OLNHO\ WKDW WKH V\VWHPV DUH QHFHVVDU\ LQ PDLQWDLQLQJ 
KDELWDEOH WHPSHUDWXUHV DQG FOLPDWH IRU WKH KRPHRZQHUV. :H DUH UHVSHFWIXOO\ 
UHTXHVWLQJ UHYLHZ DQG LQVWUXFWLRQV RQ KRZ WR EHFRPH FRPSOLDQW ZLWK WKH FXUUHQW 
KLVWRULF UHJXODWLRQV.   

 



 

Ɣ NR VROLG ZDOO VSDFH. :LQGRZ H[FHHGV 40% RI WKH ZDOO VSDFH DQG WKH ZLQGRZV 
DUH QHDUHU WKDQ 3 IW. IURP DQ\ FRUQHU 

   ​GREENHOUSE RESPONSE: ​TKHUH DUH QR NQRZQ KLVWRULF JUHHQKRXVH GHVLJQ 
VWDQGDUGV IRU JUHHQKRXVHV WR IROORZ. HRZHYHU, JUHHQKRXVHV VWLOO FXUUHQWO\ H[LVW LQ 
KLVWRULF GLVWULFWV. 

 AOO RI WKH ZLQGRZV LQFOXGHG LQ WKH JUHHQKRXVH GHVLJQ DUH VSHFLILFDOO\ GHVLJQHG 
WR DFFRPPRGDWH PD[LPXP HIILFLHQF\ LQ UHJDUG WR ZDWHU XVDJH, VXQOLJKW, DQG 
KHDWLQJ IRU JUHHQKRXVHV. :H UHVSHFWIXOO\ DVN WKDW WKH VXVWDLQDEOH/WKHUDSHXWLF 
OLIHVW\OH RI WKH KRPHRZQHUV LQ ZKLFK WKH JUHHQKRXVH IDFLOLWDWHV EH WDNHQ LQWR 
FRQVLGHUDWLRQ.  

IQ DGGLWLRQ, SOHDVH WDNH LQWR FRQVLGHUDWLRQ WKH SURSRVHG JUHHQKRXVH GHVLJQ 
HOHPHQWV WKDW GR FRLQFLGH ZLWK DQG FRQWULEXWH WR WKH KLVWRULF YDOXH RI WKH GLVWULFW, 

1. TKH SURSRVHG JUHHQKRXVH GHVLJQ ZLOO LQFOXGH D ULYHUURFN VWHP ZDOO WKDW 
ZLOO PDWFK WKH H[LVWLQJ KLVWRULF H[WHULRU SURSHUW\ ZDOO. 

2.TKH VWUXFWXUH ZLOO DOVR EH VWXFFRHG WR PDWFK WKH H[LVWLQJ VWXFFR LQ DUHDV 
ZKHUH LW PD\ EH QHHGHG LQ RUGHU WR FUHDWH D VHQVH RI KLVWRULF FRQWLQXLW\ IRU 
KRPHRZQHUV WR ZKRP LW ZLOO RQO\ SULPDULO\ EH YLVLEOH WRR.  

  

Ɣ SLQJOH SDQHV RI JODVV ODUJHU WKDQ 30 LQFKHV. 

     ​GREENHOUSE RESPONSE: ​TKHUH DUH QR NQRZQ KLVWRULF JUHHQKRXVH 
GHVLJQ VWDQGDUGV IRU JUHHQKRXVHV WR IROORZ. HRZHYHU, JUHHQKRXVHV VWLOO FXUUHQWO\ 
H[LVW LQ KLVWRULF GLVWULFWV. 

 AOO VLQJOH SDQHV RI JODVV LQFOXGHG LQ WKH JUHHQKRXVH GHVLJQ DUH VSHFLILFDOO\ 
GHVLJQHG WR DFFRPPRGDWH PD[LPXP HIILFLHQF\ LQ UHJDUG WR ZDWHU XVDJH, 
VXQOLJKW, DQG KHDWLQJ IRU JUHHQKRXVHV. :H UHVSHFWIXOO\ DVN WKDW WKH 
VXVWDLQDEOH/WKHUDSHXWLF OLIHVW\OH RI WKH KRPHRZQHUV LQ ZKLFK WKH JUHHQKRXVH 
IDFLOLWDWHV EH WDNHQ LQWR FRQVLGHUDWLRQ. 

IQ DGGLWLRQ, SOHDVH WDNH LQWR FRQVLGHUDWLRQ WKH SURSRVHG JUHHQKRXVH GHVLJQ 
HOHPHQWV WKDW GR FRLQFLGH ZLWK DQG FRQWULEXWH WR WKH KLVWRULF YDOXH RI WKH GLVWULFW, 



1. TKH SURSRVHG JUHHQKRXVH GHVLJQ ZLOO LQFOXGH D ULYHUURFN VWHP ZDOO 
WKDW ZLOO PDWFK WKH H[LVWLQJ KLVWRULF H[WHULRU SURSHUW\ ZDOO. 

2.  TKH VWUXFWXUH ZLOO DOVR EH VWXFFRHG WR PDWFK WKH H[LVWLQJ VWXFFR LQ 
DUHDV ZKHUH LW PD\ EH QHHGHG LQ RUGHU WR FUHDWH D VHQVH RI KLVWRULF 
FRQWLQXLW\ IRU KRPHRZQHUV WR ZKRP LW ZLOO RQO\ SULPDULO\ EH YLVLEOH 
WRR.  

  

  

Ɣ NR IODW URRI. 

   ​GREENHOUSE RESPONSE: ​TKHUH DUH QR NQRZQ KLVWRULF JUHHQKRXVH GHVLJQ 
VWDQGDUGV IRU JUHHQKRXVHV WR IROORZ. HRZHYHU, JUHHQKRXVHV VWLOO FXUUHQWO\ H[LVW LQ 
KLVWRULF GLVWULFWV. 

 TKH URRI HQJLQHHULQJ RI WKH SURSRVHG JUHHQKRXVH LV W\SLFDO DQG VHHQ LQ DOO 
YDULDWLRQV RI JUHHQ KRXVH GHVLJQV DQG LV VSHFLILFDOO\ GHVLJQHG WR DFFRPPRGDWH 
PD[LPXP HIILFLHQF\ LQ UHJDUG WR ZDWHU XVDJH, VXQOLJKW, DQG KHDWLQJ LQ YDULHWLHV RI 
JUHHQKRXVHV. :H UHVSHFWIXOO\ DVN WKDW WKH VXVWDLQDEOH/WKHUDSHXWLF OLIHVW\OH RI WKH 
KRPHRZQHUV LQ ZKLFK WKH JUHHQKRXVH IDFLOLWDWHV EH WDNHQ LQWR FRQVLGHUDWLRQ.  

TKH SURSRVHG JUHHQKRXVH GHVLJQ GRHV QRW LQFOXGH D IODW URRI,  

  

Ɣ E[WHULRU ILQLVK LV QRW DGREH, SODVWHU, RU VWXFFR. 

    ​GREENHOUSE RESPONSE: ​TKHUH DUH QR NQRZQ KLVWRULF JUHHQKRXVH GHVLJQ 
VWDQGDUGV IRU JUHHQKRXVHV WR IROORZ. HRZHYHU, JUHHQKRXVHV VWLOO FXUUHQWO\ H[LVW LQ 
KLVWRULF GLVWULFWV. 

 TKH H[WHULRU GHVLJQ RI  WKH JUHHQKRXVH LV VSHFLILFDOO\ GHVLJQHG WR DFFRPPRGDWH 
PD[LPXP HIILFLHQF\ LQ UHJDUG WR ZDWHU XVDJH, VXQOLJKW, DQG KHDWLQJ IRU 
JUHHQKRXVHV. :H UHVSHFWIXOO\ DVN RQFH DJDLQ, WKDW WKH VXVWDLQDEOH/WKHUDSHXWLF 
OLIHVW\OH RI WKH KRPHRZQHUV LQ ZKLFK WKH JUHHQKRXVH IDFLOLWDWHV EH WDNHQ LQWR 
FRQVLGHUDWLRQ.  

IQ DGGLWLRQ, SOHDVH WDNH LQWR FRQVLGHUDWLRQ WKH SURSRVHG JUHHQKRXVH GHVLJQ 
HOHPHQWV WKDW GR FRLQFLGH ZLWK DQG FRQWULEXWH WR WKH KLVWRULF YDOXH RI WKH GLVWULFW, 



1. TKH SURSRVHG JUHHQKRXVH GHVLJQ ZLOO LQFOXGH D ULYHUURFN VWHP ZDOO WKDW 
ZLOO PDWFK WKH H[LVWLQJ KLVWRULF H[WHULRU SURSHUW\ ZDOO. 

2.TKH VWUXFWXUH ZLOO DOVR EH VWXFFRHG WR PDWFK WKH H[LVWLQJ VWXFFR LQ DUHDV 
ZKHUH LW PD\ EH QHHGHG LQ RUGHU WR FUHDWH D VHQVH RI KLVWRULF FRQWLQXLW\ IRU 
KRPHRZQHUV WR ZKRP LW ZLOO RQO\ SULPDULO\ EH YLVLEOH WRR.  

 

 

        ​ ​FolloZing cUiWeUia foU Whe e[ceSWion Wo be conVideUed 

  

 

(L).   DR QRW GDPDJH WKH FKDUDFWHU RI WKH GLVWULFW; 

 ​GREENHOUSE RESPONSE:​ ​IW LV OLNHO\ WKDW WKH SURSRVHG GHVLJQ RI WKH 
JUHHQKRXVH VWUXFWXUH PD\ KDYH OLWWOH WR QR LPSDFW RQ WKH GLVWULFW DQG FRQWDLQV 
FRQWULEXWLQJ GHVLJQ HOHPHQWV LQ UHJDUG WR WKH DRZQWRZQ DQG EDVWVLGH DHVLJQ 
SWDQGDUGV EHFDXVH RI WKH IROORZLQJ: 

1. TKH SURSRVHG JUHHQKRXVH GHVLJQ ZLOO LQFOXGH D FRQWULEXWLQJ ULYHUURFN 
VWHP ZDOO WKDW ZLOO PDWFK WKH H[LVWLQJ KLVWRULF H[WHULRU SURSHUW\ ZDOO. 

2.TKH VWUXFWXUH ZLOO DOVR EH VWXFFRHG WR PDWFK WKH H[LVWLQJ VWXFFR LQ DUHDV 
ZKHUH LW PD\ EH QHHGHG LQ RUGHU WR FUHDWH D VHQVH RI KLVWRULF FRQWLQXLW\ IRU 
KRPHRZQHUV WR ZKRP LW ZLOO RQO\ SULPDULO\ EH YLVLEOH WR DV WKH ORFDWLRQ RI 
WKH SURSRVHG JUHHQKRXVH LV SODQQHG WR VLW ZLWK-LQ WKH LQQHU ZDOOHG 
FRXUW\DUG RI WKH DGGLWLRQDOO\ ZDOOHG RII SURSHUW\. TKH WZR H[LVWLQJ ZDOOV ZLOO 
RIIHU DOPRVW ]HUR YLVLELOLW\ WR QHLJKERUV DQG WKH VXUURXQGLQJ SXEOLF VWUHHWV. 

 

EXISTING MINI SPLIT RESPONSE: ​AV ZH KDYH EHJXQ WR FRQWLQXH PRYLQJ 
IRUZDUG WKURXJK WKH SURFHVV RI VHHNLQJ DSSURYDO IRU D SURSRVHG JUHHQKRXVH, LW 
ZDV EURXJKW WR RXU DWWHQWLRQ WKDW WKHUH KDYH EHHQ PLQL VSOLW V\VWHPV LQVWDOOHG 
SULRU WR WKH UHFHQW SXUFKDVH RI WKH KRPH DQG SULRU WR UHTXHVW IRU UHYLHZ .TKHUH 
DUH D WRWDO RI 3 V\VWHPV. 2 RQ WKH URRI RI WKH PDLQ UHVLGHQFH WKDW DUH VFUHHQHG RII 
IURP WKH RQO\ SXEOLF VWUHHW E\ D VWXFFHG EDUULHU DQG 1 RQ WKH URRI RI WKH GHWDFKHG 
JDUDJH DV VKRZQ LQ WKH SKRWRV SURYLGHG. BHLQJ WKDW WKH V\VWHPV ZHUH LQVWDOOHG 
ZLWKRXW SURSHU UHYLHZ. TKH V\VWHPV KDYH JRQH XQQRWLFHG VLQFH WKH WLPH WKDW WKH\ 



ZHUH LQVWDOOHG DQG LW LV OLNHO\ WKDW WKHLU ORFDWLRQ KDV QRW FRPSURPLVHG WKH 
FKDUDFWHU RI WKH GLVWULFW. HRZHYHU, ZH DUH UHVSHFWIXOO\ UHTXHVWLQJ UHYLHZ DQG 
LQVWUXFWLRQV RQ KRZ WR EHFRPH FRPSOLDQW ZLWK WKH FXUUHQW KLVWRULF UHJXODWLRQV.    

  
           (LL)   AUH UHTXLUHG WR SUHYHQW D KDUGVKLS WR WKH ​applicant​ ​RU DQ LQMXU\ WR WKH SXEOLF ZHOIDUH; DQG 
  

     ​GREENHOUSE RESPONSE: ​8SRQ WKH KRPHRZQHUV UHFHQW SXUFKDVH RI 481 
                  ​AUUR\R THQRULR, SOHDVH WDNH LQWR FRQVLGHUDWLRQ WKHLU IXOO DSSUHFLDWLRQ RI DOO 
                WKDW WKH\ KRSH WR HPEUDFH IURP ZKDW WKHLU QHZ ORFDWLRQ KDV WR RIIHU DQG KRZ 
                LW LV QRZ SDUW RI WKHLU OLIHVW\OH, KHDOWK, DQG ZHOO EHLQJ. TKH KRPHRZQHUV ZLVK  
                WR H[SDQG DQG VXSSOHPHQW WKHLU OLIHVW\OH RI KHDOWK DQG ZHOO EHLQJ DV  
                VXVWDLQDEO\ DQG HIILFLHQWO\ DV SRVVLEOH E\ WDNLQJ DGYDQWDJH RI WKH WKHUDSHXWLF  
                RSSRUWXQLWLHV DQG DFWLYLWLHV WKDW WKH SURSRVHG JUHHQKRXVH ZLOO IDFLOLWDWH DW 

     WKLV WLPH LQ WKHLU OLYHV. IW LV OLNHO\ WKDW, LQ RUGHU WR UHSOLFDWH WKH EHQHILWV RI  
     KDYLQJ D JUHHQKRXVH, WKH KRPHRZQHUV ZRXOG KDYH WR PDNH D VLJQLILFDQWH 
     HIIRUW WR PDLQWDLQ WKRVH WKHUDSHXWLF RSSRUWXQLWLHV HOVHZKHUH DQG RU PD\ QRW  
     EH DEOH WR DFFHVV WKRVH RSSRUWXQLWLHV GHSHQGLQJ RQ WKHLU DYDLODELOLW\.  

 
 

EXISTING MINI SPLIT RESPONSE: ​AV ZH KDYH EHJXQ WR FRQWLQXH PRYLQJ 
IRUZDUG WKURXJK WKH SURFHVV RI VHHNLQJ DSSURYDO IRU D SURSRVHG JUHHQKRXVH, LW 
ZDV EURXJKW WR RXU DWWHQWLRQ WKDW WKHUH KDYH EHHQ PLQL VSOLW V\VWHPV LQVWDOOHG 
ZLWKRXW SURSHU UHYLHZ SULRU WR WKH UHFHQW SXUFKDVH RI WKH KRPH DQG SULRU WR 
UHTXHVW IRU UHYLHZ. TKHUH DUH D WRWDO RI 3 V\VWHPV. 2 RQ WKH URRI RI WKH PDLQ 
UHVLGHQFH WKDW DUH VFUHHQHG RII IURP WKH RQO\ SXEOLF VWUHHW E\ D VWXFFHG EDUULHU 
DQG 1 RQ WKH URRI RI WKH GHWDFKHG JDUDJH DV VKRZQ LQ WKH SKRWRV SURYLGHG. 
BHLQJ WKDW WKH V\VWHPV ZHUH LQVWDOOHG, LW LV OLNHO\ WKDW WKH V\VWHPV ZHUH 
QHFHVVDU\ LQ PDLQWDLQLQJ KDELWDEOH WHPSHUDWXUHV DQG FOLPDWH IRU WKH SUHYLRXV 
KRPHRZQHUV DQG WKDW WKH VDPH PD\ EH WUXH IRU WKH QHZ KRPHRZQHUV. 
:H DUH UHVSHFWIXOO\ UHTXHVWLQJ UHYLHZ DQG LQVWUXFWLRQV RQ KRZ WR EHFRPH 
FRPSOLDQW ZLWK WKH FXUUHQW KLVWRULF UHJXODWLRQV.  

  
  
          (LLL)  SWUHQJWKHQ WKH XQLTXH KHWHURJHQHRXV FKDUDFWHU RI WKH ​Cit\​ ​E\ SURYLGLQJ D IXOO UDQJH RI 
                 GHVLJQ RSWLRQV WR HQVXUH WKDW UHVLGHQWV FDQ FRQWLQXH WR UHVLGH ZLWKLQ WKH KLVWRULF GLVWULFWV.  
 

             ​GREENHOUSE RESPONSE: ​TKHUH DUH QR NQRZQ KLVWRULF JUHHQKRXVH 



            GHVLJQ VWDQGDUGV IRU JUHHQKRXVHV WR IROORZ. HRZHYHU, JUHHQKRXVHV VWLOO  
            FXUUHQWO\ H[LVW LQ KLVWRULF GLVWULFWV.  

 TKH H[WHULRU GHVLJQ RI WKH SURSRVHG JUHHQKRXVH LV VSHFLILFDOO\ GHVLJQHG WR 
DFFRPPRGDWH PD[LPXP HIILFLHQF\ EDVHG RQ WKH PDQXIDFWXUHU'V HQJLQHHULQJ. 
HRZHYHU, WKH GHVLJQ HOHPHQWV WKDW DUH LQFOXGHG WKDW GR QRW FRPSURPLVH WKH 
LQWHJULW\ RI WKH HQJLQHHULQJ KDYH EHHQ LQFRUSRUDWHG WR FRQWULEXWH WR WKH KLVWRULF 
YDOXH RI WKH GLVWULFW. TKDW EHLQJ, 

1. TKH SURSRVHG JUHHQKRXVH GHVLJQ ZLOO LQFOXGH D FRQWULEXWLQJ ULYHUURFN VWHP 
ZDOO WKDW ZLOO PDWFK WKH H[LVWLQJ KLVWRULF H[WHULRU SURSHUW\ ZDOO.  

2.TKH VWUXFWXUH ZLOO DOVR EH VWXFFRHG WR PDWFK WKH H[LVWLQJ VWXFFR LQ DUHDV ZKHUH 
LW PD\ EH QHHGHG LQ RUGHU WR FUHDWH D VHQVH RI KLVWRULF FRQWLQXLW\ IRU WKH 
KRPHRZQHUV WR ZKRP LW ZLOO RQO\ SULPDULO\ EH YLVLEOH WR DV WKH ORFDWLRQ RI WKH 
SURSRVHG JUHHQKRXVH LV SODQQHG WR VLW ZLWK-LQ WKH LQQHU ZDOOHG FRXUW\DUG RI WKH 
DGGLWLRQDOO\ ZDOOHG RII SURSHUW\. TKH WZR H[LVWLQJ ZDOOV ZLOO RIIHU DOPRVW ]HUR 
YLVLELOLW\ WR QHLJKERUV DQG WKH VXUURXQGLQJ SXEOLF VWUHHWV.  

 

   

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

























































































City of Santa Fe
Land Use Department | Historic Preservation Division

Plan Number: 2020-001979--HDRB

Project Description: Case #2020-001979-HDRB. 613 Canyon Road. Downtown and Eastside Historic 
District. Craig Hoopes and Associates, agent for Canyon Room Holdings, owner, 
proposes to raise the roof,replace and repair windows and doors, reopen an 
enclosed portal, and other general maintenance on a contributing residential 
structure, replace windows and doors, install a courtyard, and stucco a 
non-contributing residential structure, and demolish all non-contributing structures 
on the tract A which includes a triplex, 2 storage sheds, and a well house. (Daniel 
Schwab, DNSchwab@santafenm.gov 955-6660)

Project Location(s): 613 CANYON RD 2
Santa Fe, NM 87501

Contacts: 

CRAIG HOOPES charles@hoopesarchitects.comApplicant: 
333 MONTEZUMA AVE STE 200
SANTA FE, NM 87501

JOSEPH LESLEY JOSEPHLESLEY@YAHOO.COMProperty Owner: 
218 N RIVERCREST
FORT WORTH, TX 76107-1153

Historic District: HD: Downtown And Eastside

Historic Building Status: 
Non-Statused: False Non-Contributing: False Contributing: True Significant/Landmark: False

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: H-1043

Year of Construction: early 1960s

Project Type: Remodel

Historic Building Name: 
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DATE: February 23, 2021 

TO: Historic Districts Review Board Members 
  
FROM: Daniel Schwab, Senior Planner, Historic Preservation Division 
  

 
Case # 2020 – 001979 -- HDRB Address: 613 Canyon Road 
 Historic Status: Contributing / Non-contributing 

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

 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends approval of the proposed project and finds that the application complies 
with Section 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and 14-5.2(E) 
Downtown and Eastside Design Standards and recommends approval of the demolition per the 
staff responses to 14-3.14(G)(1).

CITY SUBMITTALS  
 
          District Standards & yard wall 
               & fence standards. 
 
   x    Historic Inventory Form 
 
   x     Preliminary Zoning Review Sheet 
 
         Other: [list other attachments]  

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



Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2020-001979-HDRB 
Page 2 of 3 

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:  
 
613 Canyon Road is a property with four existing buildings and numerous additional accessory 
buildings.  
 
Unit B, also known as the Vigil Residence, is designated contributing. It is located in the 
northeast portion of the property.  
 
Unit C1 and C2 (or the Duplex) is also contributing. It is located on the central-east portion of 
the property, directly south of Unit B.  
 
Tract A contains numerous structures that are all non-historic, constructed in the 1970s. Tract A 
is located in the northwest portion of the property. 
 
 

 
 
Unit B is designated contributing. It is known as the Vigil Residence. It is approximately 2000 
square feet, mostly from adobe. In case H-18-084-A, the southwestern corner of the structure 
was designated primary. On the south façade is a cantilevered roof dating from the 1960s and 
non-historic doors. 
 
Portions of the ceiling of Unit B do not meet IBC code requirements and it is constructed within 
a setback. The Board of Adjustment has granted the applicant a variance to increase the height 
and it will be raised to a parapet height of 11 feet. The maximum allowable height is 16 feet. 
The windows on the primary façades will be repaired. All others will be replaced.  They will have 
divided light patterns and exposed heavy timber lintels. One small window in the rear of the 

Unit B (Vigil 
Residence) 
 
Tract A 
 
 
 
Unit C1/C2 (Duplex) 
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building will be in-filled. The structure will be re-stuccoed using cementitious El Rey stucco 
coloƌed ͞Adobe.͟ A portal that was enclosed in the past to form an entry will be re-established.  
 
Unit C1 and C2 is also contributing. The applicant proposes to replace all windows with metal 
clad replacements with divided lights. The historic doors will be retained. A small portal 
matching that on the north elevation will be constructed on the south, non-primary elevation of 
the structure. Iƚ ǁill be ƚhen ƌeƐƚƵccoed in cemenƚiƚioƵƐ El ReǇ ͞Adobe͟ and a Ɛmall coƵƌƚǇaƌd 
created with CMU walls to a height of 5 feet 6 inches. 
 
The units in Tract A are to be demolished. This includes the triplex, two non-historic wooden 
accessory sheds and one non-historic well-house built over an abandoned well. It is intended 
not to propose a new construction for this tract at the present time.  
 
 
 
DEMOLITION STANDARDS RESPONSES: 
 
14-3.14(G)(1) Demolition Standards  
  
(1) In determining whether a request for demolition in a historic district should be approved or 
denied, the HDRB shall consider the following: 
 
(a) Whether the structure is of historical importance; 
 
Staff Response: The structures are not historic. They were constructed after 1980.  
 
(b) Whether the structure for which demolition is requested is an essential part of a unique 
street section or block front and whether this street section or block front will be reestablished 
by a proposed structure: 
 
Staff Response: The structure is not an essential part of a unique street section of block front.  
 
(c) The state of repair and structural stability of the structures under consideration. 
 
Staff Response: Per the evaluation of the City of Santa Fe Building Official the structural stability 
of the structures is not in question; the structures are stable.  
 
 
 
 

 











 
Historic Cultural Properties Inventory (HCPI) Base Form (FORM 1) 

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:  
 
Ignacio L. and Julia B. Vigil Property  
Apartments  

2. Location:  
 
143 Camino Escondido  
Downtown and Eastside Historic District   

3. Local Reference Number: 
    Santa Fe ID # 051611676 (1985 number) 

4. County: Santa Fe 
 

 
5. Property Type: 
 2  Buildings: 
 1  Structures:  
__ Site      1  Object 
 

                                            

6. Date of Survey: 
 
May 3, 2018 
7. Previous Survey Date(s): 
_x_   Yes: May 2, 1985 
__     No:  

8. Name of Project:  
HDRB status review 
9. Lat/Long:  
 
35.682280, -105.928537 

10. Photo Information                               View of front (south) elevation, facing northwest.   
11. Brief Description of the Property:  
 
Taking up the northwest corner of the property is a three-unit apartment building cobbled together in the 
1970s from an earlier structure. The apartments are fitted into a long, rectangular mass arranged on an east-
west axis (Photo 1). They face south onto a gravel parking lot. A 20”-wide overhang supported by vigas spans 
the façade. A similar overhang carries across the north elevation.  
 
Continued on Page 5. 
 
12. Who uses the property? Residence ± Apartments  
13. Construction Date: c.1970s        [1980 ² Santa Fe County Assessor estimate, accessed May 18, 2018] 
Date: __Known    _x_ Estimated      Source aerial photographs and city directories  
14. Setting: 
__ Suburban   __ Rural   __ Village  _x_ Urban        If Urban: __ Commercial __ Industrial _x_ Residential __Public 
15. Relationship to Surroundings:      _x_ Similar    __ Dissimilar 
 
   Comments: N/A 
  



HCPI Base Form (FORM 1)                          (Continued from other side) 
16. Additional Perspective: (Photos, drawing, footprint, etc., indicate north arrow when possible) 
  

                                               
Source: Google Imagery, 2018 

17. Surveyor:  
(your name, address, telephone number, and any group 
affiliation) 
 
John W. Murphey  
Architectural Historian  
505-577-7593 
John@archhistoryservices.com  
 
 
For: Hoopes & Associates Architects  
 
18. Owner (if known) and other 
knowledgeable people: 
 
 
Owner: Canyon Room Holdings, LLC  
 
 

19. Is Property Endangered?           __ Unknown  _x_ No  __ Yes      How? 
 
20. Significance to Current Community:      _x_ Unknown  __ None  __ Low  __ Moderate  __ High 
 Describe: Unknown 
21. Other Significance or Information of Interest:  (such as historical, legendary, structural, former ownership, etc.) 
       See Historical Overview.  
22. National or State Register: 
 
Is this property individually listed on a historic register?  _x_ Unknown*  __ No   __Yes                                                                                             
If yes: __ State         __ National 
 If ¶QR· RU XQNQRZQ, dR \RX WhiQN WhiV SURSeUW\ iV eOigibOe fRU OiVWiQg?       _x_ No   __Yes 
            Why? See Analysis of Historical Status. 
23. National or State Historic District: 
 
  Is this property in a historic district?     __ Unknown     __ No     _x_ Yes 
               If yes:  __ Significant   __ Contributing  _x_ Non-contributing __ No Status 
Per City of Santa Fe official designation map. 
 
If ¶\eV·, ZhaW iV Whe QaPe Rf Whe diVWUicW?  __ SWaWe   __ NaWiRQaO  _x_ City of Santa:  
                                                                                            Downtown and Eastside Historic District 
 
24. Supplemental Forms: 
 
   __ None   _x_ HCPI Detail Form (FORM 2)     __ Continuation Sheets, # pages: _______________ 
 
 

4. 1. 

Apartments - Recommended 
Noncontributing Structure to 
the Downtown and Eastside 
Historic District, May 30, 2018  
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2. Location:  
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Santa Fe: 
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3. Local Reference Number: 
    Santa Fe ID #: N/A 

4. County: Santa Fe 
 
5. Date of Survey: May 3, 2018 
 

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

7. Number of Stories:        __ N/A 
           Number:  _x_1   __11/2  __ 2 
                            __ 21/2    Other:_________ 
8. Foundation:         __ N/A 
             _x_ Not visible __ None  
              __  At Grade    __ Raised  
Materials: __ Concrete __ Stone 
Other: ______________ 
Notes:  
9. Roof:               __ N/A 

Shape: _x_Flat  __ Gabled 
             __ Hipped __ Pyramidal 
             __ Shed    Other: 
Pitch:   __ None     __ Low 
              __ Medium __ Steep 
Features: __ Eave:  
__ Parapets  
Materials: _x _ Asphalt 
 __ Earth 
__ Composition shingle __ Metal: Pressed  
__ Composition Roll        __ Metal: Corrugated 
__ Metal: Standing Seam __ Metal: V- Crimp 
__ Tile: Terra Cotta  __ Wood: Shingle 
Other:  

10. Windows                              __ N/A    

Operation            Material                  Glazing                      Number 
Double-Hung        Wood                      1/1                              2 
Sliding                  Aluminum                1-1                              4 
Casement             Steel                        [?]                              1 
 
 
*North elevation not accessible. 

11. Doors                             __ N/A 

Type                    Style                 Material                  Number 
Single-Leaf          Solid                  Wood                       1 
Single-Leaf          Half-Glass          Wood                      1 
Double*                 Sliding                [?]                          1 
Garage                 Retract              Wood                      1 
 
*NoUWh eleYaWion noW acceVVible; baVed on WenanW¶V deVcUipWion.  

 12. Chimneys N/A 
One, stucco-clad, rising from northeast corner  

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

14. Other Significant Features N/A 
15. Modifications:    X          __ No known modifications 
 
#1Date: Between 1958 and 1966;probable change in roof form or reconstruction of building; aerial photographs.   
#2Date: Between 1966 and 1978; extension of building west with garage and/or apartments; aerial photographs and city directory entries. 
#3Date: Unknown, recent; replacement and/or installation of new window opening, west elevation; visual and material evidence. 

 



HCPI Detail Form (FORM 2)                          (Continued from other side) 
16. Primary Architectural Style              __ Not Applicable 
 
__ Art Deco/Streamline Moderne       __ Gothic Revival            __ Mission Revival            __ Pueblo                       _x_  Spanish-Pueblo Revival    
__ Bungalow/Craftsman                     __ International                __ Neo-Classical               __ Queen Anne               __ Territorial 
__ Colonial Revival                             __ Italianate                        __ Northern NM               __ Ranch                         __ Territorial Revival 
__ Folk Victorian                                 __ Mediterranean              __ Prairie                           __ Spanish-Colonial      __ Tudor Revival 
 
Notes:                                                                                                                                         Other:   
 
17. Documents Available and Their Locations 
 
New Mexico Historic Preservation Division               Historic Preservation Division 
407 Galisteo Street, Suite 236   Land Use Department 
Santa Fe, NM 87501     City of Santa Fe 
(505) 827-6320     200 Lincoln Avenue 

Santa Fe, NM 87504 
(505) 955-6605  

 
 S I T E :  
 
18. Attached or Associated Properties  

Are associated properties eligible for listing?  No 
 
19. Portion of February 22, 2017 boundary survey, modified by consultant. Courtesy Del Rio Surveys, Inc. 
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Architectural Description Continued 

 
The façade is penetrated with three pedestrian entries and a garage door. The doors are 
of different designs, ranging from a plain solid unit to a half-glass door with decorative 
wood panels (Cover photo). These are flanked by an array of windows of different 
operation and material. Unlike typical apartments, bathrooms are arranged along the 
front, with opaque sliding windows becoming part of the façade design.  
 
The side elevations are each fenestrated with a single, non-historic aluminum window 
(Photos 2 & 4). The rear (north) elevation facing onto a wall has different windows, with 
the center unit containing a patio door (Photo 4). The west side of the building is 
enclosed by a roughly 69”-high coyote fence, creating a small yard (Photo 5). It includes 
a small concrete horno similar to the one found at the Duplex.  
 
The apartments, located on a separate tract and addressed as 143 Camino Escondido, 
seem to have originated from a smaller secondary building. Aerial photographs show 
that it most likely started as a gabled or shed-roof building —potentially a carport. This 
was later moved or reconfigured to a flat-roof structure by 1966 (Figure 4).  
 
At some point in the early 1970s, it expanded to the west, likely through the addition of 
the third apartment and garage. By 1978, the building had taken on its current footprint 
(Figure 5).  

 
Storage Complex  
Situated to the south of apartments are three recent structures bunched together and 
serving as tenant storage (Photos 5 & 6). The structures, as identified on a survey plat, 
consist of storage units bookending a smaller well house. Each is clad with vertical, T-
1(11)-type siding. The units postdate 1978, and are considered non-historic. 
 
Street Wall 
Lining the west side of the property is a low stone wall constructed after 1966 (Photo 7). 
The wall, built of mortared arroyo stone, is approximately 57’ long. It rises on average 3’ 
above grade, and is 8½” wide at its crown. The stone is laid in both regular and irregular 
courses, and includes whimsical accent pieces. A metal mailbox is sunk into near the 
north end where it curves back along the entry. The wall does not appear on a 1966 
aerial, but is discernable on the next available image in 1978 (Figures 4 & 5).  
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Historical Overview 

 
Like many Santa Fe family properties with a long lineage and a list of dwellings, the 
Ignacio L. and Julia B. Vigil tract at 613 Canyon is bedeviled by complications. Chief 
among them the non-standard Ͷ and almost constantly changing Ͷ identification of 
secondary unit designations. Over its nearly 80-year period of development, every 
building and apartment on the property was given the designation 613 Canyon Road. 
Units went through several sƵbƵniƚ designaƚions ;ϭ͕ Ϯ or ϯ͕ or a͕ b͕ or c͙Ϳ͕ none helpfƵl 
for identifying the buildings on the ground.1  In the simplest terms, the tract most likely 
started with the Vigil Residence, followed by the Duplex, with both known through an 
aerial photograph to exist by 1948. The commercial building fronting Canyon Road came 
approximately 20 years later, with the three-unit apartment building coming onto the 
scene in the early to mid-1970s.  
 
 
Bridging between Canyon Road and Camino Escondido, the L-shaped parcel of land is a 
fragment of an earlier, much larger family holding. The larger piece, historically titled 
Block 49, ran north from Canyon Road, along irrigated corn and alfalfa fields to the 
Santa Fe River. It was originally under the ownership of Simon Vigil, a prosperous sheep 
man and Santa Fe Trail freighter.  
 
According to his obituary, Vigil — who served in the New Mexico Calvary during — the 
Civil War, owned extensive land on the Eastside.2 At some point before his death in 
1915, he most likely deeded two parcels of the Canyon Road acreage to his son Cruz 
Vigil (1878-1945). The 1912 “King’s Map” of Santa Fe shows the son owning the land 
taking up the southeast corner of present-day Camino Escondido and Canyon Road 
(Block 49B, Lots 17, 19 & 20) (Figure 1).  
 
The Vigils built a house at the corner, which most likely ties to the commercial building 
at 601 Canyon currently occupied by the Ernesto Mayan Gallery (Figure 1). The property 
included houses occupied by his sons-in-law Moises Perea and Presciliano Ortiz.3  

 
 

                                                 
1 An attempt to locate and interview Ignacio’s children was unsuccessful.  
2 Santa Fe New Mexican, October 18, 1915, 8. 
3 U.S. Federal Census, 1930, Census Place: Santa Fe, Santa Fe, New Mexico; Page: 2A; Enumeration 
District: 0003. 
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In the house on Canyon Road, Cruz and his wife Gregorita Lujan Vigil raised a family, 
including son Ignacio Loyola Vigil (1912-1993) — the person most directly related to the 
study.  
 
Born a day before the Fourth of July in New Mexico’s year of statehood, Ignacio, 
popularly called “Iggie,” graduated from St. Michael’s High School in 1930. He appears 
to have left Santa Fe in the middle of the Depression, returning toward the end of the 
decade to take up residence again at his parent’s house at 601 Canyon Road.  
 
The 1940 census documents the then 25-year-old Ignacio working part time as a butcher 
and delivery driver, earning an income of $490 per year. 4 Ignacio was drafted two years 
later into the Army, where he served in the Pacific Theater in a technical position, 
earning the title of Corporal.5 Both parents died in early 1945, prior to his discharge in 
November. 
 
Ignacio does not appear to have immediately returned to Santa Fe after the war. During 
his period of absence the Vigil property began to evolve through new construction. In 
the early 1940s, Ignacio’s brother-in-law, Moises Perea, constructed a three-room 
house, which by its description could be the origin of the Vigil Residence.6 The 
construction of the house and/or the Duplex ties to the first appearance of the 613 
Canyon Road address, listed in the 1942 city directory.7 
 
Ignacio came back to Santa Fe by the end of the decade, with the 1951 directory 
indicating he was the owner of the 613 Canyon Road property.8 Three years later, he 
married Julia Baldwin, a 1944 graduate of Santa Fe High School, and twelve years 
younger. The couple appears to have set up residence in the back unit, now called the 
Vigil Residence.    
 
                                                 
4 Ibid, 1940, Census Place: Santa Fe, Santa Fe, New Mexico; Roll: m-t0627-02452; Page: 4B; Enumeration 
District: 25-5A.  
5 New Mexico Commission of Public Records, State Records Center and Archives; Santa Fe, New Mexico; 
Subsubseries: Military Discharges; Box Number: 16649; Box Title: Military Discharges Vigil ʹ Walker. 
6 Notice of application to build new house, Santa Fe New Mexican, November 9, 1939, 3; advertisement 
for three-room “Spanish style house” with two fireplaces, Ibid., June 17, 1941, 7 and July 7, 1941, 5. 
7  Hudspeth Directory Company, Santa Fe City Directory. El Paso: Hudspeth Directory Company, various 
editions: 1928-1997. 
Hudspeth Directory Company, 1942 Hudspeth Santa Fe City Directory, (El Paso: Hudspeth Directory 
Company, 1942, 308. 
8 Ibid., 1951 Hudspeth Santa Fe City Directory, 416.  
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Duplex and Vigil Residence  
 
The first graphic indication of the two units is found on a 1948 aerial photograph (Figure 
2). While distorted, the aerial shows the Duplex to be of the same shape and size as 
what stands today. The Vigil Residence looks to be a smaller dwelling. Neither the 
street-side unit nor the apartments are apparent on the aerial.  
 
The configuration of dwellings becomes clearer on a 1958 aerial (Figure 3). The 
photograph shows the Duplex in its current footprint with the Vigil Residence expanded 
in massing with additions. What would become the apartments looks to be a gable or 
metal shed-roof outbuilding with an L-shaped footprint.  There is no building fronting 
Canyon Road, but the presence of walls suggests that the southeast corner of the 
property was used for some purpose at that time.  
 
A Changing Neighborhood  
 
By the 1950s, Canyon Road had evolved from a primarily Hispanic residential area to a 
linear commercial corridor, beginning to be developed for tourism. Santa Fe’s postwar 
boom had increased the number of residences along the road by 76% between 1940 
and 1950.9 But the new residences mainly represented an increasing Anglo population.  
 
Reflecting both trends, Ignacio’s childhood home at 601 Canyon was converted in 1954 
into the Hal West Western Gallery. West, a Texas native and self-taught artist, appears 
to have built a house adjacent to the gallery. It is assumed that at this time the corner 
portion of the Vigil property dropped out of family ownership. This reduced the Vigil 
land to the current L-shaped lot, which came into Ignacio’s ownership in 1960.10  
 
Starting in the mid-1950s, 613 Canyon was identified as three sub-units — a, b, and c — 
in city directories.  This most likely represented the Duplex and the Vigil home. A fourth 
sub-address began to appear in directories in the late 1950s. This suggests a new 
dwelling, possibly the first iteration of the apartments. Beginning in the 1940s, older 
homes along Canyon were either divided or added upon with apartments.  
 
                                                 
9 Henry J. Tobias and Charles E. Woodhouse, Santa Fe: A Modern History, 1880-1990, (Albuquerque: 
University of New Mexico Pres, 2001), 185.  
10 Note on February 22, 2017 survey. The note states that Ignacio received the warranty deed from 
Saloman Juan and Irene G. Vigil. Biographical could not be found for either individual, though the name 
Solomon Vigil appears on an adjacent parcel on the 1912 “King’s Map.”  
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Adjacent properties responded to the trend; the most extreme being 558 Canyon, which 
had gained six apartments by the 1950s.  
 
Gallery & Apartments  
 
The commercial building fronting Canyon Road came online — based on aerial 
photographs and city directory listings — in the early 1960s. The building is shown on a 
1966 aerial image as a square mass with an overhang across its south façade (Figure 4).   
 
Orlando E. Vigil, a probable relation to Ignacio, opened a barbershop in the building 
around 1963. Orlando’s Barbershop occupied the space until around 1971, before 
moving to Cerrillos Road.  Based on newspaper accounts, it appears the commercial 
building had multiple lease spaces, with first Poor Richard’s and later the Wooden Angel 
using part of it as a gallery.  
 
Around this time, Kent McLaughlin, a hippie restauranteur, applied to the Board of 
Adjustment for an exception to turn one of the commercial spaces into a combined 
restaurant-gallery.11 The approved exception launched a new chapter of the building’s 
history which lasted nearly 20 years.  In the summer of 1969, McLaughlin opened Kent’s 
Place, a coffeehouse/gallery that was described by the New Mexican as the “hip scene” 
of Canyon Road. 12  
 
Kent’s, which soon morphed into Foxy’s Feedery, reflected Canyon Road’s late 
‘60s/early ‘70s hippie renaissance. The high point arrived in 1972, when the Hand-to-
Mouth Gallery — a menagerie selling handmade tapestries, etchings and silkscreen 
works — took over one of the spaces. Around the same time, Sun & Earth, an earthy 
florist offering houseplants, cactuses and handcrafted containers, used another space. 
 
The building went through a rapid series of tenants in the mid- 1970s, including several 
short-lived galleries and coffee shops. The longest tenants were two restaurants — Café 
La Boheme and The Haven (later The New Haven). The latter restaurant — a conscious 
community food venue, offering meatless dishes and  homemade whole wheat bread — 
added a wall enclosure across the façade in 1979 to create a sheltered dining area.13  
 

                                                 
11 Santa Fe New Mexican, May 19, 1969, 24.  
12 Ibid., July 13, 1969, 3.  
13 Ibid., May 10, 1979, D-1.  
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Celebrations Restaurant, the last to use the building as a restaurant, opened in the late 
1980s and continued the patio-dining trend.  
 
Apartments  
 
The final piece to the Vigil property came about in the 1970s, when it appears that a 
carport or secondary structure west of the Vigil home was turned into apartments. The 
date of construction for the specific unit building, however, is unclear. A 1957 
advertisement for a furnished bachelor apartment with a carport could associate it with 
the earlier structure.14   
 
The number of secondary unit designations (1-4) remained consistent from 1960 to 
1970. In 1971, the number of sub-units jumped from four to seven, potentially 
indicating the construction of the building.  A 1978 aerial photograph shows that the 
structure making up the apartments had expanded to the west by that time (Figure 5). 
Its current windows and doors indicate a probable 1970s construction.  
 
Change of Ownership  
 
All this time, the Vigils continued to live at the back of the property in the family home, 
which had grown over the years with additions. Ignacio worked for several decades as a 
butcher at Tito’s Market on Acequia Madre, and later as an employee of the Santa Fe 
animal shelter. Julia raised six children — three boys and three girls. Ignacio Loyola Vigil 
died in 1993; his wife following him 20 years later. Both are buried at Santa Fe National 
Cemetery.  
 
At the time of her death in 2014, only a few people lived on the property, including 
herself, her son, Paul Vigil (now deceased), and three tenants.15  
 
The surviving Vigil family members, as a limited partnership, sold the property to the 
current owner in 2017.  
 

 
 

                                                 
14Ibid., June 9, 1957, 15.  
15 Polk City Directories, 2014 Santa Fe, New Mexico, Polk City Directory, (Papillion, Neb.: Polk City 
Directories Inc.), 93. 
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Apartments - Evaluation of Historical Status 
 
Given its likely 1970s construction and underwhelming architectural character, the 
Apartments is recommended for Noncontributing status to the Downtown and Eastside 
Historic District. Additionally, due their lack of age, both the Storage Complex and Street 
Wall are recommended Noncontributing to the district.  
 

Ordinance Definition – “Contributing Structure” 

A structure, located in a historic district, approximately fifty years old or older that helps 
to establish and maintain the character of that historic district.  Although a contributing 
structure is not unique in itself, it adds to the historic associations or historic 
architectural design qualities that are significant for a district. The contributing structure 
may have had minor alterations, but its integrity remains.  
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Illustrations  

 

 
 

Figure 1: Portion of 1912 “King’s Official Map of the City of Santa Fe, New Mexico” 
showing land owned by Cruz Vigil.  

Arrow indicates building most likely currently addressed as 601 Canyon Road. 
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Figure 2: Portion of October 25, 1948 aerial photograph  
showing development of lot up until that point.  

Lower arrow indicates Duplex; upper arrow the Vigil Residence. 
Source: UNM/EDAC- 19481025_GS_EN_4_085.  

Author reversed image to negative to enhance definition of building footprints.  
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Figure 3: Portion of November 10, 1958 aerial photograph showing Vigil Residence , 
Vigil Residence in existence. 

Source: NMDOT- ST_11-10-58.  
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Figure 4: Portion of May 2, 1966 aerial photograph  
showing smaller, probable flat-roof building in existence.  

Arrow indicates wall is not present. 
Source: NMDOT- ST_05-02-66.  
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    Santa Fe ID #: N/A 

4. County: Santa Fe 
 
5. Date of Survey: May 3, 2018 
 

 

 
Figure 5: Portion of September 11, 1978 aerial photograph  

showing extension of probable secondary building into apartments. 
Arrow indicates wall is present. 
Source: NMDOT- Sts_09-11-78. 
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3. Local Reference Number: 
    Santa Fe ID #: N/A 

4. County: Santa Fe 
 
5. Date of Survey: May 3, 2018 
 

 
Survey Photographs 

(All photographs taken on May 3, 2018 by John W. Murphey) 
 

 
Photo 1: Front (south) elevation, facing northeast. 



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

  
For HPD Office use only:                           Please complete HCPI FORM 1 before completing FORM 2 
 HCPI No.__________             District No.________                                            ___NRHP  ___SRCP      Criteria __A __B __C __D 
1. Name of property:  
 
Ignacio L. and Julia B. Vigil Property  
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Photo 2: West elevation, facing northeast.  
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Photo 3: East elevation, facing northwest.  
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Photo 4: East and north elevations, facing southwest (top);  
west and north elevations, facing east (bottom).



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

  
For HPD Office use only:                           Please complete HCPI FORM 1 before completing FORM 2 
 HCPI No.__________             District No.________                                            ___NRHP  ___SRCP      Criteria __A __B __C __D 
1. Name of property:  
 
Ignacio L. and Julia B. Vigil Property  
Apartments  
 

2. Location:  
 
143 Camino Escondido   
Santa Fe: 
Downtown and Eastside Historic District   

3. Local Reference Number: 
    Santa Fe ID #: N/A 
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Photo 5: Parking court, facing east.   
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Photo 6: Non-historic storage buildings, facing southeast.  
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Photo 7: Stone street wall, at Camino Escondido, facing south.  
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DATE: February 23, 2021 

TO: Historic Districts Review Board Members 
  

FROM: Daniel Schwab, Senior Planner, Historic Preservation Division 

  

 

Case # 2020 – 001979 -- HDRB Address: 613 Canyon Road 
 Historic Status: Contributing / Non-contributing 

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

 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends approval of the proposed project and finds that the application complies 
with Section 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and 14-5.2(E) 
Downtown and Eastside Design Standards and recommends approval of the demolition per the 
staff responses to 14-3.14(G)(1).

CITY SUBMITTALS  

 
          District Standards & yard wall 
               & fence standards. 
 
   x    Historic Inventory Form 
 
   x     Preliminary Zoning Review Sheet 
 
         Other: [list other attachments]  

APPLICANT SUBMITTALS 
 

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



Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2020-001979-HDRB 
Page 2 of 3 

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:  
 
613 Canyon Road is a property with four existing buildings and numerous additional accessory 
buildings.  
 
Unit B, also known as the Vigil Residence, is designated contributing. It is located in the 
northeast portion of the property.  
 
Unit C1 and C2 (or the Duplex) is also contributing. It is located on the central-east portion of 
the property, directly south of Unit B.  
 
Tract A contains numerous structures that are all non-historic, constructed in the 1970s. Tract A 
is located in the northwest portion of the property. 
 
 

 
 
Unit B is designated contributing. It is known as the Vigil Residence. It is approximately 2000 
square feet, mostly from adobe. In case H-18-084-A, the southwestern corner of the structure 
was designated primary. On the south façade is a cantilevered roof dating from the 1960s and 
non-historic doors. 
 
Portions of the ceiling of Unit B do not meet IBC code requirements and it is constructed within 
a setback. The Board of Adjustment has granted the applicant a variance to increase the height 
and it will be raised to a parapet height of 11 feet. The maximum allowable height is 16 feet. 
The windows on the primary façades will be repaired. All others will be replaced.  They will have 
divided light patterns and exposed heavy timber lintels. One small window in the rear of the 

Unit B (Vigil 
Residence) 
 
Tract A 
 
 
 
Unit C1/C2 (Duplex) 
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building will be in-filled. The structure will be re-stuccoed using cementitious El Rey stucco 
colored “Adobe.” A portal that was enclosed in the past to form an entry will be re-established.  
 
Unit C1 and C2 is also contributing. The applicant proposes to replace all windows with metal 
clad replacements with divided lights. The historic doors will be retained. A small portal 
matching that on the north elevation will be constructed on the south, non-primary elevation of 
the structure. It will be then restuccoed in cementitious El Rey “Adobe” and a small courtyard 
created with CMU walls to a height of 5 feet 6 inches. 
 
The units in Tract A are to be demolished. This includes the triplex, two non-historic wooden 
accessory sheds and one non-historic well-house built over an abandoned well. It is intended 
not to propose a new construction for this tract at the present time.  
 
 
 
DEMOLITION STANDARDS RESPONSES: 
 
14-3.14(G)(1) Demolition Standards  
  
(1) In determining whether a request for demolition in a historic district should be approved or 
denied, the HDRB shall consider the following: 
 
(a) Whether the structure is of historical importance; 
 
Staff Response: The structures are not historic. They were constructed after 1980.  
 
(b) Whether the structure for which demolition is requested is an essential part of a unique 
street section or block front and whether this street section or block front will be reestablished 
by a proposed structure: 
 
Staff Response: The structure is not an essential part of a unique street section of block front.  
 
(c) The state of repair and structural stability of the structures under consideration. 
 
Staff Response: Per the evaluation of the City of Santa Fe Building Official the structural stability 
of the structures is not in question; the structures are stable.  
 
 
 
 

 









 
Historic Cultural Properties Inventory (HCPI) Base Form (FORM 1) 

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:  
 
Ignacio L. and Julia B. Vigil Property  
Vigil Residence   

2. Location:  
 
613 Canyon Road 
Downtown and Eastside Historic District   

3. Local Reference Number: 
    Santa Fe ID # 051611304 (1984 number)  

4. County: Santa Fe 
 

 

5. Property Type: 
 1  Buildings: 
__ Structures:  
__ Site     __ Object 
 

                                            

6. Date of Survey: 
 
May 3, 2018 

7. Previous Survey Date(s): 
_x_   Yes: October 30, 1984 
__     No:  

8. Name of Project:  
HDRB status review 

9. Lat/Long:  
 
35.682190, -105.928330  

10. Photo Information                                 View of front (south) and east elevations, facing northwest.  

11. Brief Description of the Property:  
 

Taking up the northeast corner of the property is a multi-massed, approximately 2,021-square-foot house, 
revealing several disparate building campaigns. Constructed mostly of adobe, the historic core of the house 
appears to be at the center of the footprint. From this core accretions were made over the ensuing decades, 
with the last — a boxy frame addition — built across the west and south facades after 1984. The residence is 
oriented to the both the alley and a flagstone patio along the west elevation. 
 
Continued on Page 5. 
 

12. Who uses the property? Residence  

13. Construction Date: Pre-1948              [1935 – Santa Fe County Assessor estimate, accessed May 18, 2018] 
Date: __Known    _x_ Estimated      Source aerial photographs and city directories  

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

15. Relationship to Surroundings:      _x_ Similar    __ Dissimilar 
 
   Comments: N/A 
  



HCPI Base Form (FORM 1)                          (Continued from other side) 
16. Additional Perspective: (Photos, drawing, footprint, etc., indicate north arrow when possible) 

  

 
                                              
Source: Google Imagery, 2018 

17. Surveyor:  
(your name, address, telephone number, and any group 
affiliation) 

 
John W. Murphey  
Architectural Historian  
505-577-7593 
John@archhistoryservices.com  
 
 
For: Hoopes & Associates Architects  
 

18. Owner (if known) and other 
knowledgeable people: 
 
 
Owner: Canyon Room Holdings, LLC  
 
 

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

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

21. Other Significance or Information of Interest:  (such as historical, legendary, structural, former ownership, etc.) 
       See Historical Overview.  

22. National or State Register: 
 
Is this property individually listed on a historic register?  _x_ Unknown  __ No   __Yes     It is unclear if this is a Contributing resource to the 
Santa Fe Historic District, listed on the New Mexico State Register Cultural of Properties. 
                                                                                        If yes: __ State         __ National 
 If ‘no’ or unknown, do you think this property is eligible for listing?       _x_ No   __Yes 
            Why? See Analysis of Historical Status. 

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

24. Supplemental Forms: 
 
   __ None   _x_ HCPI Detail Form (FORM 2)     __ Continuation Sheets, # pages: _______________ 
 

 

4. 1. 

Vigil Residence - 
Recommended 
Noncontributing Structure to 
the Downtown and Eastside 
Historic District, May 30, 2018  

mailto:John@archhistoryservices.com


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

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

1. Name of property:  
 
Ignacio L. and Julia B. Vigil Property  
Vigil Residence   
 

2. Location:  
 
613 Canyon Road  
Santa Fe: 
Downtown and Eastside Historic District   

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

4. County: Santa Fe 
 

5. Date of Survey: May 3, 2018 
 

ARCHITECTURAL AND CONSTRUCTION DETAILS: 

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

             
 

7. Number of Stories:        __ N/A 

           Number:  _x_1   __11/2  __ 2 
                            __ 21/2    Other:_________ 

8. Foundation:         __ N/A 

             _x_ Not visible __ None  
              __  At Grade    __ Raised  
Materials: __ Concrete __ Stone 
Other: ______________ 
Notes:  

9. Roof:               __ N/A 

Shape: _x_Flat  __ Gabled 

             __ Hipped __ Pyramidal 
             __ Shed    Other: 
Pitch:   __ None     __ Low 
              __ Medium __ Steep 
Features: __ Eave:  
x__ Parapets  
Materials: _x _ Asphalt - Brai 
 __ Earth 
__ Composition shingle __ Metal: Pressed  
__ Composition Roll        __ Metal: Corrugated 
__ Metal: Standing Seam __ Metal: V- Crimp 
__ Tile: Terra Cotta  __ Wood: Shingle 
Other:  

10. Windows                              _x_ N/A    

Operation            Material                  Glazing                      Number 

Double-Hung        Wood                      6/6                              1 
Double-Hung        Aluminum                1/1                              4 
Casement             Steel                       3-3                               1 
Casement             Steel                       3-6-3, w/transom         1 
Sliding                  Aluminum                 1-1                              3 

11. Doors                             __ N/A 

Type                    Style                                 Material                  Number 

Single-Leaf          6-light, wood panel            Wood                      1 
Single-Leaf          15-light                               Wood                      1 
Single-Leaf          Solid                                   Wood                      1 
Double                 French                               Wood                       1 
 

 12. Chimneys N/A 
Two, stucco-clad, rising from inside roof 

13. Porches        __ N/A 
Type:     _x_ Entry, 2      __Partial-Width    __  Full-Width __ Wrap 
 

14. Other Significant Features N/A 

15. Modifications:    X          __ No known modifications 
  
#1Date: Unknown; multiple accretionary additions; aerial photographs and visual and material evidence.  
#2Date: c.1960s; addition of overhang across front façade; 1984 HBI and aerial photographs. 
#3Date: Post-1978; addition across west elevation; 1978 aerial photograph and visual and material evidence.  
#4Date: Post-1984; Replacement of wood windows and doors; comparison with 1984 HBI survey and visual and material evidence. 
 

 



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

 
__ Art Deco/Streamline Moderne       __ Gothic Revival            __ Mission Revival            __ Pueblo                       _x_  Spanish-Pueblo Revival    
__ Bungalow/Craftsman                     __ International                __ Neo-Classical               __ Queen Anne               __ Territorial 
__ Colonial Revival                             __ Italianate                        __ Northern NM               __ Ranch                         __ Territorial Revival 
__ Folk Victorian                                 __ Mediterranean              __ Prairie                           __ Spanish-Colonial      __ Tudor Revival 
 
Notes:                                                                                                                                         Other:   
 

17. Documents Available and Their Locations 
 

New Mexico Historic Preservation Division               Historic Preservation Division 
407 Galisteo Street, Suite 236   Land Use Department 
Santa Fe, NM 87501     City of Santa Fe 
(505) 827-6320     200 Lincoln Avenue 

Santa Fe, NM 87504 
(505) 955-6605  

 

 S I T E :  
 

18. Attached or Associated Properties  

Are associated properties eligible for listing?  No 

 
19. Portion of February 22, 2017 boundary survey, modified by consultant. Courtesy Del Rio Surveys, Inc. 
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Architectural Description Continued 

 
The south façade is penetrated by a single door flanked on the west by steel casement 
windows (Photo 1). A circa 1960s overhang shelters the opening and creates a portal-
like space. A sculptural chimney rises above the elevation and seems to demarcate 
different stages of construction.  
 
The same is observed across the secondary east elevation, which has a change in wall 
plane (Photo 2). Just a few feet from the property wall, the north elevation appears 
unfinished with stretches of gray stucco and a mixture of steel, aluminum and wood 
windows (Photo 3).  
 
The west elevation is dominated by a rectangular frame addition constructed after 1984 
(Photos 4 & 5). The addition attaches awkwardly to the older building. Its stiff corners, 
straight parapet and metal fascia canopy are disharmonious with the soft lines of the 
surrounding building. The roof of the addition continues to the north, covering what 
appears to be originally an open area containing a banco and fireplace.  
 
The windows of the house are mostly aluminum sliding replacement units. The building 
is finished with cementitious stucco in a darker buckskin color. White is used at the 
portales as accent. 
 
It is unclear when the original core of the home was constructed. A smaller footprint 
appears on a 1948 aerial photograph (Figure 2). It took on its present shape, minus the 
south overhang and west addition, by 1958 (Figure 3). The house is an example of 
vernacular construction, with an atypical sequence of accretions.  
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Historical Overview 

 
Like many Santa Fe family properties with a long lineage and a list of dwellings, the 
Ignacio L. and Julia B. Vigil tract at 613 Canyon is bedeviled by complications. Chief 
among them the non-standard — and almost constantly changing — identification of 
secondary unit designations. Over its nearly 80-year period of development, every 
building and apartment on the property was given the designation 613 Canyon Road. 
Units went through several subunit designations (1, 2 or 3, or a, b, or c…), none helpful 
for identifying the buildings on the ground.1  In the simplest terms, the tract most likely 
started with the Vigil Residence, followed by the Duplex, with both known through an 
aerial photograph to exist by 1948. The commercial building fronting Canyon Road came 
approximately 20 years later, with the three-unit apartment building coming onto the 
scene in the early to mid-1970s.  
 
 
Bridging between Canyon Road and Camino Escondido, the L-shaped parcel of land is a 
fragment of an earlier, much larger family holding. The larger piece, historically titled 
Block 49, ran north from Canyon Road, along irrigated corn and alfalfa fields to the 
Santa Fe River. It was originally under the ownership of Simon Vigil, a prosperous sheep 
man and Santa Fe Trail freighter.  
 
According to his obituary, Vigil — who served in the New Mexico Calvary during — the 
Civil War, owned extensive land on the Eastside.2 At some point before his death in 
1915, he most likely deeded two parcels of the Canyon Road acreage to his son Cruz 
Vigil (1878-1945). The 1912 “King’s Map” of Santa Fe shows the son owning the land 
taking up the southeast corner of present-day Camino Escondido and Canyon Road 
(Block 49B, Lots 17, 19 & 20) (Figure 1).  
 
The Vigils built a house at the corner, which most likely ties to the commercial building 
at 601 Canyon currently occupied by the Ernesto Mayan Gallery (Figure 1). The property 
included houses occupied by his sons-in-law Moises Perea and Presciliano Ortiz.3  

 

 
                                                 
1
 An attempt to locate and interview Ignacio’s children was unsuccessful.  

2
 Santa Fe New Mexican, October 18, 1915, 8. 

3
 U.S. Federal Census, 1930, Census Place: Santa Fe, Santa Fe, New Mexico; Page: 2A; Enumeration 

District: 0003. 
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In the house on Canyon Road, Cruz and his wife Gregorita Lujan Vigil raised a family, 
including son Ignacio Loyola Vigil (1912-1993) — the person most directly related to the 
study.  
 
Born a day before the Fourth of July in New Mexico’s year of statehood, Ignacio, 
popularly called “Iggie,” graduated from St. Michael’s High School in 1930. He appears 
to have left Santa Fe in the middle of the Depression, returning toward the end of the 
decade to take up residence again at his parent’s house at 601 Canyon Road.  
 
The 1940 census documents the then 25-year-old Ignacio working part time as a butcher 
and delivery driver, earning an income of $490 per year. 4 Ignacio was drafted two years 
later into the Army, where he served in the Pacific Theater in a technical position, 
earning the title of Corporal.5 Both parents died in early 1945, prior to his discharge in 
November. 
 
Ignacio does not appear to have immediately returned to Santa Fe after the war. During 
his period of absence the Vigil property began to evolve through new construction. In 
the early 1940s, Ignacio’s brother-in-law, Moises Perea, constructed a three-room 
house, which by its description could be the origin of the Vigil Residence.6 The 
construction of the house and/or the Duplex ties to the first appearance of the 613 
Canyon Road address, listed in the 1942 city directory.7 
 
Ignacio came back to Santa Fe by the end of the decade, with the 1951 directory 
indicating he was the owner of the 613 Canyon Road property.8 Three years later, he 
married Julia Baldwin, a 1944 graduate of Santa Fe High School, and twelve years 
younger. The couple appears to have set up residence in the back unit, now called the 
Vigil Residence.    
 

                                                 
4
 Ibid, 1940, Census Place: Santa Fe, Santa Fe, New Mexico; Roll: m-t0627-02452; Page: 4B; Enumeration 

District: 25-5A.  
5
 New Mexico Commission of Public Records, State Records Center and Archives; Santa Fe, New Mexico; 

Subsubseries: Military Discharges; Box Number: 16649; Box Title: Military Discharges Vigil – Walker. 
6
 Notice of application to build new house, Santa Fe New Mexican, November 9, 1939, 3; advertisement 

for three-room “Spanish style house” with two fireplaces, Ibid., June 17, 1941, 7 and July 7, 1941, 5. 
7
  Hudspeth Directory Company, Santa Fe City Directory. El Paso: Hudspeth Directory Company, various 

editions: 1928-1997. 
Hudspeth Directory Company, 1942 Hudspeth Santa Fe City Directory, (El Paso: Hudspeth Directory 
Company, 1942, 308. 
8
 Ibid., 1951 Hudspeth Santa Fe City Directory, 416.  
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Duplex and Vigil Residence  
 
The first graphic indication of the two units is found on a 1948 aerial photograph (Figure 
2). While distorted, the aerial shows the Duplex to be of the same shape and size as 
what stands today. The Vigil Residence looks to be a smaller dwelling. Neither the 
street-side unit nor the apartments are apparent on the aerial.  
 
The configuration of dwellings becomes clearer on a 1958 aerial (Figure 3). The 
photograph shows the Duplex in its current footprint with the Vigil Residence expanded 
in massing with additions. What would become the apartments looks to be a gable or 
metal shed-roof outbuilding with an L-shaped footprint.  There is no building fronting 
Canyon Road, but the presence of walls suggests that the southeast corner of the 
property was used for some purpose at that time.  
 

A Changing Neighborhood  
 
By the 1950s, Canyon Road had evolved from a primarily Hispanic residential area to a 
linear commercial corridor, beginning to be developed for tourism. Santa Fe’s postwar 
boom had increased the number of residences along the road by 76% between 1940 
and 1950.9 But the new residences mainly represented an increasing Anglo population.  
 
Reflecting both trends, Ignacio’s childhood home at 601 Canyon was converted in 1954 
into the Hal West Western Gallery. West, a Texas native and self-taught artist, appears 
to have built a house adjacent to the gallery. It is assumed that at this time the corner 
portion of the Vigil property dropped out of family ownership. This reduced the Vigil 
land to the current L-shaped lot, which came into Ignacio’s ownership in 1960.10  
 
Starting in the mid-1950s, 613 Canyon was identified as three sub-units — a, b, and c — 
in city directories.  This most likely represented the Duplex and the Vigil home. A fourth 
sub-address began to appear in directories in the late 1950s. This suggests a new 
dwelling, possibly the first iteration of the apartments. Beginning in the 1940s, older 
homes along Canyon were either divided or added upon with apartments.  
 

                                                 
9
 Henry J. Tobias and Charles E. Woodhouse, Santa Fe: A Modern History, 1880-1990, (Albuquerque: 

University of New Mexico Pres, 2001), 185.  
10

 Note on February 22, 2017 survey. The note states that Ignacio received the warranty deed from 
Saloman Juan and Irene G. Vigil. Biographical could not be found for either individual, though the name 
Solomon Vigil appears on an adjacent parcel on the 1912 “King’s Map.”  
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Adjacent properties responded to the trend; the most extreme being 558 Canyon, which 
had gained six apartments by the 1950s.  
 
Gallery & Apartments  
 
The commercial building fronting Canyon Road came online — based on aerial 
photographs and city directory listings — in the early 1960s. The building is shown on a 
1966 aerial image as a square mass with an overhang across its south façade (Figure 4).   
 
Orlando E. Vigil, a probable relation to Ignacio, opened a barbershop in the building 
around 1963. Orlando’s Barbershop occupied the space until around 1971, before 
moving to Cerrillos Road.  Based on newspaper accounts, it appears the commercial 
building had multiple lease spaces, with first Poor Richard’s and later the Wooden Angel 
using part of it as a gallery.  
 
Around this time, Kent McLaughlin, a hippie restauranteur, applied to the Board of 
Adjustment for an exception to turn one of the commercial spaces into a combined 
restaurant-gallery.11 The approved exception launched a new chapter of the building’s 
history which lasted nearly 20 years.  In the summer of 1969, McLaughlin opened Kent’s 
Place, a coffeehouse/gallery that was described by the New Mexican as the “hip scene” 
of Canyon Road. 12  
 
Kent’s, which soon morphed into Foxy’s Feedery, reflected Canyon Road’s late 
‘60s/early ‘70s hippie renaissance. The high point arrived in 1972, when the Hand-to-
Mouth Gallery — a menagerie selling handmade tapestries, etchings and silkscreen 
works — took over one of the spaces (Figure 6). Around the same time, Sun & Earth, an 
earthy florist offering houseplants, cactuses and handcrafted containers, used another 
space. 
 

The building went through a rapid series of tenants in the mid- 1970s, including several 
short-lived galleries and coffee shops. The longest tenants were two restaurants — Café 
La Boheme and The Haven (later The New Haven). The latter restaurant — a conscious 
community food venue, offering meatless dishes and  homemade whole wheat bread — 
added a wall enclosure across the façade in 1979 to create a sheltered dining area.13  

                                                 
11

 Santa Fe New Mexican, May 19, 1969, 24.  
12

 Ibid., July 13, 1969, 3.  
13

 Ibid., May 10, 1979, D-1.  
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Celebrations Restaurant, the last to use the building as a restaurant, opened in the late 
1980s and continued the patio-dining trend.  
 
Apartments  
 
The final piece to the Vigil property came about in the 1970s, when it appears that a 
carport or secondary structure west of the Vigil home was turned into apartments. The 
date of construction for the specific unit building, however, is unclear. A 1957 
advertisement for a furnished bachelor apartment with a carport could associate it with 
the earlier structure.14   
 
The number of secondary unit designations (1-4) remained consistent from 1960 to 
1970. In 1971, the number of sub-units jumped from four to seven, potentially 
indicating the construction of the building.  A 1978 aerial photograph shows that the 
structure making up the apartments had expanded to the west by that time (Figure 5). 
Its current windows and doors indicate a probable 1970s construction.  
 
Change of Ownership  
 
All this time, the Vigils continued to live at the back of the property in the family home, 
which had grown over the years with additions. Ignacio worked for several decades as a 
butcher at Tito’s Market on Acequia Madre, and later as an employee of the Santa Fe 
animal shelter. Julia raised six children — three boys and three girls. Ignacio Loyola Vigil 
died in 1993; his wife following him 20 years later. Both are buried at Santa Fe National 
Cemetery.  
 
At the time of her death in 2014, only a few people lived on the property, including 
herself, her son, Paul Vigil (now deceased), and three tenants.15  
 
The surviving Vigil family members, as a limited partnership, sold the property to the 
current owner in 2017.  
 

                                                 
14

Ibid., June 9, 1957, 15.  
15

 Polk City Directories, 2014 Santa Fe, New Mexico, Polk City Directory, (Papillion, Neb.: Polk City 
Directories Inc.), 93. 
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Vigil Residence - Evaluation of Historical Status 
 
The differing roof heights, changes of wall planes, and the incongruent west addition 
present a discordant collection of elevations. Given its overall lack of cohesion and the 
disharmonious character of the addition, the recommendation is downgrade it to 
Noncontributing Structure to the Downtown and Eastside Historic District.  

 

Ordinance Definition – “Contributing Structure” 

A structure, located in a historic district, approximately fifty years old or older that helps 
to establish and maintain the character of that historic district.  Although a contributing 
structure is not unique in itself, it adds to the historic associations or historic 
architectural design qualities that are significant for a district. The contributing structure 
may have had minor alterations, but its integrity remains.  
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Illustrations  
 

 
 

Figure 1: Portion of 1912 “King’s Official Map of the City of Santa Fe, New Mexico” 
showing land owned by Cruz Vigil.  

Arrow indicates building most likely currently addressed as 601 Canyon Road. 
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Figure 2: Portion of October 25, 1948 aerial photograph  
showing development of lot up until that point.  

Lower arrow indicates Duplex; upper arrow the Vigil Residence. 
Source: UNM/EDAC- 19481025_GS_EN_4_085.  

Author reversed image to negative to enhance definition of building footprints.  
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Figure 3: Portion of November 10, 1958 aerial photograph showing Vigil Residence , 
Vigil Residence in existence. 

Source: NMDOT- ST_11-10-58.  
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Figure 4: Portion of May 2, 1966 aerial photograph.  
Source: NMDOT- ST_05-02-66.  
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Figure 5: Portion of September 11, 1978 aerial photograph.  

Source: NMDOT- Sts_09-11-78. 
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Figure 6: South (front) elevation,  
taken from photocopy of October 30, 1984 survey form.  
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Survey Photographs 
(All photographs taken on May 3, 2018 by John W. Murphey) 

 

 
Photo 1: Portion of front (south) façade, facing north.  
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Photo 2: East elevation, facing northwest.  
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Photo 3: North elevation, facing southeast (top) and southwest (bottom). 
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Photo 4: West elevation, post-1978 addition, facing northeast. 
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DW

SINK

OFFICE

FOYER

EXHIBIT 1

EXHIBIT 2

EXHIBIT 3EXHIBIT 4

EXHIBIT 5

ENTRY PORTAL

BRK.
RM.

SHIPPING/
RECEIVING

PRIVATE
PORTAL

HC TOILET

STORAGE
ROOM

NEW NON-LOAD
BEARING  FRAME
WALL (SHOWN WITH
CROSS-HATCH)

INFILL EXISTING
OPENING IN WALL
(SHOWN WITH
CROSS-HATCH)

INFILL EXISTING
WINDOW OPENING
(SHOWN WITH
CROSS-HATCH)

NEW EXT. WALL
TO CREATE PORTAL
(SHOWN WITH
CROSS-HATCH)

NEW WOOD FLOORING THROUGHOUT
ON TWO LAYER OF PLYWOOD ON
SELF-LEVELING GYPCRETE (MIN 1 12")

NEW FLAGSTONE FLOOR
ON THICK SET MORTAR ON
EXISTING SLAB - COORD.
WITH NEW FLOOR ELEVATION

NEW ROUND "VIGA" COLUMN
(TYP OF TWO) -SEE ELEVATION

02
A-401

01
A301

01
A301

EXISTING
STUCCO-FACED 7 FT
TALL YARDWALL
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PLASTER
10'-8"

NEW 8" DIA. ROUND
VIGA AT 36" O.C.
(TYPICAL UNLESS
OTHERWISE NOTED)

PLASTER
10'-8"

WOOD
11'-6"

NEW 8" DIA. ROUND
VIGAS AT 30" O.C.
(THIS ROOM ONLY)

ROOF HT./CEILING TO REMAIN
"AS IS" THESE SPACES (SEE
EXISTING RCP FOR MORE INFO),
REPAIR GYP. BD. AND RE-PAINT

EXISTING
SKYLIGHT

ROOF HT./CEILING TO REMAIN
"AS IS" THESE SPACES (SEE
EXISTING RCP FOR MORE INFO),
SAND AND RE-STAIN (COLOR
T.B.D.) REFINISH VIGAS, BEAMS,
CORBELS AND EXPOSED WOOD

GYP. BD.
10'-8"

"FLOATING" WOOD
CEILING  (SEE DETAIL
AND LIGHTING PLAN)

WOOD
9'-8"

GYP. BD.
12'-6"

PLASTER
10'-8"

"FLOATING" WOOD
CEILING  (SEE DETAIL
AND LIGHTING PLAN)

NEW
SKYLIGHT

ROOF HT./CEILING TO REMAIN
"AS IS" THIS SPACE (SEE
EXISTING RCP FOR MORE
SAND AND RE-STAIN
(COLOR T.B.D.) REFINISH
VIGAS, AND EXPOSED WOOD

NEW 10" DIA. ROUND
VIGAS AT 30" O.C.
(AT PORTAL ONLY) WD.DECK

10'-8"

DROPPED CEILING PLANE;
SET VIGAS AND LATILLAS
BELOW POCKET ROOF
PER ELEVATION NOTED HERE

LATILLA
9'-0"

NEW 6" DIA. VIGAS AT 30" O.C.
(THIS SPACE ONLY)

PAINT GYP. BD. FLAT
BLACK (SEE DETAIL
AND LIGHTING PLAN)

PAINT GYP. BD. FLAT
BLACK (SEE DETAIL
AND LIGHTING PLAN)

PLASTER
HEADER BEAM

NEW 10" X 10" LINTEL
BEAM AT WINDOW
HEAD (STAIN) TYP.

PLASTER OPENING,
TYPICAL

NEW 12" X 12" BEAM
(STAIN) AT PORTAL

01
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01
A301
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CHIMNEY MASS WITH
OPEN CLAY LINER WITH
NEW SPARK ARRESTOR

CHIMNEY MASS WITH
OPEN CLAY LINER, INSTALL
NEW SPARK ARRESTOR

CLAY LINER CHIMNEY,
NO CAP OR ARRESTOR

ROOF
SLOPE

ROOF
SLOPE

ROOF
SLOPE

ROOF
SLOPE

REPLACE OLD CANALE
WITH NEW METAL LINED,
WOOD CANALE (STAIN)

INFILL AND PATCH
OLD CANALE OPENING

REPLACE OLD OVERHANG
AND GUTTER WITH NEW
METAL LINED, WOOD (STAIN)
CANALE.  INSTALL DOWNSPOUT
AND HEAT TAPE AT EACH.
(TYP OF THREE)

SHEET FLOW OFF
OF SMALL ROOF
WITH NEW GUTTER
AND DOWNSPOUT

SHEET FLOW OFF
OF SMALL ROOF
WITH NEW GUTTER
AND DOWNSPOUT

EXISTING
SKYLIGHT
TO REMAIN

SHEET FLOW OFF
OF SMALL ROOF
OVERHANG

FRAME PARAPET

ADJACENT HOUSE

STUCCO ARCH OVER
GATE (BELOW)

COYOTE FENCE ON
STONE WALL (BELOW)

FLAGSTONE
COURTYARD
(BELOW)

STUCCO ARCH
OVER GATE (BELOW)

STUCCO-FACED
CMU WALL (BELOW)

ADJACENT HOUSE

ROOF
SLOPE

ROOF
SLOPE

ROOF
SLOPE

ROOF
SLOPE

ROOF
SLOPE

ROOF
SLOPE

ROOF
SLOPE

NEW
SKYLIGHT
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FIN. FLR.  (VARIES BY ROOM)
EL:  1'-0" 0'-0"

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  11'-0"

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  10'-4"

GROUND LEVEL F.F.  
EL:  1'-0"

"PRIMARY FACADE" AS DEEMED
BY HISTORICAL DIVISION
BOARD (SHOWN CROSS-HATCHED)

WOOD WINDOW & FRAME
(ASSUMED "HISTORIC")

STEEL WINDOW W/ ALUM. STORM
WIN / GLAZING IN FRONT
WOOD CLAD WINDOW

STUCCO FIN.
STUCCO FIN.

4'-
11

"

8'-
10

 1/
2"

7'-
2"

OVERHEAD POWER TO ELEC.
RISER PIPE

ELECTRICAL PANEL

GALV. METAL FLUE AND
MAKE-UP AIR VENT

STONE ARCH

VERT. WOOD PLANK GATE -
NOT SHOWN FOR CLARITY

PAINTED FLUSH
PANEL WOOD DOOR

LATILLA "COYOTE "
FENCE ON
LOW STONE WALL

ALUM. WINDOW FRAME

9'-
4"

FIREPLACE CHIMNEYS

PAINT LINE

SCONCE

HDRB ALLOWABLE HT.
EL:  16'-1"

10
'-0

"

11
'-0

"

48'-6 1/2"

39'-2"9'-4 1/2"

2'-3"

2'-
0"

GRADE AT F.O. BLDG.
EL:  0'-0"

1'-
0"

FIN. FLR. 
EL:  1'-0"

T.O. EXIST. PARAPET (AS IS)
EL:  11'-0"

T.O. WINDOW
EL:  9'-0" (8 FT. A.F.F.)

FIN. FLR.
EL:  1'-0"

STUCCO FIN.

2'-
0"

4'-
11

"

9'-
1"

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  16'-0"

10
'-0

"

11
'-0

"

48'-6 1/2"

39'-2"9'-4 1/2"

NOTE:
HDRB ALLOWABLE HT. = 16'-1"

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  13'-6"

12
'-6

"

3'-0"

2'-
0""PRIMARY FACADE" AS DEEMED

BY HISTORICAL DIVISION
BOARD (SHOWN CROSS-HATCHED)

WOOD WINDOW & FRAME
(ASSUMED "HISTORIC"),
TO REMAIN - REPAIR,
RESTORE AND RE-PAINT T.O. PARAPET

EL:  12'-0"

GRADE AT F.O. BLDG.
EL:  0'-0" (HT. DATUM)

1'-
0"

PARAPET HEIGHT AT "PRIMARY
FACADES" TO REMAIN AS IS

1'-
0"

HT. DATUM
EL: 0'-0"

NOTE:

ARCH EL. 0'-0" = SITE EL. 7060' +/-
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FIN. FLOOR 
EL:  1'-0"

FIN. FLOOR
EL:  1'-0"

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  11'-0"

T.O. PARAPET
EL: 13'-0"

NEW
STUCCO
SYSTEM

NEW THREE-COAT
CEMENTITIOUS
STUCCO SYSTEM
THROUGHOUT8'-

6"

11
'-0

"

STUCCO-FACED
CMU WALL
ON PROPERTY LINE

6'-
10

"

2'-
0"

2'-
0"

2'-
0"

MAX HT. *
EL:  16'-1"

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  16'-0"

16
'-1

"

1'-
0"

EXISTING AND PROPOSED
GRADE AT FACE OF
BUILDING FACADE

GRADE 
EL: 0'-0"

11
'-0

"

* NOTE:
MAX. HT. AS SET BY CITY OF SANTA FE
HISTORICAL PRESERVATION DIVISION

6"

12
'-0

"

HT. DATUM
EL:  0'-0"

REAR
PORTAL

T.O. WINDOW
EL:  EXISTING

FIN. FLOOR 
EL:  1'-0"

FIN. FLOOR
EL:  1'-0"

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  10'-0"T.O. PARAPET

EL:  10'-4"

"PRIMARY FACADE" AS DEEMED
BY HISTORICAL DIVISION
BOARD (SHOWN CROSS-HATCHED)

STUCCO FIN. STUCCO FIN. STUCCO FIN.

ALUM. WINDOW FRAME

8'-
6"

PORTAL- KITCHEN
ENTRY BEYOND

METAL GUTTER AND
DOWNSPOUT

SPOT LIGHT FIXTURE

CANALES (TYPICAL)

11
'-0

"

LATILLA "COYOTE "
FENCE ON LOW STONE
WALL (SEEN IN SECTION)

ENTRY ROOF PROJECTION
(BEYOND)

STUCCO-FACED
CMU WALL
ON PROPERTY LINE

6'-
10

"

44'-7 1/2"

6'-6" 4'-10 1/2" 17'-8" 15'-7" HT. DATUM
EL:  0'-0"

PER LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE SECTION 14-5.2 (D) (9) (C) (III) "HEIGHT":
"FOR STRUCTURES WHICH DO NOT HAVE STREET FRONTAGE,
HEIGHT SHALL BE DETERMINED BY THE FACADE WHICH CONTAINS
THE TALLEST VERTICAL DISTANCE MEASURED BETWEEN THE HIGHEST
PART OF A STRUCTURE AND THE EXISTING GRADE OR FINISHED GRADE ,
WHICHEVER IS MORE RESTRICTIVE. "

THEREFORE, WE HAVE SET THIS GRADE AS EL: 0'-0" DATUM TO MEASURE
HEIGHT FROM ON ALL FACADES
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EXISTING / PROPOSED
EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
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0'-2"
NEW FIN. FLOOR 
EL:  1'-0" 0'-5"

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  10'-4"

FIN. FLOOR 
EL: 1'-0"

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  11'-0"

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  14'-0"

EXISTING GRADE

9'-
4"

10
'-4

"

2'-
0"

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  16'-0"

NEW CEMENTITIOUS
STUCCO SYSTEM
THROUGHOUTNEW CEMENTITIOUS

STUCCO SYSTEM
THROUGHOUT

12
'-3

"
FR

OM
 A

DJ
AC

EN
T G

RA
DE

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  13'-0"

2'-
0"

2'-
0"

EXISTING FLOOR
LEVELS - VARIES 1'-

0"

HT. DATUM
EL: 0'-0"

8"

HT. DATUM
EL:  0'-0"

14
'-0

"

T.O. WINDOW
EL:  9'-0" (8 FT. A.F.F.)

0'-9"
FIN. FLOOR (EXIST. VARIES BY ROOM)
EL:  1'-0" 0'-7"

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  10'-4"

FIN. FLOOR 
EL:  1'-0"

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  11'-0"

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  10'-4"

STUCCO FIN. STUCCO FIN.

ROOF OVERHANG ON
EXPOSED VIGA ENDS WITH
METAL FLASHING EDGE

CLAY TILE CHIMNEY
(PORTAL FIREPLACE)

FIREPLACE CHIMNEY

ROOF OVERHANG ON EXPOSED
VIGA ENDS WITH METAL
GUTTER AND FLASHING EDGE

FIREPLACE CHIMNEY (BEYOND)

FIREPLACE CHIMNEY (BEYOND)

STEEL-FRAMED WINDOWS

EDGE OF WALL (PARAPET)

EXISTING GRADE

9'-
4"

10
'-4

"
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FIN. FLOOR
EL:  1'-0"

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  11'-0"

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  10'-4"

FIN. FLOOR 
EL:  1'-0"

6'-
10

"

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  10'-4"

STUCCO FIN. STUCCO FIN.

WOOD CLAD WINDOW

GAS METER AND PIPE EXPOSED CMU WALL
ON PROPERTY LINE

9'-
4"10
'-0

"

8'-
7"

ROOF OVERHANG
ON EXPOSED VIGAS

1'-
9"

HT. DATUM
EL:  0'-0"

10
'-4

"

EXISTING GRADE

01
A-401

EXIST. FIN. FLOOR
EL:  1'-0" 0'-9"1'-0"

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  13-6"

EXSITING FIN. FLR .
EL:  VARIES

6'-
10

"

NEW CEMENTITIOUS
STUCCO SYSTEM

EXPOSED CMU WALL
ON PROPERTY LINE

15
'-0

"

12
'-6

"

NEW INSULATE
METAL CLAD WOOD
DOUBLE HUNG
REPLACEMENT
WINDOW (TYP)

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  16'-0"

T.O. WINDOW
EL:  9'-0" (8 FT. A.F.F.)

ROOF VIGA BRG.
EL:  10'-8"

NEW FINISH
FLOOR  LINE
EXISTING
FLOOR  LINE
THIS AREA

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  14'-0"2'-

0"

2'-
0"

NEW FIN. FLR .
EL:  1'-0"

6"

2'-
0"

12
'-3

"
FR

OM
 A

DJ
AC

EN
T G

RA
DE

02
A-401

3"

HT. DATUM
EL:  0'-0"

13
'-0

"

1'-
0"

HT. DATUM
EL: 0'-0"
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FIN. FLR.  (VARIES BY ROOM)
EL:  1'-0"

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  10'-4"

GROUND LEVEL F.F.  
EL:  1'-0"

8'-
7"

HDRB ALLOWABLE HT.
EL:  16'-1"

EXISTING CRAWLSPACE EXISTING
CRAWLSPACE

SIM.
OPP.
HAND A-401

02

STUDYLIVING ROOM
DININGKITCHEN

EXISTING VIGA

EXISTING
FIREPLACE

EXISTING SKYLIGHT

8'-
5"

7'-
8"

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  11'-0"

10
'-0

"

11
'-0

"

HD
RB

 M
AX

. A
LL

OW
AB

LE
 H

T. 
ME

AS
UR

ED
 FR

OM
 TH

IS
 P

OI
NT

16
'-1

"

THIS FACADE CONTAINS THE
EXIST. TALLEST VERT. DISTANCE
MEASURED BETWEEN THE
HIGHEST PART OF STRUCTURE
AND THE EXISTING AND
FINISH GRADE.  THEREFORE,
SETS THE POINT WHERE THE
HDRB MAX. HEIGHT IS MEASURED

12
"

7'-
2"

NOTE:
HDRB MAX. ALLOWABLE HT. = 16'-1"

HT. DATUM
EL:  0'-0"

9'-
4"

6'-
6" 

+/
-

VI
GA

 H
T.

NOTE:
EXISTING CEILING
AND  VIGAS BOW
AT THIS LOCATION

EXISTING
GRADE

EXISTING FLOOR LEVEL VARIES
SOME LOCATIONS - SEE FLOOR PLAN

2"

FIN. FLR.  
EL:  1'-0"

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  11'-0"

T.O. WINDOW
EL:  9'-0"

EXIST. FLOOR LEVEL
EL:  VARIES

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  16'-0"

10
'-0

"

11
'-0

"

NOTE:
HDRB ALLOWABLE HT. = 16'-1"

T.O. PARAPET
EL:  14'-0"

15
'-0

"
13

'-0
"

8'-
0" NEW FIN. FLOOR

EL:  1'-0"

2'-
0"

10
'-6

"12
'-0

"

11
'-0

"

EXISTING CRAWLSPACE EXISTING
CRAWLSPACE

SIM.
OPP.
HAND A-401

02

EXHIBIT 2EXHIBIT 5

SHIPPING/RECEIVINGBREAK RM.

EXISTING SKYLIGHT

NEW SKYLIGHT

EXISTING
FIREPLACE

EXISTING
FIREPLACE
(BEYOND)

SUSPENDED
LIGHT TRACK

WOOD "FLOATING"
CEILING WITH
CONCEALED TRACK
LIGHTS

7'-
8"

CREATE NEW
DRAINAGE
SWALE TO
REAR OF HOUSE

12
" HD

RB
 M

AX
. A

LL
OW

AB
LE

 H
T. 

ME
AS

UR
ED

 FR
OM

 TH
IS

 P
OI

NT
16

'-1
"

EXISTING
GRADE
TO REMAIN

NOTE:
HDRB MAX. ALLOWABLE HT. = 16'-1"

HT. DATUM
EL:  0'-0"

BUILD-UP
FLOOR -
SEE WALL
SECTION

1'-
0"

HT. DATUM
EL: 0'-0"
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613 “B” Canyon Road, “Old Vigil Residence” Survey Photographs  
 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

 

Photo 1: From Canyon Road, facing northwest. Photo from Google Earth 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*  Photos taken on May 3, 2018 by John W. Murphey,  

**  Photos taken on March 2018 by Charles Rosenberg 

 

Subject Property 



 

Photo 2: Portion of front (south) façade, facing north. * 

 

 

 

Photo 3: East elevation, facing northwest.* 



 

 

 

Photo 4: North elevation, facing southeast (top) and southwest (bottom).* 



 

Photo 5: West elevation, post-1978 addition, facing northeast.* 

 

Photo 6: West elevation, post-1978 addition, facing southeast.* 



 

Photo 7: “Primary Façade” North Elevation, facing northwest. ** 

 

 

 

Photo 8: “Primary Façade” West Elevation, facing northeast. **  
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GALLERY RENOVATION  –   EXTERIOR COLORS 
613 “B” CANYON ROAD;             EASTSIDE HISTORICAL DISTRICT, SANTA FE 
EXISTING “VIGIL HOUSE”                      DECEMBER 24, 2020 

 
 
 
 
 

             
STUCCO            EXPOSED WOOD STAIN (STAIN CHIP SAMPLE)      

    
HOUSE AND YARDWALLS COLOR:    BEAM, COLUMN AND LINTEL COLOR:  
“ADOBE #116 BY EL REY     “WOODBRIDGE #ST-116 BY BEHR    
CEMENTITIOUS 3-COAT SYSTEM    SEMI-TRANSPARENT WOOD STAIN  

                     
 
 
 
 

                                
 METAL CLAD WINDOW & EXT. DOOR COLOR   EXTERIOR LIGHT SCONCE 

 
 COLOR: “SHADOW”     OIL RUBBED BRONZE METAL  
 BY KOLBE WINDOWS & DOORS CO.         “DARK SKY” APPROVED 

       



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

DATE: February 23, 2021 

TO: Historic Districts Review Board Members 
  

FROM: Daniel Schwab, Senior Planner, Historic Preservation Division 

  

 

Case # 2020 – 001979 -- HDRB Address: 613 Canyon Road 
 Historic Status: Contributing / Non-contributing 

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

 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends approval of the proposed project and finds that the application complies 
with Section 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and 14-5.2(E) 
Downtown and Eastside Design Standards and recommends approval of the demolition per the 
staff responses to 14-3.14(G)(1).

CITY SUBMITTALS  

 
          District Standards & yard wall 
               & fence standards. 
 
   x    Historic Inventory Form 
 
   x     Preliminary Zoning Review Sheet 
 
         Other: [list other attachments]  

APPLICANT SUBMITTALS 
 

   x     Proposal Letter 
 
   x     Site Plan/Floor Plan 
 
   x     Elevations 
 
   x    Photographs 
 
         Other: 
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BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:  
 
613 Canyon Road is a property with four existing buildings and numerous additional accessory 
buildings.  
 
Unit B, also known as the Vigil Residence, is designated contributing. It is located in the 
northeast portion of the property.  
 
Unit C1 and C2 (or the Duplex) is also contributing. It is located on the central-east portion of 
the property, directly south of Unit B.  
 
Tract A contains numerous structures that are all non-historic, constructed in the 1970s. Tract A 
is located in the northwest portion of the property. 
 
 

 
 
Unit B is designated contributing. It is known as the Vigil Residence. It is approximately 2000 
square feet, mostly from adobe. In case H-18-084-A, the southwestern corner of the structure 
was designated primary. On the south façade is a cantilevered roof dating from the 1960s and 
non-historic doors. 
 
Portions of the ceiling of Unit B do not meet IBC code requirements and it is constructed within 
a setback. The Board of Adjustment has granted the applicant a variance to increase the height 
and it will be raised to a parapet height of 11 feet. The maximum allowable height is 16 feet. 
The windows on the primary façades will be repaired. All others will be replaced.  They will have 
divided light patterns and exposed heavy timber lintels. One small window in the rear of the 

Unit B (Vigil 
Residence) 
 
Tract A 
 
 
 
Unit C1/C2 (Duplex) 
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building will be in-filled. The structure will be re-stuccoed using cementitious El Rey stucco 
colored “Adobe.” A portal that was enclosed in the past to form an entry will be re-established.  
 
Unit C1 and C2 is also contributing. The applicant proposes to replace all windows with metal 
clad replacements with divided lights. The historic doors will be retained. A small portal 
matching that on the north elevation will be constructed on the south, non-primary elevation of 
the structure. It will be then restuccoed in cementitious El Rey “Adobe” and a small courtyard 
created with CMU walls to a height of 5 feet 6 inches. 
 
The units in Tract A are to be demolished. This includes the triplex, two non-historic wooden 
accessory sheds and one non-historic well-house built over an abandoned well. It is intended 
not to propose a new construction for this tract at the present time.  
 
 
 
DEMOLITION STANDARDS RESPONSES: 
 
14-3.14(G)(1) Demolition Standards  
  
(1) In determining whether a request for demolition in a historic district should be approved or 
denied, the HDRB shall consider the following: 
 
(a) Whether the structure is of historical importance; 
 
Staff Response: The structures are not historic. They were constructed after 1980.  
 
(b) Whether the structure for which demolition is requested is an essential part of a unique 
street section or block front and whether this street section or block front will be reestablished 
by a proposed structure: 
 
Staff Response: The structure is not an essential part of a unique street section of block front.  
 
(c) The state of repair and structural stability of the structures under consideration. 
 
Staff Response: Per the evaluation of the City of Santa Fe Building Official the structural stability 
of the structures is not in question; the structures are stable.  
 
 
 
 

 









 
Historic Cultural Properties Inventory (HCPI) Base Form (FORM 1) 

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:  
 
Ignacio L. and Julia B. Vigil Property  
Duplex  

2. Location:  
 
613 Canyon Road 
Downtown and Eastside Historic District   

3. Local Reference Number: 
    Santa Fe ID # 051611303 (1984 number)  

4. County: Santa Fe 
 

 

5. Property Type: 
 1  Buildings: 
__ Structures:  
__ Site     _1_ Object 
 

                                            

6. Date of Survey: 
 
May 3, 2018 

7. Previous Survey Date(s): 
_x_   Yes: October 30, 1984 
__     No:  

8. Name of Project:  
HDRB status review 

9. Lat/Long:  

35.682061, -105.928400 

  

10. Photo Information                                View of east and north elevations, facing southwest.   

11. Brief Description of the Property:  
 

Situated at the end of the driveway off Canyon Road is a small duplex designed in the romanticized Spanish-
Pueblo Revival style. The compact 1,083-square-foot building, in plan, is a square. It arranges the two rental 
units along an east-west line. Both are entered through small portales across the east elevation (Photo 1). The 
portal walls are painted white and hold original rustic wood-panel doors. Rising from the center of the elevation 
is a dual chimney.  
 
The side elevations are penetrated with an array of small and large window openings (Photo 3). The windows, 
mostly replacement sliding aluminum units, are set deep (6”) within the wall. The sculptural use of adobe 
carries over to the rounded parapets cut with deep canal valleys. Continued on Page 5. 
 
12. Who uses the property? Residence  

13. Construction Date: Pre-1948                  [1950– Santa Fe County Assessor estimate, accessed May 18, 2018] 
Date: __Known    _x_ Estimated      Source aerial photographs and city directories  

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

15. Relationship to Surroundings:      _x_ Similar    __ Dissimilar 
 
 Comments: N/A 
 



HCPI Base Form (FORM 1)                          (Continued from other side) 
16. Additional Perspective: (Photos, drawing, footprint, etc., indicate north arrow when possible) 

  

 
                                              
Source: Google Imagery, 2018 
 

17. Surveyor:  
(your name, address, telephone number, and any group 
affiliation) 

 
John W. Murphey  
Architectural Historian  
505-577-7593 
John@archhistoryservices.com  
 
 
For: Hoopes & Associates Architects   
 

18. Owner (if known) and other 
knowledgeable people: 
 
 
Owner: Canyon Room Holdings, LLC  
 
 

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

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

21. Other Significance or Information of Interest:  (such as historical, legendary, structural, former ownership, etc.) 
       See Historical Overview.  

22. National or State Register: 
 
Is this property individually listed on a historic register?  _x_ Unknown  __ No   __Yes                                                                                             
If yes: __ State         __ National 
 If ‘no’ or unknown, do you think this property is eligible for listing?       __ No   _x_Yes 
            Why? See Analysis of Historical Status. 

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

24. Supplemental Forms: 
 
   __ None   _x_ HCPI Detail Form (FORM 2)     __ Continuation Sheets, # pages: _______________ 
 

 

4. 1. 

Duplex -  Recommended 
Contributing Structure to the 
Downtown and Eastside 
Historic District, May 30, 2018  

mailto:John@archhistoryservices.com


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

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

1. Name of property:  
 
Ignacio L. and Julia B. Vigil Property  
Duplex  
 

2. Location:  
 
613 Canyon Road  
Santa Fe: 
Downtown and Eastside Historic District   

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

4. County: Santa Fe 
 

5. Date of Survey: May 3, 2018 
 

ARCHITECTURAL AND CONSTRUCTION DETAILS: 

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

             
 

7. Number of Stories:        __ N/A 

           Number:  _x_1   __11/2  __ 2 
                            __ 21/2    Other:_________ 

8. Foundation:         __ N/A 

             _x_ Not visible __ None  
              __  At Grade    __ Raised  
Materials: __ Concrete __ Stone 
Other: ______________ 
Notes:  

9. Roof:               __ N/A 

Shape: _x_Flat  __ Gabled 

             __ Hipped __ Pyramidal 
             __ Shed    Other: 
Pitch:   __ None     __ Low 
             __ Medium __ Steep 
Features: __ Eave:  
_x_ Parapets  
Materials: _x _ Asphalt  
 __ Earth 
__ Composition shingle __ Metal: Pressed  
__ Composition Roll        __ Metal: Corrugated 
__ Metal: Standing Seam __ Metal: V- Crimp 
__ Tile: Terra Cotta  __ Wood: Shingle 
Other:  

10. Windows                              _x_ N/A    

Operation*            Material                  Glazing                      Number 

Casement             Wood                       1                                 2 
Double-Hung        Aluminum                1/1                               2 
Sliding                   Aluminum               1-1                               5 
 
*Some of operations could not be determined with certainty.  

11. Doors                             __ N/A 

Type                    Style                                 Material                  Number 

Single-Leaf          15-panel w/View light        Wood                       2 
Single-Leaf          3-light, wood panel            Wood                       1 
 
 

 12. Chimneys N/A 
 Two, stucco-clad, rising at wall 

13. Porches        __ N/A 
Type:     _x_ Entry 3     __Partial-Width    __  Full-Width __ Wrap 
 

14. Other Significant Features N/A 

15. Modifications:    X          __ No known modifications 
 
#1Date: Post-1984; Replacement of wood windows; comparison with 1984 HBI survey form and visual and material evidence. 
#2Date: Post-1984; Probable insertion of new door opening and creation of porch at northwest corner; comparison with 1984 HBI survey 
form and visual and material evidence. 
 

 



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

 
__ Art Deco/Streamline Moderne       __ Gothic Revival            __ Mission Revival            __ Pueblo                       _x_  Spanish-Pueblo Revival    
__ Bungalow/Craftsman                     __ International                __ Neo-Classical               __ Queen Anne               __ Territorial 
__ Colonial Revival                             __ Italianate                        __ Northern NM               __ Ranch                         __ Territorial Revival 
__ Folk Victorian                                 __ Mediterranean              __ Prairie                           __ Spanish-Colonial      __ Tudor Revival 
 
Notes:                                                                                                                                         Other:   
 

17. Documents Available and Their Locations 
 

New Mexico Historic Preservation Division               Historic Preservation Division 
407 Galisteo Street, Suite 236   Land Use Department 
Santa Fe, NM 87501     City of Santa Fe 
(505) 827-6320     200 Lincoln Avenue 

Santa Fe, NM 87504 
(505) 955-6605  

 

 S I T E :  
 

18. Attached or Associated Properties  

Are associated properties eligible for listing?  No 

 
19. Portion of February 22, 2017 boundary survey, modified by consultant. Courtesy Del Rio Surveys, Inc. 
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Historic Preservation Division, New Mexico Department of Cultural Affairs 

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

1. Name of property:  
 
Ignacio L. and Julia B. Vigil Property  
Duplex  
 

2. Location:  
 
613 Canyon Road  
Santa Fe: 
Downtown and Eastside Historic District   

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

4. County: Santa Fe 
 

5. Date of Survey: May 3, 2018 
 

 
Architectural Description Continued 

 
A post-1984, 32-square-foot portal, and a door opening which is probably new, 
punctuate the northwest corner (Photo 4). Near that corner is a decorative concrete 
horno constructed in the 1980s. The west elevation presents a more strict symmetry of 
windows (Photo 4). The duplex is finished with cementitious stucco in a peach-to-tan 
tone.  
 
Erected likely in 1940 as a rental until unit, it continues in this use to this day.  

 
Historical Overview 

 
Like many Santa Fe family properties with a long lineage and a list of dwellings, the 
Ignacio L. and Julia B. Vigil tract at 613 Canyon is bedeviled by complications. Chief 
among them the non-standard — and almost constantly changing — identification of 
secondary unit designations. Over its nearly 80-year period of development, every 
building and apartment on the property was given the designation 613 Canyon Road. 
Units went through several subunit designations (1, 2 or 3, or a, b, or c…), none helpful 
for identifying the buildings on the ground.1  In the simplest terms, the tract most likely 
started with the Vigil Residence, followed by the Duplex, with both known through an 
aerial photograph to exist by 1948. The commercial building fronting Canyon Road came 
approximately 20 years later, with the three-unit apartment building coming onto the 
scene in the early to mid-1970s.  
 
 
Bridging between Canyon Road and Camino Escondido, the L-shaped parcel of land is a 
fragment of an earlier, much larger family holding. The larger piece, historically titled 
Block 49, ran north from Canyon Road, along irrigated corn and alfalfa fields to the 
Santa Fe River. It was originally under the ownership of Simon Vigil, a prosperous sheep 
man and Santa Fe Trail freighter.  
 
According to his obituary, Vigil — who served in the New Mexico Calvary during — the 
Civil War, owned extensive land on the Eastside.2 At some point before his death in 
1915, he most likely deeded two parcels of the Canyon Road acreage to his son Cruz  

                                                 
1
 An attempt to locate and interview Ignacio’s children was unsuccessful.  

2
 Santa Fe New Mexican, October 18, 1915, 8. 
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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:  
 
Ignacio L. and Julia B. Vigil Property  
Duplex  
 

2. Location:  
 
613 Canyon Road  
Santa Fe: 
Downtown and Eastside Historic District   

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

4. County: Santa Fe 
 

5. Date of Survey: May 3, 2018 
 

 
Vigil (1878-1945). The 1912 “King’s Map” of Santa Fe shows the son owning the land 
taking up the southeast corner of present-day Camino Escondido and Canyon Road 
(Block 49B, Lots 17, 19 & 20) (Figure 1).  
 
The Vigils built a house at the corner, which most likely ties to the commercial building 
at 601 Canyon currently occupied by the Ernesto Mayan Gallery (Figure 1). The property 
included houses occupied by his sons-in-law Moises Perea and Presciliano Ortiz.3  
 
In the house on Canyon Road, Cruz and his wife Gregorita Lujan Vigil raised a family, 
including son Ignacio Loyola Vigil (1912-1993) — the person most directly related to the 
study.  
 
Born a day before the Fourth of July in New Mexico’s year of statehood, Ignacio, 
popularly called “Iggie,” graduated from St. Michael’s High School in 1930. He appears 
to have left Santa Fe in the middle of the Depression, returning toward the end of the 
decade to take up residence again at his parent’s house at 601 Canyon Road.  
 
The 1940 census documents the then 25-year-old Ignacio working part time as a butcher 
and delivery driver, earning an income of $490 per year. 4 Ignacio was drafted two years 
later into the Army, where he served in the Pacific Theater in a technical position, 
earning the title of Corporal.5 Both parents died in early 1945, prior to his discharge in 
November. 
 
Ignacio does not appear to have immediately returned to Santa Fe after the war. During 
his period of absence the Vigil property began to evolve through new construction. In 
the early 1940s, Ignacio’s brother-in-law, Moises Perea, constructed a three-room 
house, which by its description could be the origin of the Vigil Residence.6  
 
 
 

                                                 
3
 U.S. Federal Census, 1930, Census Place: Santa Fe, Santa Fe, New Mexico; Page: 2A; Enumeration 

District: 0003. 
4
 Ibid, 1940, Census Place: Santa Fe, Santa Fe, New Mexico; Roll: m-t0627-02452; Page: 4B; Enumeration 

District: 25-5A.  
5
 New Mexico Commission of Public Records, State Records Center and Archives; Santa Fe, New Mexico; 

Subsubseries: Military Discharges; Box Number: 16649; Box Title: Military Discharges Vigil – Walker. 
6
 Notice of application to build new house, Santa Fe New Mexican, November 9, 1939, 3; advertisement 

for three-room “Spanish style house” with two fireplaces, Ibid., June 17, 1941, 7 and July 7, 1941, 5. 
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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:  
 
Ignacio L. and Julia B. Vigil Property  
Duplex  
 

2. Location:  
 
613 Canyon Road  
Santa Fe: 
Downtown and Eastside Historic District   

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

4. County: Santa Fe 
 

5. Date of Survey: May 3, 2018 
 

 
The construction of the house and/or the Duplex ties to the first appearance of the 613 
Canyon Road address, listed in the 1942 city directory.7 
 
Ignacio came back to Santa Fe by the end of the decade, with the 1951 directory 
indicating he was the owner of the 613 Canyon Road property.8 Three years later, he 
married Julia Baldwin, a 1944 graduate of Santa Fe High School, and twelve years 
younger. The couple appears to have set up residence in the back unit, now called the 
Vigil Residence.    
 
Duplex and Vigil Residence  
 
The first graphic indication of the two units is found on a 1948 aerial photograph (Figure 
2). While distorted, the aerial shows the Duplex to be of the same shape and size as 
what stands today. The Vigil Residence looks to be a smaller dwelling. Neither the 
street-side unit nor the apartments are apparent on the aerial.  
 
The configuration of dwellings becomes clearer on a 1958 aerial (Figure 3). The 
photograph shows the Duplex in its current footprint with the Vigil Residence expanded 
in massing with additions. What would become the apartments looks to be a gable or 
metal shed-roof outbuilding with an L-shaped footprint.  There is no building fronting 
Canyon Road, but the presence of walls suggests that the southeast corner of the 
property was used for some purpose at that time.  
 

A Changing Neighborhood  
 
By the 1950s, Canyon Road had evolved from a primarily Hispanic residential area to a 
linear commercial corridor, beginning to be developed for tourism. Santa Fe’s postwar 
boom had increased the number of residences along the road by 76% between 1940 
and 1950.9 But the new residences mainly represented an increasing Anglo population.  
 
 

                                                 
7
  Hudspeth Directory Company, Santa Fe City Directory. El Paso: Hudspeth Directory Company, various 

editions: 1928-1997. 
Hudspeth Directory Company, 1942 Hudspeth Santa Fe City Directory, (El Paso: Hudspeth Directory 
Company, 1942, 308. 
8
 Ibid., 1951 Hudspeth Santa Fe City Directory, 416.  

9
 Henry J. Tobias and Charles E. Woodhouse, Santa Fe: A Modern History, 1880-1990, (Albuquerque: 

University of New Mexico Pres, 2001), 185.  
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Reflecting both trends, Ignacio’s childhood home at 601 Canyon was converted in 1954 
into the Hal West Western Gallery. West, a Texas native and self-taught artist, appears 
to have built a house adjacent to the gallery. It is assumed that at this time the corner 
portion of the Vigil property dropped out of family ownership. This reduced the Vigil 
land to the current L-shaped lot, which came into Ignacio’s ownership in 1960.10  
 
Starting in the mid-1950s, 613 Canyon was identified as three sub-units — a, b, and c — 
in city directories.  This most likely represented the Duplex and the Vigil home. A fourth 
sub-address began to appear in directories in the late 1950s. This suggests a new 
dwelling, possibly the first iteration of the apartments. Beginning in the 1940s, older 
homes along Canyon were either divided or added upon with apartments.  
Adjacent properties responded to the trend; the most extreme being 558 Canyon, which 
had gained six apartments by the 1950s.  
 
Gallery & Apartments  
 
The commercial building fronting Canyon Road came online — based on aerial 
photographs and city directory listings — in the early 1960s. The building is shown on a 
1966 aerial image as a square mass with an overhang across its south façade (Figure 4).   
 
Orlando E. Vigil, a probable relation to Ignacio, opened a barbershop in the building 
around 1963. Orlando’s Barbershop occupied the space until around 1971, before 
moving to Cerrillos Road.  Based on newspaper accounts, it appears the commercial 
building had multiple lease spaces, with first Poor Richard’s and later the Wooden Angel 
using part of it as a gallery.  
 
Around this time, Kent McLaughlin, a hippie restauranteur, applied to the Board of 
Adjustment for an exception to turn one of the commercial spaces into a combined 
restaurant-gallery.11 The approved exception launched a new chapter of the building’s 
history which lasted nearly 20 years. In the summer of 1969, McLaughlin opened Kent’s 
Place, a coffeehouse/gallery that was described by the New Mexican as the “hip scene” 
of Canyon Road. 12  
 

                                                 
10

 Note on February 22, 2017 survey. The note states that Ignacio received the warranty deed from 
Saloman Juan and Irene G. Vigil. Biographical could not be found for either individual, though the name 
Solomon Vigil appears on an adjacent parcel on the 1912 “King’s Map.”  
11

 Santa Fe New Mexican, May 19, 1969, 24.  
12

 Ibid., July 13, 1969, 3.  
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Kent’s, which soon morphed into Foxy’s Feedery, reflected Canyon Road’s late 
‘60s/early ‘70s hippie renaissance. The high point arrived in 1972, when the Hand-to-
Mouth Gallery — a menagerie selling handmade tapestries, etchings and silkscreen 
works — took over one of the spaces (Figure 6). Around the same time, Sun & Earth, an 
earthy florist offering houseplants, cactuses and handcrafted containers, used another 
space. 
 

The building went through a rapid series of tenants in the mid- 1970s, including several 
short-lived galleries and coffee shops. The longest tenants were two restaurants — Café 
La Boheme and The Haven (later The New Haven). The latter restaurant — a conscious 
community food venue, offering meatless dishes and  homemade whole wheat bread — 
added a wall enclosure across the façade in 1979 to create a sheltered dining area.13  
 

Celebrations Restaurant, the last to use the building as a restaurant, opened in the late 
1980s and continued the patio-dining trend.  
 
Apartments  
 
The final piece to the Vigil property came about in the 1970s, when it appears that a 
carport or secondary structure west of the Vigil home was turned into apartments. The 
date of construction for the specific unit building, however, is unclear. A 1957 
advertisement for a furnished bachelor apartment with a carport could associate it with 
the earlier structure.14   
 
The number of secondary unit designations (1-4) remained consistent from 1960 to 
1970. In 1971, the number of sub-units jumped from four to seven, potentially 
indicating the construction of the building. A 1978 aerial photograph shows that the 
structure making up the apartments had expanded to the west by that time (Figure 5). 
Its current windows and doors indicate a probable 1970s construction.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
13

 Ibid., May 10, 1979, D-1.  
14

Ibid., June 9, 1957, 15.  
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Change of Ownership  
 

All this time, the Vigils continued to live at the back of the property in the family home, 
which had grown over the years with additions. Ignacio worked for several decades as a 
butcher at Tito’s Market on Acequia Madre, and later as an employee of the Santa Fe 
animal shelter. Julia raised six children — three boys and three girls. Ignacio Loyola Vigil 
died in 1993; his wife following him 20 years later. Both are buried at Santa Fe National 
Cemetery.  
 
At the time of her death in 2014, only a few people lived on the property, including 
herself, her son, Paul Vigil (now deceased), and three tenants.15  
 
The surviving Vigil family members, as a limited partnership, sold the property to the 
current owner in 2017.  
 
Duplex - Evaluation of Historical Status 
 
Aside from window replacements and the installation of a new portal and probable new 
opening at the northwest corner, it retains a high degree of historic integrity. It is 
additionally significant for its self-conscious use of the sculptural adobe form. For these 
reasons, it is recommended to maintain its Contributing status to the Downtown and 
Eastside Historic District.  
 

Ordinance Definition – “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.  

 
 

 
 
                                                 
15

 Polk City Directories, 2014 Santa Fe, New Mexico, Polk City Directory, (Papillion, Neb.: Polk City 
Directories Inc.), 93. 
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Illustrations  
 

 
 

Figure 1: Portion of 1912 “King’s Official Map of the City of Santa Fe, New Mexico” 
showing land owned by Cruz Vigil.  

Arrow indicates building most likely currently addressed as 601 Canyon Road. 
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Figure 2: Portion of October 25, 1948 aerial photograph  
showing development of lot up until that point.  

Lower arrow indicates Duplex; upper arrow the Vigil Residence. 
Source: UNM/EDAC- 19481025_GS_EN_4_085.  

Author reversed image to negative to enhance definition of building footprints.  
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Figure 3: Portion of November 10, 1958 aerial photograph showing Duplex, Vigil 
Residence in existence. 

Source: NMDOT- ST_11-10-58.  
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Figure 4: Portion of May 2, 1966 aerial photograph. 
Source: NMDOT- ST_05-02-66. 
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Figure 5: Portion of September 11, 1978 aerial photograph.  

Source: NMDOT- Sts_09-11-78. 
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Survey Photographs 
(All photographs taken on May 3, 2018 by John W. Murphey) 

 

 
Photo 1: East elevation showing double portales, facing northwest.  
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Photo 2: South and east elevations, facing northwest.  
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Photo 3: South elevation, facing northwest. 
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Photo 4: North and west elevations, facing southeast.  
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Photo 5: Scratched inscription on concrete of non-historic porch. The inscription 

appears to be “1994.” 
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0'-0"

"PRIMARY FACADE" AS DEEMED
BY HISTORICAL DIVISION
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RESIDENTIAL RENOVATION –  EXTERIOR COLORS 
613 C1 & C2 CANYON ROAD;              EASTSIDE HISTORICAL DISTRICT, SANTA FE 
EXISTING DUPLEX               DECEMBER 24, 2020 

 
 
 
 
 

             
STUCCO            EXPOSED WOOD STAIN (STAIN CHIP SAMPLE)      

    
HOUSE AND YARDWALLS COLOR:    BEAM, COLUMN AND LINTEL COLOR:  
“ADOBE #116 BY EL REY     “WOODBRIDGE #ST-116 BY BEHR    
CEMENTITIOUS 3-COAT SYSTEM    SEMI-TRANSPARENT WOOD STAIN  

                     
 
 
 
 

              
 METAL CLAD WINDOW & EXT. DOOR COLOR   EXTERIOR SHIELDED LIGHT SCONCE 

 
 COLOR: “NUTMEG”     BRONZE-PATINAED METAL  
 BY KOLBE WINDOWS & DOORS CO.         “DARK SKY” APPROVED 

       



City of Santa Fe
Land Use Department | Historic Preservation Division

Plan Number: 2021-003109--HDRB

Project Description: 

Project Location(s): 128 W BERGER ST
Santa Fe, NM 87505

Contacts: 

David Smith dsmitharchitect@mac.comApplicant: 
132 W BERGER ST
Santa Fe, NM 87505

Historic District: HD: Don Gaspar Area

Historic Building Status: 

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

Primary Elevations: 

Publicly Visible Facade-East: 

Publicly Visible Facade-North: 

Publicly Visible Facade-South: 

Publicly Visible Facade-West: 

No

Yes

No

No

Historic District Inventory Number: 

Year of Construction: 1960s

Project Type: Historic Status Review

Historic Building Name: 

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



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

DATE: February 23, 2021 

TO: Historic Districts Review Board Members 
  

FROM:  Daniel Schwab, Senior Planner, Historic Preservation Division 

  

 

Case # 2020-003109-HDRB Address: 128 West Berger 
 Historic Status: non-contributing 

Historic District: Don Gaspar Area 
 

 
REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially): 

 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends the historic status of the structure be maintained as non-contributing, per 
14-5.2(C) Designation of Significant and Contributing Structures. 

CITY SUBMITTALS  

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

APPLICANT SUBMITTALS 
 

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



Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2020-003109-HDRB 
Page 2 of 2 

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY 
 

128 West Berger Street is a property with non-contributing status to the Don Gaspar Area 
Historic District. The existing shed was already reviewed for status in 2018, but the street-lining 
yard wall was not designated.  
 
The wall was built in around 1960 of concrete masonry and has been plastered several times 
since then. 
 
There are a number of similarly high walls close to the street in this streetscape. 
 
 















STREETSCAPE



STREETSCAPE



STREETSCAPE



EXISTING SHED (NON CONTRIBUTING)

BUILT APPROXIMATELY SAME TIME AS 
WALL



City of Santa Fe
Land Use Department | Historic Preservation Division

Plan Number: 2021-003110--HDRB

Project Description: 

Project Location(s): 128 W BERGER ST
Santa Fe, NM 87505

Contacts: 

David Smith dsmitharchitect@mac.comApplicant: 
132 W BERGER ST
Santa Fe, NM 87505

Historic District: HD: Don Gaspar Area

Historic Building Status: 

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

Primary Elevations: 

Publicly Visible Facade-East: 

Publicly Visible Facade-North: 

Publicly Visible Facade-South: 

Publicly Visible Facade-West: 

No

Yes

No

No

Historic District Inventory Number: 

Year of Construction: 1960s

Project Type: Remodel

Historic Building Name: 

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



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

DATE: February 23, 2021 

TO: Historic Districts Review Board Members 
  
FROM:  Daniel Schwab, Senior Planner, Historic Preservation Division 
  

 
Case # 2020-003110-HDRB Address: 128 West Berger Street 
 Historic Status: Non-contributing 

Historic District: Don Gaspar Area 
 
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(H) Don 
Gaspar Area Historic District.  

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

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



Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2020-003110-HDRB 
Page 2 of 2 

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:  
 
128 West Berger Street is a property with non-contributing status to the Don Gaspar Area 
Historic District. The shed in the back of the lot was designated non-contributing. 
 
The lot was part of a consolidation in 2018 so that no access is currently available from the 
street. The applicant now proposes to create a 14 foot wide opening to allow access to the lot 
and the apartments located on it. This will include a gate that will be constructed to a height of 
4 feet 7 inches, which is the maximum allowable wall height. It will be a “Sage” green steel 
frame to match the house with a wood infill with a Cedar wood stain.  
 

 











January 18 2021


TO:  Historical Committee


FROM: David Smith


Dear Committee,


I respectfully submit the following for your consideration.

I propose a status review of the existing street wall at 128 West Berger Street.  Existing shed 
on property has already been reviewed and deemed non contributing.

According to Jean Baca, whose family previously owned the property, the wall was built in 
about 1960.  It is built of concrete masonry units and plastered. several times over the years.


I also include a proposed opening and gate in the wall to vehicular and pedestrian access to 
the lot.   128 West Berger was initially part of property I bought in 2018.  The property 
consisted of four original lots from the BUENA VISTA subdivision in the 1920’s


In order the improve the existing duplex on the property, it was necessary to consolidate the 
four lots into two lots so that the duplex was located on a single lot with setbacks.  This 
created lot 3, now with the address of 128 West Berger St.


Now, in order to improve the shed on the back of the property into an apartment (design 
already approved by Historical) I must provide street access according to Land Use 
regulations.


i propose a 14’ opening with a gate as shown on drawing and photograph.


Sincerely

David Smith

owner
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 CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  Andrew Lyons, agent for James Henegin, proposes construction of a new 
residence on a vacant lot in the Westside-Guadalupe Historic District.  
 
Case number: 2020-003111-HDRB 
Project Type: HDRB 
 
PROJECT LOCATION (S): 314 North Guadalupe 
  
OW - James Heneghan     2321 Calle Colibri Santa Fe, NM 87505   
AP – Andrew Lyons       P.O. Box  8858 Santa Fe, NM 87504             
   
 
PROJECT DATA: 
 
HISTORIC DISTRICT          

Don Gaspar Area     Downtown and Eastside Ƒ   Historic Review Ƒ   Transition Ƒ    Westside-Guadalupe X 

HISTORIC BUILDING STATUS      

Non-Statused Ƒ      Non-Contributing Ƒ      Contributing X       Significant  Ƒ       Landmark Ƒ N/A  X        
 

PRIMARY ELEVATIONS:     North Ƒ      South        West        East  Ƒ       N/A  X        
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-EAST                         Yes     No  
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-NORTH                     Yes   No  
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-SOUTH                       Yes   No  
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-WEST       Yes     No  
HISTORIC DISTRICT INVENTORY NUMBER       _____NA ______ 

YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION  _____NA______      

PROJECT TYPE  

Status Ƒ     Primary Elevations Ƒ     Remodel    X     Demolition Ƒ     New Ƒ     Other ____________ 

USE, EXISTING Residential    Non-Residential Ƒ   Vacant  X        

USE, PROPOSED Residential x   Non-Residential Ƒ 

HISTORIC BUILDING NAME   NA        



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

DATE: February 23, 2021 

TO: Historic Districts Review Board Members 
  
FROM: Angela S. Bordegaray, Senior Planner, Historic Preservation Division 
  

 
Case # 2020-003111-HDRB Address:   314 North Guadalupe 
 Historic Status:  New Construction 

Historic District:  Westside-Guadalupe 
 
REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially): 

 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff finds that the proposed construction meets the General Design Standards for all Historic 
Districts, Section 14-5.2 (D); Height 14-5.2(D)(9), and the Westside-Guadalupe Historic District 
14-5.2(I). 
 
 
 
 
 

CITY SUBMITTALS  
 
    x     District Standards & yard wall 
               & fence standards. 
 
   NA   Historic Inventory Form 
 
   x     Zoning Review Sheet 
 
    x     Other: max allowable height calculation 

APPLICANT SUBMITTALS 
 
   x     Proposal Letter 
 
   x     Site Plan/Floor Plan 
 
   x     Elevations 
 
   x    Photographs 
 
    x    Other:  Stucco, Wood Color swatches 
and Light Fixtures  



Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2020-003111-HDRB 
Page 2 of 2 

 
BACKGROUND & SUMMARY: 
 
The applicant wishes to construct a 2,540 square feet single-story Spanish-Pueblo Revival style 
residence on a rectangular site in the Westside-Guadalupe Historic District. The site fronts 
North Guadalupe Street on the south side. The proposed house will be situated to the north 
and in front of a 1920s bungalow style house The existing bungalow is set to the rear of a large 
lot that is situated at the corner of North Guadalupe and Jose Streets. The bungalow has a 
historic status of Contributing to the district.  
 
The proposed house will have nearly flat roofs hidden behind parapets and canales. Its 
front/north elevation is wall-dominated with two facades varying in height. Its proposed height 
is 15’, close to but below the maximum allowable height for this site at 15’1”. The house will 
have a front entry portal on its north façade that matches the house in architectural style. All 
exposed wood will be stained with Cabot’s “Cordovan Brown”, and the stain will be used on the 
exposed wood portion of the galvanized metal-lined canales as well. The applicant proposes a 
vintage pair of front entry doors to be stained Valspar’s “Classic Mahogany”.  
 
All but one of the windows will be aluminum-clad wood units, most of which are casements. 
There are two double-hung units under the front entry portal, and three awning windows in the 
garage. A vinyl awning window will be installed in the bathroom on the east elevation. Two sets 
of French doors are proposed on the east elevation. The window and door cladding will by 
Sierra Pacific “Brown”. 
 
 The building will have a one-car garage with a metal garage door to be painted to match the 
stucco. Exterior lights will be antique bronze and rustic brown.  
 
Proposed skylights will be flat Velux-style units, out of public view. The air conditioning 
condenser will be ground-mounted and located on the east elevation.  
 
A low 41” yard wall will be erected in front of the house at the sidewalk. It will have river rock 
bases, pilasters and a pedestrian gate. The yard wall height meets the maximum allowable yard 
wall for this streetscape. The new gate will be constructed of vertical wood planks, with clavos 
and be stained similar to the front entry doors, “Classic Mahogany”. 
 
The new house will be stuccoed with La Habra’s “Suffolk” to match the existing yard walls on 
the site. The yard wall on the west elevation was recently constructed by the owners of the lot 
behind/south of this site.  
 
The brick paving of the portal will be red, as will the path leading from the portal to the 
pedestrian gate at the front of the property along North Guadalupe. 
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Photo 3: Looking south at property from
 Jose Street
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Photo 6: Existing new
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Photo 8: Existing residence north and w
est facades, vehicular entry to proposed site from

 alley w
ay
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Photo 10: Looking SE at existing residence north and w
est elevations
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Photo 11: East edge of lot near north end, neighboring building beyond
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Photo 13: Looking SW
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Photo 15: Looking north at front of lot from
 east property line
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Photo 16: Looking SW
 at vehicular entry to proposed site from

 alley w
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Photo 18: Looking north at front of lot
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Photo 19: Looking SW
 at existing residence north elevation from

 north property line
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Photo 20: Looking w
est at existing new
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all east elevation from
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Photo 24: Looking SE at existing new
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all and existing residence north and east facades from
 alley w

ay
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Photo 25: Looking south at existing new
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Photo 26: Looking SE at existing residence north and east facades and existing new
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Photo 27: Existing residence south facade
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Photo 28: Looking east at back of lot and existing new
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all
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Photo 29: Looking N
E at existing residence south facade and vehicular entry to back of lot from

 alley w
ay
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Photo 30: Looking east at existing new
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all built on lot’s southern property line (construction on right side of photo is on different lot)
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Photo 31: Looking N
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 at existing residence south facade and back of lot
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Photo 32: Looking SE at back of lot and existing new
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all north elevation
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Predesign and Planning Consultant 

117 North Guadalupe Street, Suite C-1 
Santa Fe, NM  87501 
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February 19, 2021 
 
Nicole A. Ramirez Thomas 
Interim Director of the City of Santa Fe 
Historic Preservation Division 
 
Re:  314 North Guadalupe 
 
Dear Ms. Thomas, 
 
Thank you for spending time on Tuesday, February 16 to listen and understand the issues that we have 
uncovered that deal with the upcoming construction review of the proposed new primary residence at 314 
Guadalupe.  The issues cover not only historic preservation issues but planning issues that have either 
been overlooked or ignored in the process.   
 
As an architect with a Santa Fe practice since 1974 and an office for many of those years at 117 North 
Guadalupe, I am of course aware of the unending series of zoning changes such as the creation of BCD 
and the various evolutions of the creation of the historic preservation sub-districts and districts that have 
been conflated with urban design issues that allow for a historic project to move ahead with conflicting 
resolutions.  Project 314 is one of those. 
 

1. For more than three years the City has been working with Wilson and Company for the total 
modification of North Guadalupe Street that is budgeted to begin this year.  The solution impacts 
the intersection of North Guadalupe Street and Jose Street.  That intersection has been 
problematic for some years because Jose Street handles not only ingress and egress for dead end 
streets as well as ingress and egress for several businesses.  The subject site and soon for the 
nearly completed Jay Parks residential project at 502 Jose Street, the plans for the proposed 314 
project have not taken into consideration the soon to begin Guadalupe street modifications. 

2. Moving on, the City’s own publications explain the evolution of development of the Guadalupe-
Westside district from family farm lands to a series of subdivisions.  As those families expanded, 
the architectural impact was ultimately the building of bungalows.  While I am not aware of the 
creation of a quantitative study of existing bungalows, a cursory look at the immediate subject 
neighborhood illustrates that it is a neighborhood of bungalows.  While the Parks’ project 
acknowledged that fact, the 314 project contradicts it. 

3. Another issue is while the urban design features such as retaining trees (that are healthy) with 
trunks larger than 6” should be retained.  While the age of the existing large tree at the front of the 
property has a beautiful form and has been well maintained over the years is indicated to be 
irradicated.  This is contrary to the design guidelines.  I recently was told a story how several much 
younger elm trees on Canyon Road were cut down without involving the City, the powers that be 
voraciously shamed the individuals. For 314 it seems to be handled contrary to the City’s own 
guidelines. 



4. While the Parks’ project is nearing completion and the Heneghan project will initiate construction
when all approvals are completed, construction access should not use the single driveway that is
planned for both projects. The disruption to new owner’s access to the property at 502 Jose Street
mixing with the myriad of contractor’s and inspector’s vehicles will likely necessitate excessive
disruption and substantial inconvenience to the new residents.  Therefore, the access for
construction should be directly from Guadalupe and adjudicated with the proposed separate
construction for Guadalupe Street modifications.

5. Guadalupe-Westside Historic District Bungalows.  The attached diagram identifies the number of
existing bungalows in close proximity to the subject property. While the existing 90-year-old
residential structure on the site is a bungalow that has not been externally modified, and the nearly
completed four new residences are bungalows, the proposed new subject residence is 2540
square feet does not acknowledge the historical existence of bungalows that is emphasized as the
historic nature of this district.

6. Quite curiously, the generously sized primary residence does not include any significant sheltered
exterior space, nor even leave any space for future owners to have any.  Only two parking spaces,
seemingly for owner’s and house visitors, because of the much larger parking area located at the
south end of the property adjacent to the original bungalow. That location is up to more than 200’
for a guest to reach the entrance to the residence and the shortest length slightly more than 100’ to
the closest parking.

Ms. Thomas, thank you kindly for being the only individual to return my calls to obtain an immediate 
response to critical questions that I had.  The poster installed by the City at 314 contains the phone 
number, which one can assume, even in these days of emails, is a suitable manner to reach an official. 
Thank you for your personal understanding and concern for these issues. 

Sincerely, 

Laban Wingert 

(for)
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District. Craig Hoopes and Associates, agent for Canyon Room Holdings, owner, 
proposes to raise the roof,replace and repair windows and doors, reopen an 
enclosed portal, and other general maintenance on a contributing residential 
structure, replace windows and doors, install a courtyard, and stucco a 
non-contributing residential structure, and demolish all non-contributing structures 
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DATE: February 23, 2020 

TO: Historic Districts Review Board Members 
  
FROM:  Daniel Schwab, Senior Planner, Historic Preservation Division 
  

 
Case # 2020-003114-HDRB Address: 630 Canyon Road 
 Historic Status: Significant 

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

 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends approval of the proposed project and finds that the application complies 
with Section 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and 14-5.2(E) 
Downtown and Eastside Design Standards.  
 

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

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



Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2020-003114-HDRB 
Page 2 of 2 

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:  
 
630 Canyon Road is property with non-residential structure designated Significant to the 
Downtown and Eastside Historic District. The main structure on the street, known as the Olive 
Rush House, is a significant structure used by the Santa Fe Monthly Meeting of the Religious 
Society of Friends.  
 
The Society proposes to construct a new structure behind the main structure, in a location with 
no public visibility. It will have 1500 square feet of heated space and 585 square feet of portal. 
The maximum allowable height is 14 feet 9 inches, and the structure will be 14 feet 8 inches in 
height. The main room will have an octagonal form, with additional rooms on the west, north 
and south. Portals will extend in front of the north façade and the southeast corner. The stucco 
will be El Rey “Buckskin.” The windows and doors will be colored Sierra Pacific “Seawolf” and 
the wood framing of the portals will be clear stained. All rooftop appurtenances will be 
screened by parapets and outdoor lighting will be dark sky-compliant sconces with an oil-
rubbed bronze finish.  
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To Be Completed By City Staff: 
Additional Agency Review if Applicable:  
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Zoning Approval: 
Preliminary Approval with conditions Rejected   
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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 
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                                               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 

Existing Site Plan    Proposed Site Plan 
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Supplemental Zoning Submittals Required for Building Permit:
Zero Lot Line Affidavit

Access and Visibility: Arterial or Collector**
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Terrain: 30% slopes_________________

* Requires an additional review conducted by Technical Review Division. 
** Requires an additional review conducted by the Traffic Engineering Division. 

Lot Coverage :_______% 
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Setbacks:
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SF Monthly Meeting of Friends
Jan Wisniewski Architect

505-470-3396

630 Canyon Rd

New, freestanding 1500 sq. meeting room
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none none

Jan Wisniewski, Lorn Tryk Architects

1-19-21

Note that stepback requirements limit heights to 14' within 10' of the side property line.
Parking variance allows two parking spaces TOTAL; lot coverage, setbacks, LLOR, all compliant.
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January 27, 2021 

 

Daniel Schwab, Senior Planner 

Historic Preservation Division 

City of Santa Fe 

Santa Fe, NM 

 

Re: Proposal for HDRB Review 

The Santa Fe Monthly Meeting of the Religious Society of Friends (SFMMF) proposes to build a new, 

freestanding, approximately 1500 sq. ft. Meeting House, in the rear yard of their existing property at 630 

Canyon Road. 

The existing Meeting House, referred to as the Olive Rush House, is too small to accommodate the entire 

group. After studying other options including altering or expanding the Olive Rush House, or selling the 

property and relocating the Meeting to another location, the Friends have concluded that the best option is to 

build a new freestanding Meeting House on the existing Canyon Road property. 

The proposed new Meeting House received a Special Use Permit on August 1, 2017, including a variance to 

allow one off-street parking space. A one year extension to this permit was granted, extending the deadline 

to begin development until August 1, 2021. 

The proposed new Meeting House is carefully located and designed to preserve as much of the historic 

garden and significant trees as possible. The new Meeting House includes an entry, a meeting room, 

restrooms, a conference room with kitchenette, storage, and mechanical space, for exactly 1500 gross square 

feet of heated space. There is also 585 square feet of portals, with the entire building totaling 2085 square 

feet of roofed area. 

The proposed new Meeting House is setback 148’ from the front property line, 5’ from the west property 

line, 16’ from the east property line, and 34’ from the rear property line. The maximum height of the 

proposed building is 14’-8”, measured from finished grade. The HDRB height calculation was determined to 

be 14’-9” by David Rasch. 

The proposed new Meeting House will be a mix of adobe walls (for the meeting room) and wood framing. 

Exterior finishes will include Portland cement stucco, aluminum clad wood windows and doors, and clear 

stained wood framing for portals. Exterior colors were chosen to be similar to the existing Olive Rush house 

(see attached color sheet for specific colors). 



Regarding rooftop appurtenances, one skylight is proposed in the center of the meeting room, as well as 

photovoltaic solar panels, and mechanical air handling units, all screened behind parapets that are at least as 

high as the top of the appurtenances. 

Regarding exterior lighting, all fixtures will be fully shielded, night sky compliant type (See attached light 

fixture cut sheet for the specific fixture design, material and color). 

 

Thank you, 

 

Jan Wisniewski, Project Architect 

Lorn Tryk Architects 
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Proposed New Meeting House, 630 Canyon Road: Exterior Colors 
These colors are approximate matches to the existing buildings on the property 

 

 Stucco: El Rey Portland Cement Color Coat - Buckskin 106 (35) 

 

Windows & Doors: Sierra Pacific - Seawolf 044 

 

 Exposed Wood: Cabot – Crystal Clear Stain 



 

 

Proposed New Meeting House, 630 Canyon Road: Exterior Light Fixtures 

 

 
Avalanche Ranch – Canyon Sconce – oil rubbed bronze finish 
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City of Santa Fe
Land Use Department | Historic Preservation Division

Plan Number: 2021-003114--HDRB

Project Description: 

Project Location(s): 630 CANYON RD
Santa Fe, NM 87501

Contacts: 

JW Jansens JWJansens@gmail.comProperty Owner: 
630 CANYON RD
Santa Fe, NM 87501

Jan Wisniewski jan@Ltryk.comApplicant: 

Historic District: HD: Downtown And Eastside

Historic Building Status: 

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

Primary Elevations: 

Publicly Visible Facade-East: 

Publicly Visible Facade-North: 

Publicly Visible Facade-South: 

Publicly Visible Facade-West: 

No

Yes

No

No

Historic District Inventory Number: 

Year of Construction: 

Project Type: Remodel

Historic Building Name: Olive Rush House

Ver. 08          10/28/2020Page 1 of 1
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 CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  Will McDonald, agent for Sterling Resources Group, proposes a remodel of a 
contributing building in the Downtown and Eastside Historic District.  
 
Case number: 2020-003113-HDRB 
Project Type: HDRB 
 
PROJECT LOCATION (S): 324 Staab Street 
  
OW – Sterling Resources Group      1012 Marquez Place #202    Santa Fe, NM 87505   
AP – Will McDonald, Walking Fish Design       488c Arroyo Tenorio  Santa Fe, NM 87505             
   
 
PROJECT DATA: 
 
HISTORIC DISTRICT          

Don Gaspar Area     Downtown and Eastside X   Historic Review Ƒ   Transition Ƒ    Westside-Guadalupe  

HISTORIC BUILDING STATUS      

Non-Statused Ƒ      Non-Contributing Ƒ      Contributing X       Significant  Ƒ       Landmark Ƒ N/A          
 

PRIMARY ELEVATIONS:     North  X      South        West        East  Ƒ                 
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-EAST                         Yes  X    No  
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-NORTH                     Yes   X    No  
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-SOUTH                       Yes       No X  

PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-WEST       Yes  x    No  
HISTORIC DISTRICT INVENTORY NUMBER       _____NA ______ 

YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION  _____NA______      

PROJECT TYPE  

Status Ƒ     Primary Elevations Ƒ     Remodel    X     Demolition Ƒ     New Ƒ     Other ____________ 

USE, EXISTING Residential  X  Non-Residential Ƒ   Vacant          

USE, PROPOSED Residential x   Non-Residential Ƒ 

HISTORIC BUILDING NAME   Sandoval House        



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

DATE: February 23, 2021  

TO: Historic Districts Review Board Members 
  
FROM:  Angela Bordegaray, Senior Planner, Historic Preservation Division 
  

 
Case # 2020-003113-HDRB Address: 324 Staab Street 
 Historic Status: Contributing 

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

 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff finds that the proposal meets the 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards for all H Districts, 
and the 14-5.2(E) Downtown and Eastside Historic District Standards. Staff conditions approval 
of this proposal on replacement of the east side of the front yard wall upon final inspection.  
 
 
 
 

CITY SUBMITTALS  
 
    x     District Standards & yard wall 
               & fence standards. 
 
   x     Historic Inventory Form – H 3508 
 
    x    Preliminary Zoning Review Sheet 
 
    x     Other: HDRB Case #2020-002535-HDRB 

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



Case # 2021-003113-HDRB 
 

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY: 
 
324 Staab Street is a contributing structure to the Downtown and Eastside Historic District. The 
Sandoval House is best described as simplified Spanish-Pueblo Revival style first built in 1930s, 
with two additions added by 1942, in the common accretion pattern of historic adobe buildings. 
It has three masses connected: two symmetrical wings and a tall center section. It has a flat 
roof and rounded corners. A historical feature is its simple nature with no ornamentation. The 
structure has been a duplex for a long time. It has undergone minor alterations.   

Recently, the applicant received H-board approval to add a shed portal to the front north 
façade of the house between the building’s two wings. Also approved was a re-roof and re-
stucco of the entire structure (Case #2020-002535-HDRB).   

The current proposal consists of alterations to the rear of the house. The house has Units A 
and B. The proposed alterations are to Unit B, also referred to as “Bedroom Two”.  Unit B 
forms the southeast corner of the building.  

The following are changes proposed: 

Unit A 

1. Replace two windows on the center of the south elevation. New windows will be Sierra 
Pacific white aluminum clad casements.  

2. Replace door on the southern portion of the west elevation. New door will be white 
aluminum clad with glass.  

3. Remove existing overhang above the door.  

4. Applicant proposes to remove existing overhang above the door. 

5. Replace window and resize window opening on south elevation. New window will be 
an awning window smaller than the existing window. The new window will be Sierra 
Pacific white aluminum clad. 

6. Replace window on the southern portion of the east elevation. In its place will be a trio 
of windows: a center picture window flanked by two casement windows. The new 
windows will be Sierra Pacific white aluminum clad. 

7. Replace window on center portion of east elevation. New window will be Sierra Pacific 
white aluminum clad casement. 

8. The applicant proposes to reroof the shed roof of the southeastern corner “Bedroom 
Two”.  

Unit B 

1. Replace window on south end of west elevation and door on south end of south 
elevation. New windows will be Sierra Pacific white aluminum clad. The new door will 
be white aluminum clad with glass.  

2. Applicant proposes to remove existing overhang over the door.  

 



Case # 2021-003113-HDRB 
 

Units A and B (Entire structure) 

1. The applicant proposes to refurbish the windows on the primary north façade and 
windows on the east and west facades. The applicant proposes to paint the windows 
white to match white cladding of the new windows.  

2. Add six skylight located behind parapets.  

3. Restucco the entire house with elastomeric El Rey, color “Tumbleweed” similar to the 
existing El Rey “Suede.” A color swatch is included in the case packet.  

4. Restucco front yard wall to match house, El Rey “Tumbleweed.”  

Staff notes that the applicant received a temporary permit to demolish the eastern half of the 
historically-contributing concrete masonry yard wall during construction. This permit 
conditions are that the demolished wall portion that was removed be replaced in-kind with 
respect to design, materials, style, and height, material and style.    
 
  









From: LOGSTON, LEE R. lrlogston@santafenm.gov
Subject: PZR 324 Staab approved

Date: August 25, 2020 at 11:33 AM
To: ROACH, LISA X. lxroach@santafenm.gov, BORDEGARAY, ANGELA S. asbordegarary@santafenm.gov, MCCULLEY, LANI J.

ljmcculley@santafenm.gov, SCHWAB, DANIEL N. dnschwab@santafenm.gov
Cc: Will McDonald will.wfd@gmail.com, BERKE, NOAH L. nlberke@santafenm.gov

Historic:

This email is to signify that I have reviewed the proposed project at 324 Staab for all
zoning considerations and give approval for the PZR.

The property does appear have legal lot, but the applicant has had trouble tracking
down all documents necessary to document it due to County Covid procedures. He
is aware that he will need to establish legal lot before any building permit and is
working to get this done. So I am conditionally approving this.

The plans reviewed were dated 8/24/2020. Per our procedure, when the applicant
submits paper copies, Noah will sign based on this email.

Thanks, Lee

Lee Logston, AICP
Senior Land Use Planner 
City of Santa Fe Land Use Department
(505) 955-6136
lrlogston@santafenm.gov
 
Click here for Zoning Code Information
 
Click here for Property Information





Special 
Warran…20.pdf





January 27, 2021 

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

Angela, 

The HDRB reviewed and approved a portal addition to the front of this 
house 10/13/20 (Case # 2020-2635).  This is a new application to the 
board on the same property. 

This pueblo style adobe house appears to have been built between 
1912 and 1940.  The floor plan suggests that it has always been a 
duplex with mirror image wings and tall center section.   

This case proposes the following modifications: 

1. Reconfigure and replace windows on the Bedroom 2 on the 
southeast side of the house. 
2. Reroof the shed roof on Bedroom 2 
3. Replacement of existing door and windows on the south façade 
4. Removal of existing overhangs above doors on the south side of 
the house, publicly invisible. 
5. 6 new skylights, to be behind parapets and publicly invisible 
6. Restucco the entire house with elastomeric El Rey stucco- color 
“Tumbleweed” similar to existing. 
7. Restucco existing yard wall at the street, same color as house 

Bedroom 2, at the southeast of the building, appears to be an 
addition to the original construction.  It has adobe walls and a shed 
roof. This room has many single paned windows which are no longer 
operable.  We propose to reconfigure these windows replacing them 
with new Sierra Pacific aluminum clad windows, color white (001).  The 
doors will be aluminum clad with glass.  The window on the south end 
of the east elevation will have simulated divided lights as it is 
marginally visible from the street.  The other new doors and windows, 
which are not publicly visible, will not have divided lights. The windows 
on the primary north façade along with the windows on the east and 
west façades are being refurbished and will be painted white to 
match the cladding of the new windows. 

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

Sincerely, 

Will McDonald 

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

Santa Fe   New Mexico 
87505
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City of Santa Fe
Land Use Department | Historic Preservation Division

Plan Number: 2021-003119--HDRB

Project Description: 

Project Location(s): 331 E DE VARGAS ST
Santa Fe, NM 87501

Contacts: 

STEVE SHAW shawsf14@gmail.comApplicant: 
1061 BISHOPS LODGE
SANTA FE , NM 87505

Historic District: HD: Downtown And Eastside

Historic Building Status: 

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

Primary Elevations: 

Publicly Visible Facade-East: 

Publicly Visible Facade-North: 

Publicly Visible Facade-South: 

Publicly Visible Facade-West: 

No

No

Yes

No

Historic District Inventory Number: 

Year of Construction: 1980s

Project Type: Remodel

Historic Building Name: 

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



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DATE: February 23, 2020 

TO: Historic Districts Review Board Members 

  

FROM:  Daniel Schwab, Senior Planner, Historic Preservation Division 

  

 

Case # 2020-003119-HDRB Address: 331 De Vargas Street 

 Historic Status: Non-contributing 

Historic District: Downtown and Eastside 

 

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially): 

 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

 

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

Section 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards for all Historic Districts but does not find that the 

exception has been met and that the application does not comply with 14-5.2(E) Downtown and 

Eastside Design Standards. The Board may find that the exception criteria have been met upon 

testimony from the applicant.  

 

CITY SUBMITTALS  

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

APPLICANT SUBMITTALS 
 

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



Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2020-003119-HDRB 
Page 2 of 3 

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:  
 

331 De Vargas Street is a multi-unit residential structure in the Downtown and Eastside Historic 

District. It was constructed in 1980 and as such is non-contributing to the district.  

 

It is unclear whether the existing windows are original to the house, although the applicant 

maintains that they have been in place for over 40 years. A photo from the 1985 HCPI appears to 

show windows with divided lights and white muntins.  

 

The applicant comes to the Board requesting approval for the following items: 

 

1. Replace two existing doorways with casement windows on the street-facing elevation to 

match existing fenestration on the building. 

The applicant is applying for an exception to Section 14-5.2(E)(1)(c) to install single 

panes of glass larger than 30 inches in dimension. 

2. Reduce the width the existing full-length stairway so as to service a remaining doorway, 

and install a planter in this location. 

3. Stucco over the reduced openings. 

 

EXCEPTION CRITERIA 

 

(i)  Do not damage the character of the district 

 

Applicant Response:  Construction of the building was in 1980, and the installation of the door 

and window types in operation for some time now on this property, apparently took place prior 

to the enactment of this glazing restriction (or at least its enforcement).  It is our contention that 

the implementation of these windows to match existing conditions is necessary to maintain the 

character of the façade visible to the public.  The new fenestration would be consistent with all 

other doors and windows.  The building has been in place, in its current condition, for over 40 

years; and in the process, it has become a stable, harmonious piece of historic Eastside Santa Fe.  

Introducing the new type of window required to comply with the ’30 inch glazing criteria’ would 

immediately give the impression that ‘something’s changed here’.  The homogeneity of the 

elevation itself would be compromised to boot. 

 

Staff Response: Staff does not agree with the applicant. According to Section 14-5.2(E)(1)(c), 

windows shall have less than 30 inches in dimension. This proposal represents the opportunity to 

bring the windows into conformance with the code.  

 

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

 

Applicant Response: Our goal is to create an alteration that is as ‘seamless’ as possible.  While 

part of that motivation is to maintain status as a piece of the historical fabric of the city, another 

has to do with self interest.  To jumble up the street-facing façade of the building with a panoply 

of fenestration types would compromise property value as well. 

The welfare of the public walking the streets of santa fe in appreciation of its unique character is 

served by maintaining a consistency of that character. 



Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2020-003119-HDRB 
Page 3 of 3 

 

Staff Response: 

Staff does not agree with the applicant. The character of the district is defined by small-pane 

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 

 

Applicant Response: We hope to maintain the long-standing relationship of this residence’s with 

the City of Santa Fe by exercising the most prudent judgement with respect to this improvement 

project.   We hope to do so in the context of respect for Santa Fe’s historical character and what 

makes sense for us as property owners.  In our judgement, any other ‘range of design options’ 

would not be an optimal proposition. 

 

Staff Response: Staff does not agree with the applicant. There remains the option to replace with 

conforming windows.  

 



. . . . . . . . . 

   

 

 

shaw architecture, l lc         

December 18, 2020 

Historical Design Review Board – City of Santa Fe 
200 Lincoln Ave. 
Santa Fe, NM  87501 
 
Members of the Board:  

We are proposing to replace two existing doorways with casement windows on the street-
facing elevation of 331 DeVargas Street to match existing fenestration on the building (see 
Exterior Elevation & photo of existing window to be matched).  An existing full-length 
stairway would be reduced to the width needed to service a remaining doorway, which 
would be replaced (in kind); and a planter (at grade) would be installed in its place.  To 
accomplish these items, the full wall surface of this elevation would be re-stuccoed to match 
existing surfaces (El Rey ‘Adobe’). 

This proposal would entail obtaining an exception to the ’30-inch’ glazing criteria in the 
ordinance for the following reasons: 

 Construction of the building was in 1980, and the installation of the door and window 
types in operation for some time now on this property, apparently took place prior to 
the enactment of this glazing restriction (or at least its enforcement).  It is our 
contention that the implementation of these windows to match existing conditions is 
necessary to maintain the character of the façade visible to the public.  The new 
fenestration would be consistent with all other doors and windows.  The building has 
been in place, in its current condition, for over 40 years; and in the process, it has 
become a stable, harmonious piece of historic Eastside Santa Fe.  Introducing the 
new type of window required to comply with this part of the ordinance would 
immediately give the impression that ‘something’s changed here’.  The homogeneity 
of the elevation itself would be compromised to boot. 

 Our goal is to create an alteration that is as ‘seamless’ as possible.  While part of that 
motivation is to maintain status as a piece of the historical fabric of the city, another 
has to do with self interest.  To jumble up the street-facing façade of the building 
with a panoply of fenestration types would compromise property value as well. 

 The welfare of the public walking the streets of santa fe in appreciation of its unique 
character is served by maintaining a consistency of that character. 

We look forward to presenting our case before the Board, and are ready to work with you to 
make sure the best possible results are obtained; both for the city and our Client. 

 

 

P.O. Box #216 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 
87501 
505.989.4324 



Page 2 

Please let me know if we can provide any further information which would facilitate your 
consideration of this matter. 

Thanks for your review. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

Steve Shaw, AIA 
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Historic Districts and Historic Landmarks 
Design Standards and Signage Exception Criteria 
 
 

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

Response:  Construction of the building was in 1980, and the installation of the door and window 
types in operation for some time now on this property, apparently took place prior to the 
enactment of this glazing restriction (or at least its enforcement).  It is our contention that the 
implementation of these windows to match existing conditions is necessary to maintain the 
character of the façade visible to the public.  The new fenestration would be consistent with all 
other doors and windows.  The building has been in place, in its current condition, for over 40 
years; and in the process, it has become a stable, harmonious piece of historic Eastside Santa 
Fe.  Introducing the new type of window required to comply with the ’30 inch glazing criteria’ 
would immediately give the impression that ‘something’s changed here’.  The homogeneity of 
the elevation itself would be compromised to boot. 
 
 

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

Response: Our goal is to create an alteration that is as ‘seamless’ as possible.  While part of that motivation 
is to maintain status as a piece of the historical fabric of the city, another has to do with self interest.  To 
jumble up the street-facing façade of the building with a panoply of fenestration types would compromise 
property value as well. 

The welfare of the public walking the streets of santa fe in appreciation of its unique character is served by 
maintaining a consistency of that character. 

 
 

•       (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: We hope to maintain the long-standing relationship of this residence’s with the City of 
Santa Fe by exercising the most prudent judgement with respect to this improvement project.   
We hope to do so in the context of respect for Santa Fe’s historical character and what makes 
sense for us as property owners.  In our judgement, any other ‘range of design options’ would 
not be an optimal proposition. 
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