HISTORIC DISTRICTS
REVIEW BOARD

AGENDA APRIL 12, 2022

5:30 PM
Meeting Virtually

City of Santa Fe

SPECIAL PROCEDURES FOR VIRTUAL ATTENDANCE AND PUBLIC COMMENT:
In response to the State’s declaration of a Public Health Emergency, the Mayor’s
Proclamation of Emergency, and he ban on public gatherings in excess of those
permitted in the current Public Health Order, and the need to incorporate technology
and practices to re-institute in-person meetings consistent with the limitations
established by the Order, the Historic Districts Review Board meeting will be conducted
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/lUCuW5Fb7iWuKpTdsWYNDurgA. 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/867662206997?
pwd=UnJoemxXbUIvTDIzSXM5TzByZUR1QT09

Passcode: 263172

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: 867 6622 0699.

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
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meeting. Attendees should use the “Raise Hand” function to be recognized by the chair
to speak at the appropriate time.

* 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.  March 15, 2022.
2. March 22, 2022,

D. APPROVAL OF FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
1. 2022-004867-HDRB. 620 W. San Francisco St.
2. 2022-004868-HDRB. 701 E. Alameda St. #3
3. 2022-004862-HDRB. 661 C Garcia St.
4. 2022-004876-HDRB. 1149 Camino San Acacio
5. 2022-004912-HDRB. 1564 Canyon Rd.
6. 2022-004721-HDRB. 1564 Canyon Rd.

E. MATTERS FROM THE PUBLIC

F. STAFF COMMUNICATIONS
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1. 2022 Santa Fe Heritage Preservation Awards: Please
visit www.santafenm.gov/historic_preservation to submit a nomination!

G. OLD BUSINESS

1. 2022-004878-HDRB. 342 Plaza Balentine. Downtown and Eastside
Historic District. Richard Martinez, agent for Julia Platt and Zachary
Leonard, owners, requests a status review and designation of primary
facades, if applicable, on a non-contributing structure. (Daniel Schwab,
dnschwab@santafenm.gov)

2. 2022-005081-HDRB. 2 Camino Pequeno. Downtown and Eastside Historic
District. Daniel Strongwater, agent and owner, requests a status review and
designation of primary facades, if applicable, on a non-contributing
structure. (Carly Piccarello cpiccarello@santafenm.gov)

3. 2022-004863-HDRB. 2 Camino Pequeno. Downtown and Eastside Historic
District. Daniel Strongwater, owner, requests to add 130 sq.ft. addition,
a 860 sq. ft. free-standing carport, increase portion of roof height from 14’-0”
to 15°-8” (maximum allowable height: 15’-8”), window and portal alterations;
yard wall and and fence alterations; and add solar panels. Applicant
requests exceptions to Section 14-5.2 (D)(2)(c) adding onto a primary
facade and Section 14-5.2 (D)(5)(a) and (b) removal of historic material
and removal of historic windows. (Angela Schackel Bordegaray,
asbordegarary@santafenm.gov)

4. 2021-004458-HDRB. 111 Delgado St. Downtown and Eastside Historic
District. Marc Naktin, agent for Nancy Waite, proposes addition, wholesale
window replacement, window and door alteration, increase roof height, add
three parking spaces, remove yard wall section, add fencing to a
contributing building. Exceptions are requested to Section 14-5.2 (D)(5)
regarding window alterations on primary facade and 14-5.2(D)(b) regarding
historic door and window replacements. (Angela Schackel Bordegaray)

H. NEW BUSINESS

1. 2022-005031-HDRB. 851 Old Santa Fe Tr. Downtown and Eastside Historic
District. Wide Angle Curve, agent for Paul and Christian Stockton, requests
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historic status review and primary facade(s) designation as applicable.
(Angela Schackel Bordegaray)

2. 2022-005029-HDRB. 851 Old Santa Fe Tr. Downtown and Eastside Historic
District. Wide Angle Curve, agent for Paul and Christian Stockton, proposes
to convert carport to office, add 692 sq. ft. 2-car free-standing garage to
a height of 12 ft. 6 in. where the maximum allowable height is 16 ft and
window alterations to a non-statused building. (Angela Schackel -
Bordegaray)

3. 2022-005058-HDRB. 830 El Caminito. Downtown and Eastside Historic
District. Annette Vigil, agent for Michael Tansey, owner, requests primary
facade designation on a contributing garage. (Daniel Schwab)

4. 2022-005052-HDRB. 619 Acequia Madre. Downtown and Eastside Historic
District. Martinez Architecure Studio, agent for Cole Martelli & David Muck,
owners, resquests a status review for a wall and designation of primary
facades on a contributing residential structure. (Daniel Schwab)

5. 2022-005020-HDRB. 220 Rodriguez St. Downtown and Eastside Historic
District. Stephanie Sandston and Brian Sarrazin, owners and agents,
request a primary facade designation on a contributing structure. (Daniel
Schwab)

6. 2022-005015-HDRB. 72 W. Marcy St. Downtown and Eastside Historic
District. Eric Enfield, agent for Kathie Dacorta, proposes to construct a
315 sq. ft. outdoor dining area with a 4 ft. 6 in. fence height in front of a non-
contributing building. (Carly Piccarello)

7. 2022-005008-HDRB. 160 Lorenzo Rd. Downtown and Eastside. Jay
Shapiro, agent for the Estate of Susanna Trujillo, owner, proposes to
construct a 120 sq. ft. addition and a pergola, raise parapets to the
maximum height of 13 ft. 11 in. and replace windows on a non-contributing
structure. (Daniel Schwab)

8. 2022-005022-HDRB. 702 Don Felix St. Westside-Guadalupe Historic
District. Judy Goldbogen, agent and owner, proposes to replace a gate at
a contributing property. (Daniel Schwab)
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10.

11.

2022-005021-HDRB. 311 East Berger St. Don Gaspar Area Historic
District. Tiho Dimitorov, agent for Gregg A. Henry and Wenda R. Trevathan,
owners, proposes to construct a new 2900 sq. ft. residential structure to the
maximum height of 14 ft. 10 in. on a vacant lot. (Daniel Schwab)

2022-005032-HDRB. 610 Galisteo St. Downtown and Eastside Historic
District. Catherine Fletcher-Leriche, agent for Richard and Catherine
Johnson, proposes to construct a 720 sq. ft. 3-car free-standing garage
11 ft. 4 in. height where maximum allowable height is 16 ft. 6 in. behind a
contributing building. (Angela Schackel - Bordegaray)

2022-004858-HDRB. 118 & 120 W. Berger St. Don Gaspar Historic District.
Thomas Lechner, agent for John Pound, proposes to add 111 sq. ft. in
additions to a height of 14 ft.10 in. where maximum allowable height is 16
ft. 6 in. to a 3,340 sq. ft. non-contributing building. (Angela Schackel
Bordegaray)

DISCUSSION ITEMS

MATTERS FROM THE BOARD

NEXT MEETING: Tuesday, April 26, 2022

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

MARCH 15, 2022

ITEM ACTION TAKEN PAGE(S)
Call to Order 5:30 pm 1

Roll Call Quorum Present 1
Approval of Agenda Approved 3-4
Approval of Minutes Approved, as amended 4
February 22, 2022

Approval of Findings & None 4
Conclusions

Matters from the Public Comments 5
Staff Communications Comments 5

Old Business

2022-004717-HDRB. Designation 5-9
821 Acequia Madre

2022-004915-HDRB. Designation 9-12
133 Kearny Rd.

2022-004859-HDRB. Approved 12-16
133 Kearny Rd.

2022-004870-HDRB. Approved 16-18
901 Galisteo St.

2022-004743-HDRB. Approved 18-22
505 Apodaca Hill.

2022-004719-HDRB. Approved 22-24

827 El Caminito
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2022-004856-HDRB.
503 Apodaca Hill.

2022-004854-HDRB.
4 Montoya Cir.

2022-004857-HDRB.
961 Camino Santander

2022-004864-HDRB.

513 East Coronado Rd.

Discussion ltems
Matters from the Board
Next Meeting

Adjournment

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

None
Comments
Tuesday March 22, 2022

9:20 pm

25-27

27-29

29-30

31-33

33-34

34

34

34-35
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MINUTES OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE
HISTORIC DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD
MARCH 15, 2022
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/watch?v=kvK4aimVoQo.

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 ABSENT:
One Vacancy

OTHERS PRESENT:

Ms. Carly Piccarello, Historic Preservation Division Manager
Ms. Frank Ruybalid, 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: Member Guida moved, seconded by Vice Chair Katz to approve the agenda
as presented.

HDRB Minutes March 15, 2022 Page 3


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kvK4ajmVoQo

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.

February 22, 2022

Chair Rios asked for the following changes:

Page 12, third paragraph, second sentence should read, "She said she was
thinking about the compound in front of the Ashley Pond house."

Page 12, she asked if the question mark was Craig Hoops speaking. None
of the Board knew who was speaking.

Page 14, third paragraph from the bottom of the page, change "before and
after" to “existing and proposed”.

Page 15, 4" paragraph from bottom, change “conversation”to "application".
Page 18, first paragraph, second sentence should read, "She knows a lot
of preparation goes into submittals.”

Member Biedscheid asked for the following changes:

MOTION:

VOTE:

D.

Page 9, 4" paragraph combine the first and second sentence and delete
the first part of the second sentence that says, "They want to" to read " so
the sentence reads: “Member Biedscheid suggested when thinking about
the Plaza or where there is a concentration of restaurants, the City might
consider what you see in other cities to pursue the concept of shared
spaces.”

Page 11, last paragraph, 3™ sentence she should read: “She also
suggested clarifying the intent of the use of earth tones as the color of soil,
because green has been interpreted as an earth tone in the past.”

Member Biedscheid moved, seconded by Member Guida to approve the
minutes of February 22, 2022, as amended.

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.

APPROVAL OF FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

None
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E. MATTERS FROM THE PUBLIC

Stefanie Beninato asked to follow up on Artist Road and Bishop’s Lodge Road with
picket fences. They are not in keeping with the rest of the neighborhood. Also, she
suggested the City should update the equipment of the two staff members doing most of
the presentations. They seem to have trouble sharing their displays, etc.

John Eddy said he was accessing the packet from the agenda through the
Prime.Gov portal. He is no longer able to and wondered if something was left off the
document or was it just his issue.

Ms. Piccarello suggested he clear his cache and use Google Chrome. She verified
that the links were still there.

F. STAFF COMMUNICATIONS

Ms. Piccarello said they are still waiting for the posting of the senior planner
position. She will inform the Board once posted.

Attorney Ruybalid reported on the appeal in District Court on approval of the cell
tower at St. John’s College. There is a dispute between the City, the neighborhood and
Mr. Durkovich on approval of the tower. An appeal of the HBoard’s decision was filed in
District Court in December and the Parties moved to amend the record on appeal in
January. He received an Order from the Court today that they will admit some documents
the Parties wanted to add to the appeal record. He needs to file a response within 30
days and the Parties will respond. They will then wait for the Parties petition to file by
April 13, a Statement of Appellate Issues.

Ms. Piccarello clarified the issue online. The online agenda includes the packet
attachments.

Chair Rios asked Ms. Piccarello to monitor public comments and limit to two
minutes.

G. OLD BUSINESS

1. 2022-004717-HDRB. 821 Acequia Madre. Downtown and Eastside
District. Gayla Bechtol, AlA, agent for Mary Alarid, owner, requests historic
status and primary facade(s) designation for a non-
statused structure. (Angela Schackel Bordegaray)
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STAFF REPORT

821 Acequia Madre is 1,483 square feet non-statused house and garage in the Downtown
and Eastside Historic District. The residence is a simple rectangle with a low sloped shed
roof and stucco over adobe structure. A 450 square foot detached garage with portal sits
behind the house to the north. All windows and doors are original. Both structures were
built in 1948 by the parents of the current owners.

Windows have a three-over-one and a six-over-six lite patterns; entry doors have glass
panels and other doors are wood panel. The owners added a simple style framed portal
to the southwest corner, east of the driveway and a detached garage in the early 70s.
The garage also is a simple rectangle with a low sloped shed roof and a portal. Other
than stucco color changes in the buildings and side and rear yard walls and the portal
addition to the northeast corner, there have been no other alterations. The house front
(facade 1) window and door pattern is unique with different sized windows flanking the
inset front door. The southern end of the east elevation (fagade 2) contributes to the
simple character of this building. The west elevation (fagade 7) mirrors the symmetry of
the front and east facades. The garage facades 1 and 2 have the original garage door
opening on the east elevation and a simple portal with historic windows on the south
elevation.

The property’s south property line includes a historic low rock wall along the Acequia
Madre. The structures have remained unchanged except for the portal addition over 50
years ago.

The owners request historic status and primary fagade(s) designation of the buildings and
yard walls. The applicant has provided aerial photography, plans, and historic and current
photographs of the buildings.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommended the house, garage, and the acequia low rock yard wall be designated
contributing. The structures maintain their historical integrity with all original windows and
doors that define its simple and unique historic character per 14-5.2(C) Regulation of
Significant and Contributing Structures. Staff recommended that facades 1, 2, 3, and 7 of
the house be designated primary. Staff recommends that facades 1 and 2 of the garage
be designated primary.

Member Biedscheid asked the age of the garage and if the garage is seen in aerial
photographs.
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Ms. Bordegaray said the garage was built in 1948. She wasn'’t able to see the
garage in the aerials. The owner's records indicate the garage was built about the same
time as the house.

Vice Chair Katz asked clarification of the fagcade diagram. There is no fagade in
front of the portal. He asked if facade #3 should have been #4.

Ms. Bordegaray said facade 3 is actually fagades 3 and 4, instead of 4 and 5.

Chair Rios confirmed that Ms. Bordegaray's suggestion was to designate the west
elevation as primary.

APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION

Gayla Bechtol, 320 Aztec, Mary Alarid, 1206 Stafford Dr., Cupertino CA., and
Elaine Alarid, 4901 Fondulac Trail, Wisconsin, were sworn.

Ms. Bechtol said the building was built by Mary and Elaine’s father and
grandfather. The building is simple, and everyone agrees is contributing. She said she
isn’t sure all three facades should be primary. The principal fagade has the character
defining features and one primary facade seemed enough. The garage was built about
the same time as the house but is not in the aerials and may be slightly later than 1948.
It has a different portal style and is much simpler and lacks character. And the garage
door is not historic. She noted the fagade doors that faced the grandparents' house
probably are historic and came from a nearby property. That fagade characterizes more
of the vernacular than the facade facing the home. She shared the facade drawings in
the packet. She displayed an aerial photograph in 1969 showing the house, the garage
and block wall, and the grandparent's house. The grandparent's garage was a porch
originally.

Chair Rios asked to confirm that Ms. Bechtol suggested the south and east as
primary, and only the west on the garage, per her explanation.

Ms. Bechtol said yes.

Mary Alarid talked about the historic perspective and her family in the area. The
property is nestled among many pieces of Alarid family property. She described where
her great grandfather, the eldest of seven, lived on Canyon Road. Her grandparents lived
at 777 Acequia Madre and her father and mother built next to them. Also, her father's
great aunts and uncle lived next door with their grandmother. She said with her father's
passing, she and Elaine want to continue the Alarid's deep roots in the neighborhood and
along the acequia. She shared a drawing of the area and how her father talked about the
construction of the house. She said it was like barn raising, Santa Fe style, with the
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community of relatives. The house was just a metaphor for the community and the locals.
She and Elaine are co-owners. Their intent is to provide a place for their extended families
to enjoy Santa Fe in posterity. It would then pass to the four grandchildren. She said the
historic nature of the neighborhood is not only these historic buildings, but the historic
family and culture her family brings.

She said the historic door on the side of the garage mentioned were the front of
the stable shared between 710 and 777. They were saved when the building was
remodeled and built by hand. They intend to remodel respectfully in a way that allows
expansion of the living spaces. The house is 1400 square feet, and the garage was used
as a utility space. She was sure the window on the fagade with the portal came from
another house; it doesn’t fit with the others. They asked the Board to allow them flexibility
in extending the main house and converting the back into a more functional living space.

Elaine Alarid reminded the Board that the garage is just cinderblock, not adobe.
They hope that can be made into a structure they can live in but would be harder if the
sides are contributing. Her family has spent Christmases in Santa Fe as their children
grew. They have fond memories of playing with children in the neighborhood, including
the Rios family. They want their children to also be able to enjoy that. They were happy
to have an opportunity to tell the Board about their family as an integral part of this. They
hope to maintain that as much as possible.

Chair Rios said she presently lives a stone's throw away from the project. She
recalled walking by and admiring the house and is happy they want to keep it in the family.
She asked the number of bedrooms in the house.

Mary said it is a two bedroom, one bathroom.

Chair Rios confirmed both sisters agreed with Ms. Bechtol's analysis of the primary
facades.

Member Larson thanked everyone for the thorough presentations. She said the
photographs with people helped the Board understand the use over the years. She would
like more applications to provide that much background.

Mary said they were happy to provide the photographs.
Chair Rios said they brought back a lot of memories.

PUBLIC HEARING

Stefanie Beninato, PO Box 1601, Santa Fe was sworn in. She thought since Chair
Rios knows the applicants well, that she consider stepping back from the discussion, even
though she votes only if a tie. The house is wonderful, and she was happy the family
wanted to keep it in the family. She thought the applicant did not understand they can
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request exceptions, even if contributing status is designated. She suggested at least
having the two facades on the front as primary, but also asked the Board to consider the
third. She agreed the door is not harmonious with anything. She liked the suggestion
that other facades on the garage be primary as well.

John Eddy, PO Box 845, Tesuque, NM, was sworn. He thanked the Alarids for
bringing this to the Board. He liked seeing local families hold on to their property. He
asked the Board to discuss if the CMU wall has viability and should be protected. Also,
this submission is a beautiful example of the function of the Board. Itis an unsung tool in
Santa Fe that they can discuss and meet with the people who created these properties.
He appreciated the open discussion and photographs.

BOARD DISCUSSION

Member Guida said he was ready to make a motion.

Vice Chair Katz said this is fabulous. He disagreed with Ms. Bechtol that one
facade is enough. The Board's job is to help preserve the fagades that contribute to the
feeling of an historic building. The house is special, but the garage is not, and he agreed
should not be contributing. They should preserve what is special about the property, the
east, south and west facades of the house, and make contributing.

Chair Rios said she only votes in the case of a tie and would likely recuse herself
if that were to happen. She said she saw nothing wrong with presiding over this case.

MOTION: In Case 2022-004717-HDRB, 821 Acequia Madre, Guida moved to
designate the house as contributing, but not the garage, with the primary
facade being fagade #1 facing Acequia Madre. Member Biedscheid
seconded the motion. She suggested a friendly amendment that the wall
stay as non-contributing.

Member Guida accepted the friendly amendment.

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. 2022-004915-HDRB. 133 Kearny Rd. Downtown and Eastside Historic
District. Gayla Bechtol, agent for Scott and Susan Lindenau, owners,
requests primary facade designation on a contributing building. (Angela
Schackel Bordegaray)
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STAFF REPORT

Ms. Bordegaray said she revised the diagram for the primary fagades. The numbers
haven’t changed.

133 Kearny Road is a 1,425 square foot Spanish Pueblo Revival building contributing to
the Downtown and Eastside Historic District. Built in 1942, it has a flat-topped parapet
that undulates slightly between the different heights of the building masses. Its windows
include six-over-six, three-over-three, and eight-over-eight units. The house’s divided lite
windows and front yard low wall characterize the Spanish-Pueblo Revival style. The front
door has a portal. The house has undergone very few alterations and maintains its
historic integrity.

Low undulating yard walls enclose the property on the south and partial west sides. A 6’
stucco wall encloses the courtyard at the north and east corner of the site. Low white
picket fences enclose the yard on the north and west sides of the driveway. The picket
fence is part of the historic building survey that indicates they are over 50 years old, and
therefore, part of the contributing status. Per the historic building survey, 1958 and 1969
aerial photography suggest that the southern room may be a former infilled garage.

The applicant requests designation of primary facades.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommended that facades 1, 2, 3, and 4 and 7 be designated primary per 14-5.2(c)
Regulation of Significant and Contributing Structures.

Chair Rios asked to see facades 1, 2, 3, 4 and 7 elevations.

Ms. Bordegaray did not have all of the photographs but did have them for the next
case. She offered to pull them out.

Chair Rios said for those who went on the field trip, it was helpful if Ms. Bordegaray
indicated north, south, east, or west, opposed to 1, 2, 3 and 4. She asked if the higher
portion of the wall is old or new and asked for a description of the picket fence. She
recalled the fence was in good condition.

Ms. Bordegaray said the higher portion of the wall is newer. A picture was shown
showing the picket fence, which she agreed is in good condition.

Member Biedscheid asked for clarification. She thought normally numbers are
designated for facades at the corners. Facade #1 appears to extend to include two
corners of the recessed portal.

Ms. Bordegaray explained she considered it all one fagade.
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Vice Chair Katz asked if staff was recommending the entire west facade, facade
#7 and the three fagcades of the portal, and the southwest portion of the front of the house.

Ms. Bordegaray said that is correct.

APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION

Scott and Susan Lindenau, 258 Boring Fork Drive, Aspen, CO., were sworn.

Gayla Bechtol, previously sworn, referred to the survey and showed photographs
from1958 and 1969. The 1969 photograph shows the driveway going into the garage
and the current driveway has a low wall on the south fagade. There was also no shadow
from the picket fence shown and no proof that is historic. The two pickets there now are
different and perhaps added when the walls were in the 90s. She said you can tell that
the gate was relocated. Another photograph showed the sidewalk and the open garage
door. Ms. Bechtol noted the windows on the west fagcade she believed to be historic were
in the wrong location and the window itself is not historic. The tax assessor stated there
was a remodel in the 90s. The elevations were shown, and Ms. Bechtol noted why she
recommended the west and south fagades as primary.

Mr. Lindenau said he is an architect in Aspen and worked in Albuquerque in the
late 80s. His wife has been coming to Santa Fe since she was a child and they have
been escaping to Santa Fe in the last 3-5 years. They wanted to spend more time in
Santa Fe and began looking at houses. Changes being made to the architecture is subtle
and consistent with the language and historicism of the house.

Chair Rios explained the Board is addressing only the primary fagcades currently.

Mr. Lindenau said they want to change out the window in the dining room. It is
consistent with the portal facade but encroaches on the kiva fireplace.

Mrs. Lindenau added that elevation #1, northwest, is the elevation they see as the
primary fagade.

Chair Rios asked to see the elevations Ms. Bordegaray thought primary.

Mrs. Lindenau pointed to the elevations staff believed primary. She said the
kitchen door and kitchen window elevation are sweet; it has a stepping of the walls. She
pointed out elevations that had pipes or trash that do not contribute.

Vice Chair Katz asked what is not historic on the east fagcade of the house.

Ms. Bechtol said the stucco wall and wood trellis. At some point they made the
basement so it could be occupied and that required a door. The door was put behind the
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wall, which she believes was added to separate the driveway from the rest of the yard.
She noted in the 1969 photograph that the picket fence appears to have a big drop off
and a retaining wall.

Vice Chair Katz asked if on the east fagade the house was in back of the wall to
hide the steps to the basement.

Ms. Bechtol said the new wall is a steep stairway to a small patio and two French
doors. She offered to get the basement plans which show that.

Vice Chair Katz said he was trying to understand what it looks like if the wall were
removed. He asked if the floor level was the same throughout the house.

Ms. Bechtol said you would see the top of a pair of French doors and the floor level
is the same throughout. There is a window in the basement.

Vice Chair Katz confirmed the French doors were at the same height.

PUBLIC HEARING

There were no public comments.
BOARD DISCUSSION

MOTION: In 2022-004915-HDRB, 133 Kearny Rd., Member Guida moved to
designate the entire west fagcade of the house, inclusive of the recessed,
portal, but excluding from that designation the windows on either side of the
recessed wall. The walls and picket fences are not contributing. Member
Biedscheid seconded the motion.

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

3. 2022-004859-HDRB. 133 Kearny Rd. Downtown and Eastside Historic
District. Gayla Bechtol, agent for Scott and Susan Lindenau, owners,
requests yard wall and fence alterations, window replacement, and trellis
addition. Applicant requests exceptions to SFCC Chapter 14-5.2(D)(5)
regarding window replacement and removal of historic material on a
contributing building. (Angela Schackel Bordegaray)

STAFF REPORT

133 Kearny Road is a 1,425 square foot Spanish Pueblo Revival building contributing to
the Downtown and Eastside Historic District. Built in 1942, it has flat parapet that
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undulates slightly between building masses. Its windows include six-over six, three-over-
three, and eight-over-eight units. Low yard walls enclose the property on the south and
partial west sides. A 6’ stucco wall encloses the courtyard at the north and east corner of
the site. Low white picket fences enclose the yard on the north and west sides of the
driveway. Per the historic building survey, 1958 and 1969 aerial photography suggest that
the southern room may be a former infilled garage. The picket fence is noted on the
historic survey.

The applicant proposes the following alterations:

1. Remove rectangular window on south end of west elevation. Existing
window is a pair of wood divided lite double-hung units with a three-over-
three lite pattern. It measures 2’-6” by 5’- 10”. Replacement window is a
single square double-hung wood window with a four-over-four lite pattern
that measures 4°’2.5" by 3'- 7.5”. The proposal involves changing the window
opening.

2. Revise and replace yard walls and fence.

a. Replace white picket fence. The existing low white picket fence and
gate will be replaced with a naturally weathering stained wood slat
fence and a solid wood gate. Existing picket fence measures 3’- 3'-
3/8” in height with space between the pickets. The proposed wood
slat fence is solid.

b. Replace existing 3'-3/8” in height southeast picket fence with coyote
fencing, measuring the same height as existing.

C. Add 5§’ tall coyote fencing to southwest elevation.
d. Remove a 6’ tall section of stucco yard wall on the northwest
elevation and replace with a 5’- 3’ %" stucco yard wall.
3. Add a 14’-11 "% trellis to the east elevation. The trellis will be 2’ taller than

the height of the house.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff did not find that the exception criteria had been met but the Board may find that they
have upon further testimony. Otherwise, staff recommends approval of the application as
it complies with 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards for all H Districts, and Downtown
and Eastside District Standards, Section 14-5.2 (E).

Member Biedscheid asked if correct they do not need to hear exception criteria for
replacement if the picket fence is designated noncontributing.

Ms. Piccarello said that was correct.
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APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION

Ms. Bechtol said the window being installed will match the others and will be moved
and was chosen because the kiva is close by. She said the trellis on the back is too high
with pipes and will have vines instead. They want the gates and picket fence to be natural
wood as shown in the packet. They want the east fagade space to be more livable, and
one way is to cover up the pipes.

Chair Rios asked if correct they are changing a window on the west, primary
facade.

Ms. Bechtol said yes, one window is being replaced with another.
Chair Rios said exceptions still have to be addressed regarding that window.

Member Bienvenu said he agreed. This is a primary fagade and there is a change
in the window opening. He said there seems to be disagreement on whether the window
is historic and has been described as both. An exception is not required if non-historic.

Ms. Bechtol said the current window came from the bedroom and the remodel
when remodeled in the 90s. Although historic fabric, it is not in its historic location.
Similarly, they will use a different window that is historic, in the same opening.

Member Bienvenu confirmed the window was installed in the 90s and the window
opening is not historic. He thought the criteria was met in this instance.

Member Guida clarified in the last case they excluded the window, picket fence,
and walls and stated no exceptions were needed.

PUBLIC HEARING

John Eddy, previously sworn, agreed the western facade could be adapted as
proposed. He thought that this is not only an aesthetic improvement to the architecture
and facade but makes the fireplace more usable and safer.

BOARD DISCUSSION

Member Bienvenu said he was ready to make a motion.

Attorney Ruybalid wanted to read the Code Section on windows and doors in
subsection D(5) for all primary facades; he read "Historic windows shall be repaired or
restored." He read, "No opening shall be widened or narrowed." He confirmed the
opening was on a primary facade.
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Chair Rios said yes, it has changed but the window is not historic.

Attorney Ruybalid said discussion was needed whether an exception is necessary
for widening the opening. This is a primary fagade on a contributing structure.

Ms. Piccarello interjected that the Board saw the opening as not historic based on
the applicant’s testimony regarding a previous garage door. And they were satisfied with
that imagery.

Chair Rios agreed.

Vice Chair Katz said he understood the evidence that the window on the right side
was a garage door. They agree some portion of that space is not historic but part of that
facade is. Changing the non-historic part which is where the current window and the
proposed window will replace, would not need an exception. That was not there
historically.

Chair Rios said Attorney Ruybalid just wants to be sure exception criteria is not
needed, but the Board concluded they are not needed in this case.

Attorney Ruybalid stated the opening is not an historic opening and will not be part
of the primary fagade.

Member Bienvenu said his motion will approve with no exceptions necessary, but
have an alternative if exceptions are necessary, they must be met. That would satisfy
Attorney Ruybalid's concerns.

Attorney Ruybalid said the garage door part is not considered primary and that
satisfies the Code.

MOTION: In 2022-004859-HDRB, 133 Kearny Rd., Member Bienvenu moved to
approve the project as submitted and as developed on the record and in
consultation with the City Attorney, that the exceptions are not required due
to the exclusion of fences, the opening, and historic windows from the
designation of a primary fagcade. However, to the extent any exceptions are
necessary, the motion includes findings that all three exception criteria have
been conclusively demonstrated by the applicant and are met in this case.
Member Guida seconded the motion.

Member Biedscheid asked a friendly amendment the criteria was not heard
for the picket fence because it was previously designated as non-
contributing.

Member Bienvenu said that is his understanding.
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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.

4. 2022-004870-HDRB. 901 Galisteo St. Don Gaspar Area Historic District.
Sue Hoffman, agent for Alessandro and Maria Sachs, owners, proposes to
construct a 330 sq.ft. free-standing accessory structure at a contributing
property. (Daniel Schwab)

Mr. Schwab had technical difficulties and Ms. Piccarello presented the staff report.

STAFF REPORT

901 Galisteo Street is a single-family residential structure built in a Spanish Pueblo
Revival Style by 1947 with contributing status. On November 12, 2019 the Board
upgraded the status to contributing and designated portions of the west and south
elevations as primary. In 2020, in case 2019-001461-HDRB, the Board approved with
conditions various changes to the doors and windows of the house, re-stuccoing and
construction of a carport. In a subsequent administrative approval, the carport was
eliminated from the proposal.

To the north of the main house is a driveway area upon which the owner proposes to
construct a new structure:

1. The structure will be used as an art studio. It will be 330 square feet and
reach a height of 13 feet 9 inches, which is the maximum allowable height.
The elevation of the lot at this location is about 12 inches below the elevation
at the midpoint of the main house, so that the new structure will sit below
the main house.

2. It will be stuccoed in ElI Rey “Cottonwood”, which is the same color that was
approved for the main structure in 2020 (case 2020-001680-ADMIN).

3. Windows will be Aluminum clad colored “clay” with trim in a dark brown.

4. The exterior door will be wood with half-lights, colored Sherwin Williams
“Lagoon”.

5. The exterior lights will be colored “bronze”.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommended approval of the proposed project and found that the application
complies with Section 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and
14-5.2(H) Don Gaspar Area.

Chair Rios confirmed the applicants wanted a 330 square foot freestanding
structure. She asked the height.
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Ms. Piccarello said it is a studio structure at maximum height of 13 feet 9 inches.

APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION

Susan Hoffman, 87 Holguin Road, Stanley, NM, was sworn. She said in response
to the height, it is a 13' 9" studio space to avoid a blocky building. The end of the building
closest to the street steps down to 12’ foot 2”.

Chair Rios asked to see the elevations which were displayed by Ms. Piccarello.

Mr. Schwab reconnected to the meeting at 7:28 p.m. and resumed the
presentatino.

Mr. Schwab presented a Power Point provided by the applicant. The proposed
site, approved carport to be replaced by this structure, the street elevation and colors,
and the proposed lighting were presented.

Chair Rios asked for detail on the proposed windows.

Ms. Hoffman explained the windows in the house facing the building are divided
light and the tall windows in the studio will match. All of the windows are made by the
same manufacturer. The main house has a mix of light patterns.

Vice Chair Katz referenced page 29 of the packet. He asked about a line that went
from the proposed house that is about a foot higher than the proposed building. He was
concerned about a rule violation and impairing the contributing house.

Ms. Hoffman said a tall parapet hides the mechanical equipment. The proposed
building will sit about 1 %2 to 2 feet lower than the main house and ameliorate that. She
understood they could build to the 13 foot line with the idea the main house is taller.

Vice Chair Katz said he didn't care how far below the main house the proposed
building is, it is how far above the main house. He was not comfortable with it and might
impair the contributing house nextto it. They could do as proposed if they drop the whole
building down, so it is not higher.

Ms. Hoffman said to that point, she was first inclined to make everything one
height, but she did not like the way that looked. She thought it better to do a step from
the lower to the higher portion. They are also hiding mechanical equipment behind the
parapet and why everything ended at the maximum height. They would have to bring the
street elevation up and the taller elevation down to make it one big block again. That
would not be as pleasant to look at and this makes more sense in the interior.

Vice Chair Katz asked the height of ceilings.
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Ms. Hoffman said the low portion is 8' 6" and the tall portion is 10' 8" and the ceiling
in the parapet is extra high because of the mini-split unit.

Member Guida said he was not concerned about the height. The applicant has
done an admirable job in design that works for the site and the house. This is better than
the carport originally approved. This is a very small footprint structure competing with a
mass of house. Itis a question of scale, and as designed, this is in scale with the existing
house. He agreed with the applicants about bringing down the front to address the
problem Vice Chair Katz raised. He said all things considered, he would not like the Board
to redesign the project.

PUBLIC HEARING

There was no public comment.
BOARD DISCUSSION

MOTION: In 2022-004870-HDRB, 901 Galisteo St., Member Guida moved to approve
the project as submitted. Member Larson seconded the motion.

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

5. 2022-004743-HDRB. 505 Apodaca Hill. Downtown and Eastside Historic
District. Non-contributing. Wyndham Carlisle, agent for Galen Briggs,
owner, proposes to add 1,375 sq.ft. free-standing garage, door, window and
portal alterations on 2,401 sq.ft. building, and repair yard wall and fencing.
(Angela Schackel Bordegaray)

STAFF REPORT

505 Apodaca Hill is a 2,249 square foot building and a 489 square foot free-standing
casita. The house was constructed in the 1940s. The casita was built in the 1960s. The
buildings are noncontributing to the Downtown and Eastside Historic District. The house
and casita are Spanish-Pueblo Revival style and a mix of adobe, block, and frame
construction. The height of the existing house and casita is 14’. In a 2014 remodel board
case, the house’s status was confirmed as non-contributing.

The applicant proposes to remodel the main house by enlarging the existing southwest
portal, add a free-standing garage and gym, add stucco yard wall in courtyard, and repair
yard walls and fences. No changes are proposed for the casita.

Specifically, the applicant proposes the following:

HDRB Minutes March 15, 2022 Page 18



Remodel the existing 453 southwest portal by adding 605 square feet of new portal at
main house on west and south elevations. The new portal will be Spanish-Pueblo Revival
Style with wood posts, corbels, and vigas. No increase in height is proposed. All new
roofing will be flat roof behind parapets. Stucco of the main house and garage is to match
the existing main color, which cementitious El Rey “adobe”, sand finish.

Replace windows and doors on the west elevation. Change a window to a set of double
doors on the west elevation. Change a window to a door and add a window to the south
elevation. Add one set of double doors and a three-panel window on the east elevation.
Remove a door and a window and add five new windows on the north elevation. Windows
and doors will be double pane wood aluminum clad units, divided lite in the western
publicly visible elevation. The windows will be “Hartford Green” to match the existing
Pella “Hartford Green” color.

Replace existing canales with new canales that will be traditional metal lined wood
construction with a clear sealant finish.

Add a 4” flagstone cap to the top of the exterior fireplace flue in “buff’ color.

Replace the existing 6' wide “eyebrow” overhang on the east elevation and replace it with
a wider 16’ overhang with simple wood deck and wood brackets to secure it the house.
Below the overhang is a pair of French doors.

Add ground-mounted mini split condensers (HVAC).
New sconces will be rusty bronze.

Construct 1,376 square feet free-standing garage/gym west of the house. The new
garage will be 14’-0” tall, where the allowable height is 15’-1”. It will be Spanish-Pueblo
Revival Style with a flat roof, parapet and new exposed wood to be rough sawn pine with
a clear sealant finish. The new garage door will be clad in rough sawn pine. Stucco will
be El Rey’s cementitious “Sandalwood.”

Add a low courtyard stucco yard wall to border the new portal on the west and south
elevations. The stucco yard wall is 2’5" at its highest. The low wall will have a pair of pine
wood gates at the same height as the wall. New wood gates will be pine with a clear
sealant finish.

Add a 4” flagstone cap to the top of the exterior fireplace flue in “buff’ color. It will be
stuccoed EIl Rey’s cementitious “Sandalwood.”

Repair existing wood and steel fence on west elevation and walls and fences on all sides
of the property. There will be no increase in height.
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Remove existing wood and steel fence in front (west) yard. Repair stucco wall with
(cementitious El Rey “Sandalwood” with a sand finish.

New flagstone and crusher fine pathways through gate and to new garage will be added.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommended approval of the proposed project and found that the application
complies with Section 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and
14-5.2(E) Downtown and Eastside Design Standards.

Chair Rios asked if the proposed garage is free standing.

Ms. Bordegaray said it is freestanding and is the casita. She displayed the site
plan noting the location.

APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION

Wyndham Carlisle, 369 Montezuma, Santa Fe, was sworn.
Chair Rios asked if this is for a two car garage and exercising studio.

Mr. Carlisle said yes, there are two aspects of the project. First is a minor interior
alteration to the structure. Second it is the freestanding garage with a two car bay and a
section with a bathroom, gym, and storage area.

Chair Rios asked what could be seen from the street.

Mr. Carlisle said he put up story poles and walked up and down Apodaca Hill. You
can see down into the property only when a couple of houses away. On the lower side
near the driveway gate, none of the structure or main house can be seen.

Chair Rios asked if the proposed garage would be taller than the house and if so,
what is the difference in height.

Mr. Carlisle said the garage, is at an elevation about 2 % feet higher than the house
and is taller because it is higher on the site. The actual physical height and mass of the
building will not be significantly taller. The garage proposed height is at maximum of 13'9"
and then massing steps down a foot and a half and height will be closer to the main
house.

Vice Chair Katz thought the outdoor fireplace on the new portal seemed taller. The
Board was told the new portal would be the same height, which it is except for the
chimney. He asked why the chimney had to be so tall and out of the scale.
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Mr. Carlisle said the owner designed that from something she previously saw in
Santa Fe. She liked the solid anchor at the corner of the portal and the intimacy it provided
to the outdoor space. He said they could reduce the chimney height to a minimum of 2
feet above the adjacent parapet of the new portal. The drawing represents a chimney
more than two feet taller than the adjacent.

Chair Rios asked to confirm the applicant was willing to drop that by two feet.

Mr. Carlisle said yes, as long as the top of the chimney is two feet above the height
of the adjacent parapet.

Member Guida referred to the elevations and asked about a projecting parapet.

Mr. Carlisle said he thought staff had cut and pasted his elevations on two different
sheets, making them read strangely. He shared his original files.

Member Guida asked to see the south and west elevations and after viewing them,
felt the drawings did not seem different.

Mr. Carlisle said he sees the projection Member Guida noted that goes past the
edge of the fireplace on the south and the west elevations. He noted that was the dotted
line on the plan for the fireplace in the elevations.

Member Guida said he understood what the applicant was doing but it seemed a
peculiar detail they don’t typically see. He said his concern was about the features
harmonizing with the District in design and being out of scale with the house.

Mr. Carlisle said he thought the owners would consider changing it if they didn’t
have to pull in the portal. He asked if it would be acceptable to move the fireplace out to
avoid the projection going past it.

Member Guida said he recommended design changes and pulling the parapets in
would help, and if that made the kitchen move inward, that would be an improvement. He
asked what kind of windows were proposed.

Mr. Carlisle said the windows are wood interior, aluminum clad. The main house
was renovated about 7 years ago and all new windows were installed. He noted the few
older wood clad doors and windows on the plan.

Member Guida said, so they would match in style.

Mr. Carlisle said staff had requested the existing window that is not being replaced
have divided lights, and the new door. The new door could be true divided lights, but the
existing window would be simulated divided light. The windows of the proposed west
facade on the garage would also have true divided light windows.
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PUBLIC HEARING

There were no public comments.

BOARD DISCUSSION

MOTION:

VOTE:

In 2022-004743-HDRB, 505 Apodaca Hill, Member Guida moved to
approve the project as submitted, but the applicant required to revise the
overhangs of the principal portal to bring in line with the existing chimney
and submit the drawings to staff for final approval.

Chair Rios asked Member Guida if he wanted latillas at different heights.
Member Guida said he would accept that if a friendly amendment.

Member Biedscheid seconded the motion. She asked a friendly amendment
that the latilla coyote fence be at uneven heights.

Member Biedscheid said she understood the applicant to say staff directed
him to install muntins on an existing window he did not intend to replace.

Mr. Carlisle said that was correct. He was directed by staff to place divided
lights on the window behind the tree.

Member Biedscheid said that is not something they should do routinely to a
window not being replaced. There is a mix of windows now and snap-on
muntins would not resolve the issue. She said she would leave as is. She
suggested a friendly amendment the applicant not do that.

Member Guida accepted both amendments as friendly.

Vice Chair Katz asked a friendly amendment that the chimney height not be
higher than required by the two foot rule.

Member Guida accepted the amendment as friendly.

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.

2022-004719-HDRB. 827 El Caminito. Downtown and Eastside Historic
District. Richard Martinez, agent for Scott and Maika Wong, owners,
proposes to construct a 15’ tall 4,998 sq. ft. residence on vacant lot. (Angela
Schackel Bordegaray)
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STAFF REPORT

The applicant proposes to construct a 5,000 square foot house in the Spanish-Pueblo
Revival Style on a vacant lot. The height of the house will be 15°-0”, where the maximum
allowable height is 15’-8”. The house will have stained wood beams and posts at the
portales. The woodwork will be dark brown wood stain. All portales will have brown brick
floors with flagstone paths.

The exterior of the house will be cementitious stucco in the color, El Rey ‘Adobe.” The
house will have off-white clad wood windows.

The south entry gate wall is 10’-6” and opens into a Zaguan. The shallow mini overhang
is 18” deep with mini vigas decked by wood and with a metal finish. 6’ tall coyote fencing
will surround the lot on east, north and west sides of the house. The coyote fencing was
approved in the case for the house to the south; much of it already exists. There are tiered
low planters, 18” -3’ tall on the western and southern elevations.

Non-publicly visible skylights are proposed. There will be no rooftop appurtenances that
are taller than the parapets and will not be publicly visible. Ground mounted HVAC will be
behind coyote fencing and not publicly visible. The entry gate will be an antique mesquite
Mexican wood door.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommended approval of the proposed project and found that it complies with
Section 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards for all Historic Districts and 14-5.2(E)
Downtown and Eastside Design Standards.

Chair Rios asked about the location down a long driveway with limited public
visibility.

Ms. Bordegaray said it is down a private driveway, but a portion can be seen from
El Caminito from the elevation in the corner.

APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION

Richard Martinez, 1524 Paseo de Peralta, was sworn. He shared the site plan.
He noted the driveway goes past another house and parking is at the far end of the
driveway and garage. A front gate faces the driveway and leads into the entryway on the
south side of the house. The front portal and living room are beyond the central part of
the house. He asked the Board to ignore all the lines because they were outside the
dimensions. The neighbor's property beyond is about 2 'z feet higher and they anticipate
the neighbors will want a wall. He showed the elevation with low planters in two levels,
the gate, and two stacked-stone walls. A south elevation of the front entry fagcade was
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shown with a small wall against the garage and a front door. The house goes from 12 7%’
up to 15" in the living room, the tallest part. The backside of the house is shown on the
north elevation and is flanked by bedrooms with a portal in the center corresponding to
the living roon/kitchen beyond. The portal is stained wood, the windows will be clad in
off-white, and the stucco is adobe colored. The bottom of the elevation shows the view
from the driveway. In the center is the garage door; the front gate is two-doors with a
latilla overhang.

Member Biedscheid said the entrance is unique and beautiful. She asked if there
is a glimpse of the courtyard on either side of the Zaquan; or if the courtyard read as part
of the house from the bottom of the driveway. She asked if the gate had fenestration.

Mr. Martinez said it reads as outdoor space because the gate is part of a mass
that goes around the gate. On either side are lower walls to define the area. The lot is
relatively low, and you come down into the house. They put planter walls on the south to
make that transition.

PUBLIC HEARING

Wendy Ozols-Barnes, 832 ElI Caminito, was sworn. She said she is greatly
impacted by this. Even all day today, they hear nothing but excavation. She said with
this kind of construction, in addition to the other two houses down that road, we have
become the transfer station for all the dumpsters and heavy equipment. She is in the film
business and this kind of traffic in the neighborhood requires a wet-down. That hasn't
happened. They have been greatly impacted, and this has been going on for three years,
looking at year four. They cannot go outside because of dust and traffic. Contractors
and workmen come speeding in at 7 a.m. and park; work, speed out at noon for lunch;
return about 1 p.m. and speed out again when they end work. She is on the corner and
wanted to know what the contractor is going to do about that.

Chair Rios said the Board is a design Board and have nothing to do with the traffic.
She suggested someone with the City might be able to help her. Chair Rios asked if there
was anything noncompliant.

Ms. Ozols-Barnes said the contractor was compliant in what they were doing.
BOARD DISCUSSION

MOTION: In Case 2022-004719-HDRB, 827 EI Caminito, Member Guida moved to
approve the project as submitted. 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.
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7. 2022-004856-HDRB. 503 Apodaca Hill. Downtown and Eastside Historic
District. Charles Smith, agent for Laura P. Guthrie, owner, proposes to
construct a 796 sq.ft. garage and a portal, and replace windows on a non-
contributing structure. (Daniel Schwab)

STAFF REPORT

503 Apodaca Hill is a single-family residential structure with non-contributing status to the
Downtown and Eastside Historic District. It was constructed in 1952. From the 1980s
through 200, it saw significant changes and renovations. In case H-16-103A, heard on
January 10, 2017, the Board retained the existing non-contributing status for the
residential structure and assigned non-contributing status to the yard-walls.

The applicant now proposes the following:

1. Remove the existing carport.

2. Construct a 796 square foot garage, to the maximum allowable height of 14
feet. The door will be metal colored “Mahogany” or “Dark Oak”.

3. Construct a new stairway along the east wall of the existing building leading

up to a new 395 square foot roof deck with a top of rail maximum height of
15 feet. The maximum allowable is 15 feet 1 inch. The stairway will be TREX
colored “spiced rum”;

4, Re-stucco in color “Java”;

5. Replace windows with clad wood windows with divided lights, colored
“‘Bahama Brown”;

6. Remove a 346 square foot shed on the south-east corner;

7. Construct a covered porch patio with kiva fireplace, stuccoed “adobe” to
match the house. The wood will be a clear alder stain, which is a light brown;

8. Re-roof with TPO beige and install new wood and bronze-colored metal
canales;

9. Remove existing fireplaces on the north and east sides of the existing
building.

10. Install Hampton Bay Bronze outdoor sconces.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommended approval of the proposed project and found that the application
complies with Section 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and
14-5.2(E) Downtown and Eastside Design Standards.

APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION

Charles Smith, #2 Entrada de Santiago, said everything staff mentioned is correct.
This is not visible from the road because of the front wall height. The wall is about eight
feet high.
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Chair Rios asked if actually a wall or a coyote fence.

Mr. Smith said it is a wall with a coyote gate at the entrance.

Member Guida said the 10-foot garage doors proposed seem really tall.
Mr. Smith said the doors are 10 feet, one for an RV and one for a truck.

Member Guida said the doors were out of scale with the house. The garage doors
are taller than the portals and other openings on the house.

Mr. Smith said it is pretty much the same level all the way across. Portals are
usually about 7 feet to the bottom of the beam, and at the top of the beam is about 8 feet.

Vice Chair Katz asked why the garage doors did not face north like the carports so
they would not be seen from the street as much.

Mr. Smith said the owner did not want them north facing like the portals. He noted
that the elevation is different, and you will never see the garage door.

PUBLIC HEARING

There were no public comments.

BOARD DISCUSSION

Vice Chair Katz said he was still concerned about the garage doors and the
direction the garage faced. He noted that everything was locked up when they did the
field trip, and they couldn’t see it. He was expecting to see that to get a better sense of
what it would be like. He said he was reluctant to proceed.

Member Biedscheid said everyone had concerns about the height of the doors.
The applicant said the garage doors are set back and there is an 8-foot wall at the street.
She asked what was visible from the street.

Mr. Smith said they should not be able to see the garage doors, and if they couldn't
see it during their site visit, they will not see anything even after it is built. The wall height
in the front is too high and from the road you wouldn't know anything was behind the wall.

Member Biedscheid asked how far the garage is from the street.
Mr. Smith said 94 feet from the front of the wall to the garage and it is further back.

Member Biedscheid said this is set back, which they don’t normally see, but they
don’t normally see a tall wall either. She offered to make a motion.

Member Larson said she thought the change from the carport to the garage was
because of changing climate and that should be considered.
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Member Bienvenu agreed the tall garage door seemed out of proportion, but he
thought not prohibited under the Ordinance. Also, the reason is for RV parking and for
that alone, the Board should be able to accommodate that usage. Combined with the
fact that it is not visible from the road, he believed it is acceptable.

MOTION:

VOTE:

In 2022-004856-HDRB, 503 Apodaca Hill., Member Biedscheid moved to
approve the application as submitted. Member Bienvenu seconded the
motion.

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.

2022-004854-HDRB. 4 Montoya Cir. Downtown and Eastside Historic
District. Christopher Purvis, agent for John Cashel and Daniel Pyne,
owners, proposes to construct a 315 sq.ft. addition and a ramada, raise
parapets, re-stucco and repair windows on a contributing structure (Daniel
Schwab)

STAFF REPORT

4 Montoya Circle is a single-family residential structure built in the 1950s in a simplified
Spanish Pueblo Revival Style with contributing status to the Downtown and Eastside
Historic District.

On August 13, 2019 the board designated the structure contributing with the north facade

primary.

The applicant now proposes the following:

1.

2.
3.

Construct a 315 square foot addition to the 630 square foot existing
structure, to a maximum height of 12 feet 0 inches;

Construct a ramada on the south side of the addition, stained a warm brown;
Install double hung windows in the addition as well as the main structure to
match the historic style. These will be wood with dark brown metal clad with
true divided lights;

Raise the parapet by 12” to a to a height of 11 feet O inches to allow for
slope and rigid foam insulation;

Restucco with cementitious stucco colored “Buckskin”;

Repair the window on the contributing fagade;

The unclad front door shall be stained a warm brown.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommended approval of the proposed project and found that the application
complies with Section 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and
14-5.2(E) Downtown and Eastside Design Standards.

Vice Chair Katz asked if Mr. Schwab said the parapets will be raised all around.

Mr. Schwab said this will raise the parapets by one foot.

Vice Chair Katz asked if there was a problem to raise the parapet without an
exception.

Mr. Schwab said usually additions require an exception or if the defining character
of the structure would be destroyed or damaged.

Vice Chair Katz said he believed a change in a primary fagade requires an
exception.

Attorney Ruybalid said it requires an exception if above the height.

Chair Rios asked if above the allowable height.

Attorney Ruybalid said yes, if exceeding the allowable height.

Ms. Piccarello said it partly depends on how much it is raised, and the inspector
allows a certain amount, six inches or closer, if approved. Changing the character puts
them into exception territory. There is a line there until they know the exact amount.

Attorney Ruybalid added section D(3) has a limitation on raising a parapet on
landmark or significant structure and for contributing buildings, clerestory, mechanical,

visible equipment, etc. ; if visible it cannot be added. Code doesn’t indicate the parapet
cannot be raised.

Mr. Schwab said the Board has had similar cases and he doesn't recall an
exception being required. They did discuss that an addition requires an exception but
raising a parapet a small amount is not the same.

APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION

Christopher Purvis, 518 Old Santa Fe Trail, was sworn. He agreed with Vice Chair
Katz that 12 inches is too high. He said there no insulation on the roof, and it is a
negligible parapet at the high end. The low end just drains off in only direction. Currently
itis 11' 3" and they needed 7 inches of insulation to meet Code. The parapet is still very
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small with just enough room to put the insulation in. He added that Mr. Schwab mentioned
the setback of the addition is 10 feet, but it is actually 16 feet.

PUBLIC HEARING

Ms. Beninato, previously sworn, said she wasn'’t clear if the parapet would be up
to 12 feet with new insulation. There should be a distinction in height between the parapet
and the addition. She also wondered how much lot coverage the ramada takes and how
far it is from the building.

Mr. Purvis said currently it is 11' 3" and is proposed at 11' 10" with the raising of
the existing building. The new building is 2 inches higher, and the grade also drops going
toward Montoya Circle. The ramada is four inches off the elevation and is a very small
building about 700 square feet and will be about 1,000 square feet when done.

BOARD DISCUSSION

MOTION: In Case 2022-004854-HDRB, 4 Montoya Cir., Member Guida moved to
approve as submitted. 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.

9. 2022-004857-HDRB. 961 Camino Santander. Downtown and Eastside
Historic District. Christopher Purvis, agent for M. Modina and K. Degier,
owners, proposes to construct a 457 sq.ft. addition and a ramada, add
insulation, re-stucco and repair gates on a non-contributing structure.
(Daniel Schwab)

STAFF REPORT

961 Camino Santander is a 1,580 square foot single-family residential structure in a
Spanish Pueblo Revival Style with non-contributing status to the Downtown and Eastside
Historic District.

In the 1930s, the residential structure started as two separate one-room buildings. In the
1950s, these buildings were then joined together with an angled connection. In the 1990s,
a bathroom was added on the west side, the adjacent parapet was raised, the front/south
and west portal was added, and the French doors and all windows were replaced.

The applicant now proposes the following:

1. Construct a 457 square foot addition to a height of 12 feet 0 inches, which
matches the height of the existing structure. This will be added onto a
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historic portion of the structure of which little historic material remains; the
openings changed in dimensions; the windows are non-historic and the
overhang has changed. The stucco will be Buckskin cementitious stucco.
The wood stain will be medium brown;

2. Construct a ramada of wood. It will be stained medium brown to match the
existing portal.

3. Add 2" of styrofoam insulation and re-stucco with El Rey Buckskin
cementitious stucco.

4. Replace the 1990s windows and French doors. The new windows will be
aluminum clad with true divided lights, colored “Sierra Pacific Bronze.”

5. Repair and replace wood components in the existing gates.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommended approval of the proposed project and found that the application
complies with Section 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and
14-5.2(E) Downtown and Eastside Design Standards.

APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION

Chair Rios asked about the road to get to the property.
Mr. Schwab said it is a couple of hundred feet down a private road.

Mr. Purvis, previously sworn, said this house has clearly been changed many
times. This change is now at the limit of what can be added on because of lot coverage.
They chose to add on where there has been significant change. The survey in the 90s
appears that the neighbors bought the house in a state of disrepair. They changed all
the windows and doors, raised the parapets, added the portal and took away anything
historic, except the adobe. That will be kept adobe and they will keep the addition lower
than the existing.

PUBLIC HEARING

Ms. Beninato, previously sworn, said she lived on Camino Santander and at least
five other people had the same address she did, but they were all separate houses.

BOARD DISCUSSION

MOTION: In Case 2022-004857-HDRB, 961 Camino Santander, Member Larson
moved to approve the application, per staff's recommendation. 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.
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10. 2022-004864-HDRB. 513 East Coronado Rd. Downtown and Eastside
Historic District. Wolf Corporation, agent for John and Maria Gagne,
owners, proposes to replace windows and doors, raise parapets, re-
stucco and add awnings on a non-contributing structure. An exception is
requested to Section 14-5.2(E)(1)(c) to install single panes of glass more
than 30 inches in dimension. (Daniel Schwab)

STAFF REPORT

513 East Coronado Road is a single-family residential structure with non-contributing
status to the Downtown and Eastside Historic District. It was constructed by the 1950s in
a Spanish Pueblo Revival Style.

The owners of the house have been in possession of it since before 2002. In 2002, in the
2002 case H-02-142, the Board approved a replacement of window with windows that
had larger than 30-inch dimensions and included snap-in muntins on those windows on
the publicly visible fagades. The currently existing windows do not contain the 2002
approved snap-in muntins.

The applicant proposes the following:

1. Replace all windows in kind. These are aluminum clad windows with
undivided lights whose dimensions exceed 30 inches. These windows have
already been purchased, but not installed, by the owner. The owner has
been informed by Staff that applicable windows on this structure are
required to conform to the 30-inch rule. The owner subsequently has
inquired with the window vendor about returning the windows, but the
vendor has refused this possibility. The applicant is thus requesting an
exception to install windows whose dimensions exceed 30 inches. The
reasons are discussed in the responses to the exception criteria below.

2. Replace the side door of aluminum clad in dark brown.

3. Re-stucco the structure in Sto “Pueblo” (01005)

4. Raise the parapet by 12 inches to 14 feet 2 inches to properly seal the
structure. The current roof, which was re-roofed in the last 15 years, has no
parapet.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommended approval of the proposed items 2, 3, and 4 and finds that these items
comply with Section 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and 14-
5.2(E) Downtown and Eastside Design Standards. Staff found that the exception criteria
have been met.
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Staff also recommended that item 1 could be approved on the condition that the
applicant employs snap-in muntins on those windows that require single panes of glass
more than 30 inches in dimension. In this case, the exception criteria would be met.

Chair Rios asked about the snap-in muntins.

Mr. Schwab showed a slide. He wasn’t able to get a photograph of what they might
look like.

Member Guida said he characterized snap-in muntins as not very convincing.

APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION

John and Maria Gagne, 513 E. Coronado Rd., were sworn. He said this is a simple
window replacement with a slight elevation on the front fagade parapet. The elevation
needs roofing which has to be flashed. It would be a separate and distinct roof and they
thought that would help the massing of the house. The windows would be replaced
exactly as those that have been in for 22 years, and everything would be the same.

Member Guida said the packet includes awnings over the windows, but they were
not listed. He wondered if they were part of the project.

Mr. Gagne said yes they propose adding a standing seam, metal awning over
those four areas.

Member Guida said he was unopposed but was concerned about a discrepancy in
the drawings and that staff failed to note that. Sheet A-6 shows the awning projects about
2 feet from the fagcade horizontally and 36 inches tall, plus flashing. That makes it almost
40 inches tall. The drawn elevations seem to indicate about 12 inches. He said he
wanted that noted so things don’t extend all the way to the roof.

Mr. Gagne said that wouldn’t be the case. The awning is very low profile, of 1%
inch square tubing with a flat dull finish and primarily a sun shield. They would be an
architectural feature as well as functional to help screen the sun.

Member Guida said it was a good idea. The detail states the projection as 24
inches, which is fine, but the vertical height is 36 inches plus the flashing.

Mr. Gagne apologized for the detail on the drawing not being representative of
what they want to build. He does not envision the awning being that steep in pitch.

Member Guida asked if they thought this would be 12 to 18 inches tall at most.

Mr. Gagne said 12 to 15 would be more than adequate.
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PUBLIC HEARING

Ms. Beninato, previously sworn, said she can see changing out 22-year-old
windows, but they don’t have the detail of the original windows. She said two sliding
windows appear to have shutters or sidelights. She thought that more interesting than
what will be installed. She thought the raise in the parapet was minimal and needed and
should be approved.

BOARD DISCUSSION

Member Guida asked if a garage was proposed.
Mr. Schwab said no garage is proposed.

Mr. Gagne explained the photograph on slide 37 is at 511 Coronado Road. That
is their casita at the rear of the property. They were trying to show they are attempting to
stay architecturally consistent with the windows.

Member Guida confirmed there would be no garage added even though one is
shown on the elevation.

Mr. Gagne said the existing elevation shows that a garage was added in 2002.

MOTION: In Case 2022-004864-HDRB, 513 East Coronado Rd., Member Guida
moved to approve the project as presented, noting: 1) the standing seam
metal awnings are part of the project and their height shall be no greater
than 15 inches and should be low slope, and 2) snap-in muntins are not
required for the windows. Member Biedscheid seconded the motion.

Member Biedscheid asked for a friendly amendment. Staff stated criteria
#3 was not met but she feels it was met. The applicant did consider an
alternative of snap-in muntins, and the house currently has undivided lights.
This design is a better alternative as it harmonizes with the streetscape and
the consistency of the house.

Member Guida accepted the amendment as friendly.

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.

l. DISCUSSION ITEMS

None
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J. MATTERS FROM THE BOARD

Member Biedscheid reminded the Board during the last administrative hearing she
mentioned establishing a committee, especially for status reviews. A smaller committee
could bring cases before the Board to be heard publicly and voted on. They spent an
hour and a half tonight on two status cases they largely agreed on.

Member Guida said he agreed whole heartedly. He thought the Board was
efficient in managing the number of cases this evening and the length of the meeting was
due more to technical issues.

Chair Rios asked Attorney Ruybalid if a committee is an acceptable practice.

Attorney Ruybalid said he would need to discuss that with the HPD and Land Use
Directors. Code does say the Board has to approve status.

Member Biedscheid said her recommendation is to present the cases in a public
hearing for a vote. Committee members could provide details for the full Board.

Ms. Piccarello said first they would need to determine if the Board wants a
committee. The next step would be how to do that with the size of the current Board.

Vice Chair Katz said he continues to be concerned with the problems with
technology. He asked if staff could be at work or a place where that could be avoided.
That would facilitate getting through hearings more properly.

Ms. Piccarello said she was willing to look into that.

Chair Rios said there have been extensive technical issues trying to log on. That
is frustrating for everyone and should be addressed.

Mr. Schwab said his problems today was the first he had in 42 hearings.

Chair Rios said tonight's problem was new, but there have been other glitches.
The Board wants things to run more smoothly, and they will need cooperation.

Member Biedscheid indicated she would not be present for the next meeting.
K. NEXT MEETING: Tuesday, March 22, 2022
L. ADJOURNMENT

MOTION: Member Guida moved to adjourn, seconded by Vice Chair Katz.
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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.

Chair Rios adjourned the meeting at approximately 9:20 pm,

Submitted by: Approved by:
TV 1O Byens
Melissa Byers, Stenographer v Cecilia Rios, Chair

For Byers Organizational Support Services
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MINUTES OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE
HISTORIC DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD
MARCH 22, 2022
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 5:33 p.m. at a
virtual meeting held at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kvK4aimVoQo.

A. ROLL CALL
Roll Call indicated the presence of a quorum as follows:

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Ms. Cecilia Rios, Chairwoman
Mr. Frank Katz, Vice Chair
Mr. John Bienvenu

Mr. Anthony Guida

Ms. Flynn G. Larson

MEMBERS ABSENT:
Ms. Jennifer Biedscheid (Excused)
One Vacancy

OTHERS PRESENT:

Ms. Carly Piccarello, Historic Preservation Division Manager
Ms. Frank Ruybalid, Assistant City Attorney

Ms. Melissa Byers, Stenographer

B. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

MOTION: Member Guida moved, seconded by Vice Chair Katz, to approve the
agenda as presented.

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous (4-0) roll call vote with Members
Bienvenu, Guida, Katz and Larson voting in favor and none voting against.

C. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

None
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D. APPROVAL OF FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. 2022-004717-HDRB. 821 Acequia Madre.

2. 2022-004915-HDRB. 133 Kearny Rd.

3 2022-004859-HDRB. 133 Kearny Rd.

4 2022-004870-HDRB. 901 Galisteo St.

5 2022-004743-HDRB. 505 Apodaca Hill.

6. 2022-004719-HDRB. 827 EI Caminito.

7 2022-004856-HDRB. 503 Apodaca Hill.

8 2022-004854-HDRB. 4 Montoya Cir.

9 2022-004857-HDRB. 961 Camino Santander.
10. 2022-004864-HDRB. 513 East Coronado Rd.

MOTION: Member Bienvenu moved, seconded by Member Guida, to approve the
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law as presented.

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous (4-0) roll call vote with Members
Bienvenu, Guida, Katz and Larson voting in favor and none voting against.

E. MATTERS FROM THE PUBLIC

None

F. NEW BUSINESS
Chair Rios said there are nine cases. She explained the appeal process.

1. 2022-004878-HDRB. 342 Plaza Balentine. Downtown and Eastside
Historic District. Richard Martinez, agent for Julia Platt and Zachary
Leonard, owners, requests a status review and designation of primary
facades, if applicable, on a non-contributing structure. (Daniel Schwab)

STAFF REPORT

342 Plaza Balentine is a single-family residence listed as contributing to the Downtown
and Eastside Historic District, probably designated by the Governing Body following a
windshield survey. It is constructed in a mixed Spanish Pueblo and Territorial Style with
elements typical of its construction in the 1940s through 1970s. The earliest, pre-1943,
portion of the house is located on the southern wing. In the 1950s, it was expanded onto
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largely to the north and also with a small addition onto the south. Finally, in the 1970s an
addition was created growing the house eastward.

The following structures are included:
1. A main house (fagades 1- 18) constructed by the late 1940s;

a. Fagades 10, 11 (west portion), 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 are from before
1943. It appears to have been extended at some time and the walls
are made of block and clay tile, suggesting that it under various
changes. This made from adobe. The wood windows on fagade 11
are from the 1950s and are character defining. Facades 11 (south)
and 12 are likely the oldest portion of the structure. Staff regards the
entry at facade 16 with its overhanging roof, door and window to be
character defining.

b. Facgades 1, 2, 3 (north portion), 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 (east portion), 16, 17,

18 from the 1950s; Facade 1 is a wall without fixtures, doors or
windows. Fagade 2 has character-defining windows.

C. Fagades 3 (east portion) 4, 5, 6 (from the 1970s) are non-historic,
and thus not eligible for primary facade designation;

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommended the following fagades be designated primary, per 14-5.2(C)
Designation of Significant and Contributing Structures: 2, 11, 12, 16, 20, 24, 27, and 28.

Chair Rios confirmed the carport, casita and shade structure stand independent
and the main house has a number of different facades.

Member Bienvenu asked if the historic status applied to every structure on the
property, or separately designated with primary fagades for each.

Mr. Schwab said the status designation was probably part of a mass designation
in the 1980s by the Governing Body. The property is considered contributing, and he
believed that applied to all buildings. He said status wasn'’t given to walls, but he could
confirm on the GIS they were all contributing.

Member Bienvenu said the main residence, casita, portals/pergola would all be
contributing and should be in the record. But not addressed was the privacy wall on the
eastern boundary. He asked if that was considered contributing.
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Mr. Schwab said it is unstatused right now, because of previous practices.

Member Bienvenu asked if that should be done at this time.

Mr. Schwab said not everything has to have status. It is usually relevant when an
applicant wants to make a change. Itis clear the wall was raised but he wasn’t sure there

is enough data on that. He said it would not matter if left undesignated.

Ms. Piccarello said if the Board finds there is enough data, giving the wall status
saves time for applicants and the Board.

Member Bienvenu noted Mr. Murphy’s report recommends that the older portion
of the privacy wall be contributing. He proposed status of the wall be added to the motion
proposed.

Member Guida asked if the guest house was once a garage.

Mr. Schwab said he believed it was but couldn’t recall the details in the HCPI.

Chair Rios asked Mr. Schwab to read the conclusion from the HCPI Report.

Mr. Schwab cited the new HCPI recommendation is to designate house, casita,
pergola, portal, carport and the older section of the privacy wall as contributing structures.

Member Bienvenu asked if the wall is contributing should there also be a primary
facade designation.

Ms. Piccarello said generally primary facades are not designated for walls.

APPLICANT PRESENTATION

Mr. Schwab informed the Board that Richard Martinez, the applicant, had internet
problems and was having trouble connecting.

MOTION: In Case 2022-004878-HDRB, 342 Plaza Balentine, Member Guida moved
that the case be continued after the next case to give the applicant time to
connect. Vice Chair Katz seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous (4-0) roll call vote with Members
Bienvenu, Guida, Katz and Larson voting in favor and none voting against.
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2. 2022-004867-HDRB. 620 W. San Francisco St. Downtown and Eastside
Historic District. Will McDonald, agent for William D. White, owner, requests
status review and designation of primary facades, if applicable, for two non-
contributing structures. (Daniel Schwab)

STAFF REPORT

620 West San Francisco Street includes two single-family residential structures dating
from the 1950s, constructed of pen-tile in a Spanish Pueblo Revival Style.

The front structure is stuccoed and has an overhanging roof and a small shed-roofed
portal over the front entry. It has historic steel casement windows with exposed lintels.
The symmetrical form of the north fagade, with windows flanking the entry, is character-
defining. A similar symmetry of design on the west facade is also character-defining.

The rear structure is in Spanish Pueblo Revival Style and has parapets and non-historic
clad casement windows.

There is a 44-inch high historic rock wall along the west property line.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommended, per 14-5.2(C) Designation of Significant and Contributing
Structures.:

1. the historic status of the north structure be designated contributing, with the
north and west fagades as primary,

2. the historic status of the south fagade be maintained as non-contributing,

3. the rock wall be designated contributing,

Chair Rios asked the current status of the house.
Mr. Schwab said it is non-contributing.

Member Bienvenu asked Mr. Schwab his assessment of the wall with the arch. He
thought the arch was not there in the photograph from 1985.

Mr. Schwab said it does show a wall and it appears to have an archway. He could
see the posts of the portal. When compared to the photograph of the house, he could
definitely see a wall. The posts extend to the corner and appears the wall was raised,
and the archway is new.
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Member Bienvenu asked if there was a current photo from the same angle. The
portal is very visible and indicated to him that the archway was not there in 1985.

APPLICANT PRESENTATION

Will McDonald, 488 Arroyo Tenorio was sworn. He said the owner wanted to
replace the windows on the front house and a status review is the first step.

Chair Rios asked if he agreed with staff designating the north and west as primary.

Mr. McDonald said he agreed the building should be contributing and is historic.
He said the west fagade lacked character and the small portal on the front was probably
added in the 80s. This is a pentile building with exposed headers over the windows and
an interesting house. Regarding the question of the wall, he pointed it out in the 1985
photograph. He thought the corner was there, but one portion and the archway were not.
Compared to the windows, the wall was higher.

Mr. Schwab displayed the photograph. He thought the space ends and there is
space between the wall and the sidewalk, and the wall extends another 4 feet.

Mr. McDonald agreed. The wall was raised and extended in that way. The
extension is the coyote fencing and is not historic. He showed a photograph of the wall
on the west going all the way down the property. He said that is worthy of preserving and
has character and should be contributing.

Member Larson thanked Mr. McDonald for the photos and found them helpful for
comparison. She thought the house has a high degree of integrity and the front yard wall
detracts from that, as well as the portal. She noted the 1984 HCPI report mentions the
front portal and aluminum supports. Those may have been replaced with wood. They
should take into consideration the portal could have been more characteristic of the
modern period. The material has been changed which affects the structure. The HCPI
Report said the front door is solid wood and could be the original door. The HCPI also
mentions the exposed lintels and trapezoidal shape which is an interesting character.

Member Guida asked if the hipped roof is original.
Mr. McDonald believed the roof is original and appears in the 1966 photograph.

PUBLIC HEARING

Stefanie Beninato, PO Box 1601 was sworn. She wanted to note that her hand up
was up for public comment. She said Chair Rios should give a couple of seconds more
because she wasn’t able to comment. She agreed about the two primary facades and
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appreciated Mr. McDonald's photographs. Materials may have changed but historic
buildings can be renovated. The lintel with a trapezoid shape is not seen often and is
unique and worthy of preservation.

Chair Rios said she looked very carefully. She did not see any hands up, but she
would call on Stephanie later for public comment.

BOARD DISCUSSION

Mr. Schwab said the 1985 HCPI says the portal posts were aluminum and that
portion should not be considered historic.

MOTION: In Case 2022-004867-HDRB, 620 W. San Francisco St., Member Bienvenu
moved, consistent with staff's recommendation, the historic status of the
north structure be designated contributing and the north and west facades
designated as primary, excluding the non-historic portal; and the historic
status of the south structure, not the fagade, be maintained as
noncontributing; and the rock wall on the western boundary of the property
be designated as contributing. The motion was seconded by Vice Chair
Katz.

VOTE: The motion passed by majority (3-1) roll call vote with Members Bienvenu,
Katz and Larson voting in favor and Member Guida voting against.

Mr. McDonald thanked the Board for giving Mr. Martinez a second chance.
Mr. Schwab indicated there had been no communication from Mr. Martinez.

MOTION: In Case 2022-004878-HDRB, 342 Plaza Balentine, Vice Chair Katz moved
to table Mr. Martinez’s case until he could join the meeting.

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous (4-0) roll call vote with Members
Bienvenu, Guida, Katz and Larson voting in favor and none voting against.

3. 2022-004866-HDRB. 76 E. San Francisco St. Downtown and Eastside
Historic District. Daniel Lujan, agent for Komis Enterprises, LLC, requests
demolition of 287 sq. ft. boiler room behind non-contributing building.
(Angela Schackel Bordegaray)

STAFF REPORT

76 East San Francisco is a commercial building constructed in 1883 and later remodeled
in 1957 by John Gaw Meem when the portals were added onto the commercial block
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fronts of the streets enclosing the Plaza. The building is located in the Downtown and
Eastside Historic District. The main entrance is on the north elevation, facing East San
Francisco Street, across from the Plaza. At the January 23, 2018 hearing, the Board
designated the building as non-contributing to Downtown and Eastside Historic District
and designated the north elevation as the primary elevation, in that it has features that
define the character of the structure's architecture.

The applicant proposes to demolish the 287 square foot existing boiler room (height: 5’-
9”) and equipment on building’s rear south elevation on the Water Street side. The boiler
room is adjacent to the building’s south fagade on the rear of the building in the parking
area there. It is believed to have been built when the building was constructed in 1883.

The equipment is an old steam boiler that was used for the original heating system for the
main building that is no longer active. The applicant has provided a letter from the City of
Santa Fe building inspector. The applicant proposes no other changes.

In determining whether a request for demolition in a historic district should be approved
or denied, the HDRB considers the following criteria:

1. Whether the structure is of historical importance.
Applicant’s response: The structure is freestanding and out-of-date partially
buried boiler room with no access for repairs or removal of equipment. It is
leaking from the walls that are below grade. The equipment is an old steam
boiler that was used as the original heating system for the main building that
is no longer active has been replaced with modern roof top units.

2. 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 re-established by a proposed structure.

Applicant’s response: the structure is not visible from the street and will
have no effect on the streetscape.

3. The state of repair and structural stability of the structure under
consideration.
Applicant’s response: see letter from Bobby Padilla, Building Official,
Division Manager Inspections which states that the building is in poor
condition.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff believes that removal of this structure does not diminish the status of the contributing
structure and finds that the demolition criteria have been met per 14-3.14 Demolition of
Historic or Landmark Structure and recommends approval.
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Chair Rios said this is very interesting and she has never gone to the area in the
back. She asked if the age is from 1883.

Ms. Bordegaray said it wasn’t mentioned in the historic surveys, so they don't know
the exact date. The building was constructed in 1883.

Member Bienvenu said as the status of the property was described it sounded like
the Plaza fagade was the only contributing part of the building.

Ms. Bordegaray said this is considered non-contributing based on all its alterations.
In 2018 they designated the front facing Plaza fagade, not the building, as contributing,
minus the more recent alterations.

Member Bienvenu said he accepts that, but the phrasing is different than the
report. The report states the Board designated the building as contributing and the north
elevation as primary at the January 23, 2018, hearing.

Ms. Bordegaray apologized and said her staff report was incorrect. It should say
non-contributing as well as in her status report. The building is non-contributing, but the
north elevation that faces the Plaza is contributing.

Member Bienvenu said he was troubled because the building looked like it's the
same one there as was in 1883. It seemed clear it is at least one of the things they should
consider. Itis of historical importance; a boiler room from 1883. He isn't as quick to agree
that should be removed. He thought it would be nice if an architectural historian could
provide feedback on the significance of the structure.

Vice Chair Katz asked what Ms. Bordegaray based her statement on that the
building is not contributing when it has a primary facade.

Ms. Bordegaray said it was the 2018 case. An appeal document talked about the
status designation and fagades.

Vice Chair Katz confirmed that she had reviewed the minutes of that case. He
couldn't imagine the Board doing it that way. He would be curious to see the minutes.

Chair Rios said she finds it unusual to say a building is not contributing but has a
primary fagade.

Vice Chair Katz added that isn’t allowed under the Code.
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Ms. Bordegaray said next month the Board will see a case she did where the Board
had designated the house non-contributing, but one fagade with historic features and
character was designated as contributing.

Vice Chair Katz said he was uncomfortable with this. He wanted to read the
minutes and see the evidence corresponding with what he recalled. He said the case
needs to be postponed. This isn’t a project that would be sensitive if postponed. They
could clarify that aspect and could get the information Member Bienvenu was seeking.

Member Larson said a National Parks Preservation bulletin talks about historic
boilers and how to determine the significance and if essential to the historic building. The
main recommendation is to provide a condition assessment if potential threats. The
current evidence mentions potential infiltration of the boiler and difficult access to do an
examination. It would help to have photographic evidence as the bulletin outlines. She
said the boiler is an example of the Industrial Era in Santa Fe, but she wasn't sure if
significant to the streetscape and history of the Plaza. There should be more investigation
because this negatively impacts the building and is time sensitive if it creates physical
threats.

Member Guida said he agrees with Vice Chair Katz on the confusion about the
primary facade on what is possibly a non-contributing building. He appreciated Member
Larson’s comments that infrastructure can be considered historic. He reminded the Board
of the importance when reviewing status cases, to distinguish between something historic
and contributing and something that is old. He said he could not comprehend how a
boiler in the back room of a building, regardless of the building's status, contributes to the
historic district by Code, or in any sense. To him, the question is moot whether the
building is contributing. He said he was willing to make a decision on the demolition. He
agreed with Member Larson on the negative impact.

MOTION: In Case 2022-004866-HDRB, 76 E. San Francisco St., Vice Chair Katz
moved to postpone the case to a date certain, to provide time for the Board
to receive the minutes of the meeting when the building front was given
status, and documentation from the appeal of the case. He said the Board
would be remiss not to have more information. Member Bienvenu
seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous (4-0) roll call vote with Members
Bienvenu, Guida, Katz and Larson voting in favor and none voting against.

Member Larson asked a friendly amendment if possible to be provided more
photographic evidence of the current conditions.

Vice Chair Katz accepted the friendly amendment.
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Attorney Ruybalid reminded the Board to postpone to a date certain.
Vice Chair Katz proposed to April 26, 2018, the second meeting in April.

4. 2022-004868-HDRB. 701 E. Alameda St, #3. Downtown and Eastside
Historic District. Ju Tan, agent for Steve Brown, owner, proposes to
construct a 200 sq. ft. portal on a non-contributing structure. (Daniel
Schwab)

STAFF REPORT

701 East Alameda is a non-historic single-family residential structure in the Downtown
and Eastside. The applicant is seeking approval for a red-tagged 198 square foot portal
located at the rear of the property with no public visibility.

On July 27th, 2021, the Board rejected approval for a portal to be constructed of pine
wood finished with a natural varnish and a torch-down roof, of 10 feet in height. The
applicant subsequently appealed to the governing body on October 13th 2021. This was
also denied.

The applicant now returns with an alternative design. The diagonal bracing will be
removed. New 6 by 10-inch horizontal beams will be added on the front and sides. On
the supporting pillars, wood trim and capitals will be added to make it more consistent
with the Territorial Style.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommended approval of the proposed project and found that the application
complies with Section 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and
14-5.2(E) Downtown and Eastside Design Standards.

APPLICANT PRESENTATION

Ju Tan, 1219 Cerro Gordo Road, was sworn. He displayed a PowerPoint
presentation. He said the Board made a point on the portal last year that led to its denial
that the structure is against the back wall. They pointed out there could be a Code
violation and commented the structure seemed not to be stable. They found generally
that the design was acceptable. He said the owner is regretful that he overlooked the
story poles. He wants to rectify that and they're trying to make the structure attractive
enough to be in the historic district but minimize the number of modifications. Their
preferred option is that the proposal would maintain the structure, including diagonals, but
introduces wood elements. Those will be painted white to improve the proportions and
design.
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He said Code regulation requires at least 18 inches above any path of travel. He
wasn’t clear that this is a Code violation and decided to keep the diagonal braces. He
showed a letter from Bobby Padilla, building officer to the owner stating the construction
of the new porch is acceptable. It meets requirements for a building permit. The owner
had a special inspection by a structural engineer in response to the comment that the
portal is not substantial. The engineer saw no structural problems and approved the
structure. He said his feeling was similar to the Board when he first saw the structure. He
thought the proportions needed improvement. He said he also wanted to present another
option, which was the one shown by Mr. Schwab. That has the diagonals removed but
will compromise the existing structure.

Member Guida asked about the roofing material.
Mr. Tan said it is a modified material roof they want to keep.
Member Guida asked about the three columns against the house.

Mr. Tan said noted the columns against the wall are atypical, but he hoped they
could keep them. They will not highlight the middle one and paint the rest to make it
appear the portal was built separately. The top of the roof is visible from Palace and
changing the structure would require them to tear most of the structure down. Instead,
he wanted to see if they could create a portal the Board found acceptable.

Member Guida asked which of the two options he thought better meets the District
standards.

Mr. Tan said if he disregards the work and costs required to modify the structure,
he will build.

Member Guida agreed. He asked if there was a way to make it disappear besides
painting the column against the back wall the color of the stucco.

Mr. Tan said it could be encased in stucco and blend to the wall.

Member Guida and Mr. Tan discussed possibilities. Member Guida said he
thought the option in the packet comes closest to fixing the non-conformance of the
structure within the design standards in the district. It removes the diagonals and upsizes
the beam across the front of the portal. He did not agree with the diagonal brackets,
regardless of the engineer, as even remotely in line with district standards. He would
prefer the middle column in the back disappear and if possible, putting a new beam across
the front. It is also possible to ledger the back or put a bracket where the beam is or
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replace the beam. He didn’t love the splayed corner, but it would not compete with the
view from the street.

PUBLIC HEARING

Ms. Beninato, previously sworn, said the applicant has attempted to comply. She
liked the slanted edge on one end of the portal. She said she appreciated it not being
ledgered to the wall. The idea is that the building and portal will be separate.

BOARD DISCUSSION

Vice Chair Katz said he agreed with Member Guida and hoped his motion asked
that the applicant eliminate the middle post.

MOTION: In Case 2022-004868-HDRB, 701 E. Alameda St, #3, Member Guida
moved to approve the design option in the packet that does not have
diagonals and have the applicant return to staff with a design to remove the
middle column by either installing a new beam or ledgering to the house.
Vice Chair Katz seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed by majority (3-1) roll call vote with Members Guida, Katz
and Larson voting in favor and Member Bienvenu voting against.

Member Bienvenu said he would have approved as submitted.

5. 2022-004862-HDRB. 661 C Garcia St. Downtown and Eastside Historic
District. Christopher Purvis, agent for Lynn Horning proposes a 444 sq. ft.
addition to a 3,312 sq. ft. non-contributing building. (Angela Schackel
Bordegaray)

STAFF REPORT

661-C Garcia Street is a 3,000 square foot single-family residential structure and
freestanding 490 square foot garage constructed in the 1980s in the Territorial Revival
Style. The structures are listed as non-contributing to the Downtown & Eastside Historic
District.

The applicant proposes the following same changes approved in 2014:
1. Construct a 444 square foot addition on the north and west sides of the

house 4 inches lower than the existing house. The finishes on the proposed
addition will match the existing Buckskin cementitious stucco with trim at
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the openings and white paint on all exposed woodwork as well as the white
painted true divided lite wood windows and trim.

2. Repair the rotting trim boards on the south side of the house. The applicant
proposed the same changes in a 2017 board case, which were approved
but not built.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommended approval of the proposed project and found that the application
complies with Section 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and
14-5.2(E) Downtown and Eastside Design Standards.

Member Guida asked why this is before the Board if already approved.

Ms. Bordegaray said the approval expired.

Chair Rios recalled it was first approved in 2014 and expired and approved again
in 2017 and expired again. She believed this was the same plan presented then.

Vice Chair Katz asked how anyone can enter the bedroom because there doesn’t
seem to be a door.

APPLICANT PRESENTATION

Christopher Purvis, 518 Old Santa Fe Trail, was sworn in. He said he didn’t know
about the 2014 approval. In 2017, the owner received a building permit but got distracted.
They plan to use the existing doorway directly across from the bathroom door. He pointed
out the entrance on the existing plan.

PUBLIC HEARING

There were no public comments.

BOARD DISCUSSION

MOTION: In Case 2022-004862-HDRB, 661 C Garcia St., Member Guida moved to
approve the project as submitted. Vice Chair Katz seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous (4-0) roll call vote with Members
Bienvenu, Guida, Katz and Larson voting in favor and none voting against.
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2022-004863-HDRB. 2 Camino Pequeno. Downtown and Eastside
Historic District. Daniel Strongwater, owner, requests to add 130 sq.ft.
addition, an 860 sq. ft. free-standing carport, increase portion of roof height
from 14’-0” to 15’-8” (maximum allowable height: 15’-8”), window and portal
alterations; yard wall and fence alterations; and add solar panels to a non-
contributing building. Applicant requests exception to Section 14-
5.2(E)(1)(c) regarding window panes larger than 30" in any dimension.
(Angela Schackel Bordegaray)

STAFF REPORT

2 Camino Pequeno is a 3,118 square foot residence constructed in the early 1960s
described as a blend of Mid-Century Ranch and Prairie Revival Styles. The residence is
characterized by its horizontal lines, low massing with areas of exposed whitewashed
adobe, slightly pitched shed roof with projecting eaves, stained wooden elements, and
wood windows with a horizontal, rectangular lite pattern. Its tallest existing height is 11'-
11”. The residence was designated noncontributing to the Downtown and Eastside
Historic District in a 1998 HDRB case. It has undergone remodeling in the late 1990s and

2015.

The applicant proposes the following alterations:

1.

Add a 873 square foot free-standing carport with attached adobe storage
shed to the southeast driveway. The carport will have square wood posts,
flat roof with white stucco to match existing house, which is white. Posts will
be stained a natural cedar wood.

Increase roof height on the south elevation to 15’-2 from 11°-11”, where the
maximum allowable height is 15’-8”.

Rebuild south elevation portal.

Replace south elevation windows with large bank of windows with glazing
that exceeds 30”.

Add clerestory windows on the south elevation to the increased height
change fagade. South elevation windows will be wood clad awnings.
Replace doors on south elevation. New doors will be glass and wood. Add
wood clad swinging door.

Add portal to south elevation.

Add 130 square foot addition to the west elevation.

Add a glass and wood slider door to north elevation.

Add two patios to north elevation.

Replace windows on north and south facades.

Additions will be stuccoed with cementitious ElI Rey Colonial White stucco
to match the existing house.

HDRB Minutes March 22, 2022 Page 17



13. Remove 6’ high eastern portion of fence line and replace with 6’ wire deer
fencing. The portal will be wood with a Diamond Vogel Natural Tone Cedar
to match existing wood.

14.  Add pine “trellis-portal” to south elevation.

15.  Add solar panels that will be low profile and concealed.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff does not find that all the exception criteria have been met but the Board may find
that they have upon further testimony. Otherwise, staff recommends approval of the
application as it complies with 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards for all H Districts, and
14-5.2(E) Downtown and Eastside Historic District.

Chair Rios asked if located in a public or a private drive.

Ms. Bordegaray said it is both a private road and can be publicly accessed and the
property is fenced.

Chair Rios asked about the public visibility of the proposed project.

Ms. Bordegaray showed a photograph of the property from the road noting an
opening in the wall to the east.

Vice Chair Katz said he appreciated what the applicant wanted to do, but the Board
had asked about how the height calculation was done. All of the houses except one on
the street are two story.

Ms. Bordegaray said the maximum height of 15’ 8” was calculated in a previous
case for this property.

Vice Chair Katz asked if she reviewed the basis for that calculation.

Ms. Bordegaray said she reviewed it today. The maximum allowable height was
based off the applicable street scape of 300 feet and the properties within that.

Chair Rios asked the height of the existing building.
Ms. Bordegaray said 11’ 11” at the highest.
Member Bienvenu asked clarification of the exceptions required for the size of the

panes. He wasn’t clear exceptions were not needed for the percentage of window
coverage.
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Ms. Bordegaray said based on the site visit, the applicant is aware of the questions
and will respond to those. The exception in her staff report is for the diagonal dimension.
The pane is 32 inches and exceeds the 30-inch rule. She said she wanted to hear from
the applicant to decide if an exception is required because they saw during the visit that
the return is 6 feet, not 4 feet. She displayed the existing floor plan.

Member Bienvenu asked if the carport color in white requires an exception.

Ms. Bordegaray said staff did not determine an exception was required. The
history of the house shows the white color has been approved and reapproved. The color
is in keeping with the existing house's architectural style. The previous minutes talked
about the style being different from Santa Fe style but having its own historic design and
character.

Member Bienvenu said he agreed but it still strikes him that those are the grounds
for an exception.

Ms. Bordegaray said there was a new structure with a different stucco color from
the main building.

Member Bienvenu said right. They have to determine if the stucco color on this
structure meets Code, and it doesn’t. They may end up in the same place, but they still
have to satisfy the exception criteria. This a nonconforming structure and under Code is
not supposed to be renovated or added on to except to bring into conformance, unless
the Board finds the building has no architectural or historic interest. That may be implicit
and the reason for not requiring it to be brought into conformance. But there should be a
finding of some sort.

Ms. Bordegaray agreed the Board has operated that way in the past.

Chair Rios confirmed that the building is historic but does not have a classification
and is noncontributing.

Member Larson said she was concerned about the status and that the
determination was made in the 1990s. She wondered if the status should be reviewed
since it is now over 50 years old.

Ms. Bordegaray believed the designation as noncontributing was based not only
on age, but because it had been renovated, remodeled, and altered. She could see her
point and the Board could determine that status should be revisited.
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Member Larson thought the best practice is to review structures when they reach
a certain age. Given the expanded body of research and that the style was deemed as
interesting, the Board should follow the same approach as any style typically conforming.

Chair Rios asked when the Board last reviewed this and the age of the building.

Ms. Bordegaray said it was reviewed in 2015 and the building is at least 60 years
old.

Vice Chair Katz said Members Bienvenu and Larson points were interesting
regarding renovating a non-conforming house and having to change it to Santa Fe style.
He said this house is wonderful and he didn’'t think anyone wanted the style to be
changed. He agreed there should be a status review because it deserves a contributing
status.

Member Guida said he was confused about the need for a status review. If the
Board upheld the current status in 2015, he couldn't see that a few years later anything
would have changed. He agreed that the intent is not to make a non-conforming building
conform. The Board could decide to designate the building as contributing but that is
beyond the wording of the Code. It doesn't contribute to district style and is an exception.
He thought this is just legal procedure and they would wind up in the same place. The
Board has repeatedly upheld the status of this project. He said just like the case with the
boiler room, he is ready to review on its merits.

Member Larson said she brought up the need for review. In the past 7 years since
2015 the Board has seen an increase in the development of historic preservation during
this period of mid-century modern. That warrants further research based on the growth
of resources and knowledge.

Vice Chair Katz apologized to Member Guida for the legal attitude of he and
Member Bienvenu. They agree about the result but want it to be legal. There are
requirements to approve a renovation to a nonconforming structure. They should not
ignore the rules that need to be followed.

Member Guida said case history shows the house has repeatedly been remodeled
over the years. That there may be some elements or that this once was classified as mid-
century in the staff report, are just words. He doesn’t see a property that needs to be
reviewed, he sees that the property has been reviewed, and rereviewed, and remodeled
and unsuccessfully came before the Board. The status has remained consistent. He
thought it odd that the Board is questioning the status now.
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Member Larson said she wasn’t on the Board in 2015. Her first impression of the
house and in reviewing the packet, was wanting to see evidence of the changes made.
This warrants a deeper look based on the developments and a study of this period.

MOTION: In Case 2022-004863-HDRB, 2 Camino Pequeno, Vice Chair Katz moved
to postpone for a status review and additional information as mentioned by
Member Larson. The motion was seconded by Member Larson.

VOTE: The motion passed by majority (3-1) roll call vote with Members Bienvenu,
Katz and Larson voting in favor and Member Guida voting against.

Chair Rios suggested a date certain.
Vice Chair Katz suggested a date in May.
APPLICANT COMMENTS:

Daniel Strongwater, 806 Don Gaspar, was sworn. He said he wanted to say how
deeply they have researched the property and history on this project. They began the
process with staff in September 2021 and here they are in March. He asked to be on the
closest possible date possible. He said he has a significant amount of information he was
prepared to show them. The drawings approved in 2015 significantly obscure the home
more than now and although approved was never constructed. The approved plans had
a number of issues with the Code discovered in their research space. He said he has a
significant amount of information prepared on the designs that he would like to show the
Board tonight.

He said he appreciates the discussion, but the house has been before the Board
in the late 90s and twice in 2015. At least half of this Board has commented in those
minutes. He is a homeowner who has worked hard, and this is their third time before the
Board in trying to breathe life back into the home. He feels the rug has been pulled from
under him. The information the Board has discussed was not available to him in this
process by staff or in any way. He objects that he is not able to respond because he has
a significant amount of information. He can respond to the critiques he is aware of and
speak to a number of things brought up. He appreciates procedurally this is complicated
as a homeowner it is not cheap to invest in design. They have invested significantly, and
it has taken a long time to do a respectful treatment of the house. They have been dealing
with the renovations prior to their acquisition that were conflicting with the original home.
Secondly, the timing of this being carried forward in the next few months scares him. It
will be quite problematic on a number of levels that would probably be considered a
hardship. He implored the Board to see this from the point of a public citizen who was
just trying to get through this process. There were months of preparation that led up to
this and now they find themselves in this situation.
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Chair Rios thanked Mr. Strongwater for commenting. She explained the Board
has moved to postpone the case and the motion passed. She suggested the maker of
the motion revise the motion to hear the case as soon as possible.

Vice Chair Katz said he appreciated Mr. Strongwater's comments. He said he
postponed to a meeting as soon as possible and Mr. Strongwater should get his
information he wants to present to staff.

Chair Rios asked if another motion for the date was needed.

Vice Chair Katz said he didn’t state a date and Chair Rios suggested there be one
and Mr. Strongwater then spoke.

Member Guida called a point of order. The Board just made a motion and voted
to postpone the case for status review with no public comment or applicant comment. He
objects to that and the date this case is postponed to is immaterial. The Board's mission
for a status review may change the plans of the owner. Mr. Strongwater has explained
and made clear based on staff's recommendations in the Fall, he has spent money to
care for the property as well as producing the documents to be reviewed tonight. He
could not understand how postponement in any way could make that situation better.
That is an important concern and should have been addressed before the motion was
made and voted on.

Chair Rios said with regard to public comment, it is not required when the Board
postpones, but Attorney Ruybalid could confirm.

Attorney Ruybalid said he would have to do research.

Mr. Strongwater wasn't clear the on the postponement process. He asked if, as in
the past, a status review would be one meeting and a design review would be a
subsequent meeting.

Ms. Piccarello responded that is not required. Both could be on the same agenda,
but the case would be planned assuming there would be exceptions. Otherwise, they
would have to postpone if exceptions were required.

Mr. Strongwater asked if he has to pay for each potential exception.
Ms. Piccarello said they would try to draft the case as concisely and accurately as

possible, but yes. To avoid further postponement, they would probably list the exception
and if not needed, refund that money.
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Chair Rios said she did not do public comment with the other postponed case.
She recalled that public comment is not needed.

Member Guida said this is an issue of fairness. The public has a right to trust the
determination of the historic division staff. They spend money drafting a case to come
before the Board. And if the goal post is changed without input from the applicant or the
public such as this, that puts an undue burden on applicants.

Attorney Ruybalid read "When a main motion is postponed... it carries with it any
debatable appeals.”

Chair Rios said taking public comment would not make sense because the case
would start anew once postponed.

Member Guida said this is postponing in order to add another step in the process
for the applicant, the determination of status. This was not presented to the applicant
when starting the process. This postponement is for redesign or adjustment of design,
which says that everything the applicant has paid and done may go out the window based
on that determination. It is not fair for the Board to make that decision: (1) against the
recommendations of the Historic Division; and (2) without comment for more
consideration.

Chair Rios said it is not unusual for the Board to take a different direction than what
staff recommended if they see it is needed.

Member Guida said it is questionable in this case.

Chair Rios said she was moving on to the next case. She addressed Mr.
Strongwater and said hopefully the Board will see him as soon as possible.

Mr. Strongwater asked if he, as a citizen, had any other rights. He wasn't able to
present any of his prepared documents. He didn’t know how to make it clearer that this
was an exceedingly significant financial burden the City was asking him to shoulder.
There was no advanced notice or clarification, not even a hint this is a problem. He asked
if there was any recourse he could take.

Attorney Ruybalid read from Robert’s Rules of Order, Section 14, postponed to a
certain time: “A motion can be moved regardless of how much debate there has been if
proposed to be postponed.” It can be postponed to consider a more convenient time, or
debate has shown reasons for holding off on the issue until later. He summarized that
means a motion to postpone to a time certain takes precedence over debate on the main
question. His conclusion is a motion to postpone that has been duly voted upon, also
postpones the debate on the main question.
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Chair Rios asked if that Includes not entertaining public comment.

Attorney Ruybalid said that is what he believes from reading this section. All of the
debate will be permitted on the postponement date.

Member Guida noted that the next time the Board met on this case, they would not
be debating the points of this case. The Board will be debating the status review, which
is not the same case being postponed, it is another case being interjected by the Board.

Chair Rios said not necessarily. There could be the status review and the changes
the applicant wants to make can be heard at the same meeting.

Vice Chair Katz asked to clarify for the record the hearing postponement date.
Ms. Piccarello said April 12, 2022.

7. 2022-004876-HDRB. 1149 Camino San Acacio. Downtown and Eastside
Historic District. Will McDonald, agent for William Johnson, owner, proposes
to construct a 106 sqg. ft. portal, enclose a breezeway, raise parapets,
replace windows and doors on a contributing structure. An exception to
Section 14-5.2(D)(2)(c) is requested to construct on a primary facade.
(Daniel Schwab)

STAFF REPORT

1149 Camino San Acacio is a single-family residence listed as contributing to the
Downtown and Eastside Historic District. It was begun in the 1940s in a Spanish Pueblo
Revival Style. In 2017, the Board designated the north, west and south fagades primary.
Now, the applicant proposes the following exterior alterations:

1) Construct a 106 square foot portal over the front (north) entry door. The
wood will be stained with Cabot Cordovan Brown. Stucco will be El Rey
“Adobe”.

a. An exception to Section 14-5.2(D)(2)(c) is requested to construct on
a primary facade.

2) Replace the non-historic door with a custom door and widen the opening
from 32 to 36 inches, and add a sidelight
a. An exception to Section 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) is requested to remove
historic material.

3) Enclose the existing walkway on the east end of the north fagade
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a. An exception to Section 14-5.2(D)(2)(c) is requested to construct on
a primary facade.

4) Replace windows on a non-historic fagade. These will be aluminum clad
wood windows colored blue to match the existing windows.

5) Re-roof using spray foam roofing;

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.

Chair Rios asked if windows would be replaced.

Mr. Schwab referred to the staff report noting the windows will be replaced on the
non-historic fagade with aluminum clad.

Vice Chair Katz referred to the picture displayed. He was not sure if it was a portal
or a walkway between buildings and if an exception was needed for that. The letter from
the architect mentions adding a parapet and the breezeway roof on the south elevation.
He confirmed that did not need an exception.

APPLICANT PRESENTATION

Will McDonald, previously sworn, showed the location of the project. Approval to
renovate the accessory dwelling unit (ADU) was received in 2019 and his client got a
permit for that. He had already torn down the building without approval and returned to
the Board for approval after the fact. With administrative approval, the windows were
changed, and the portal was redone.

Mr. McDonald said prior to his client buying the property, he had talked with Nicole
Thomas on the status review. She told him everyone had agreed on the primary facades
and Member Biedscheid wanted the entry section to be primary. He believed the Code
definition of fagade that requires a 4-foot offset is related to the escarpment. The
suggestion was that they asked for an exception to close in the existing walkway. He
displayed the existing walkway with the closed-in portion, the parapet and the area of the
facade designated as primary. This portal is intended to mimic the portal on the west
without detracting from the stone coping. Several columns on the front give a stronger
sense of entry. None of this is publicly visible. This will remove about 18 inches of historic
material to replace this door.
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Vice Chair Katz asked to see the current floor plan. He was puzzled by the
comment of the unclarity of the north fagade. The four-foot rule would mean the primary
facade would stop and he did not think an exception would not be needed. The primary
facade ends and goes back four feet. Having a door that isn't wide enough to meet Code
could be a hardship, but he was interested in hearing the reason the sidelight is essential.

Mr. McDonald said the thought was the loss of some historic material to gain an
aesthetically pleasing and welcoming entrance was worth it. It is not a matter of hardship.

Member Guida said he had concerns on the north fagade with the design. The
portal will cover some of the buttresses that are character defining. He asked if possible,
to reduce the size.

Mr. McDonald said that was considered in how wide to make it. They wanted
symmetry between the door and portal, but he was open to centering the opening. Both
sides could have a similar look and meet the buttress instead of covering the side.

PUBLIC HEARING

Ms. Beninato, previously sworn, agreed that an exception should be given to widen
the door to meet Code. The sidelight is not necessary and unnecessarily removes historic
material.

BOARD DISCUSSION

MOTION: In Case 2022-004876-HDRB, 1149 Camino San Acacio, Vice Chair Katz
moved to approve the proposal as submitted with the exception of the
sidelight on the front door and the finds that the exception criteria was met
regarding the north side primary fagade to remove historic material to widen
the door to meet Code. The motion was seconded by Member Guida. He
asked a friendly amendment that the applicant return to staff with updated
drawings that show a 3 foot door in that location, and if possible, narrowing
the width of the proposed portal as discussed in the testimony.

Vice Chair Katz accepted the friendly amendment.

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous (4-0) roll call vote with Members
Bienvenu, Guida, Katz and Larson voting in favor and none voting against.

8. 2022-004912-HDRB. 1564 Canyon Rd. Downtown and Eastside Historic
District. Beverley Spears, agent for Kate Lopez, owner, requests historic
status determination on non-statused 806 sq. ft. free-standing guesthouse.
(Angela Schackel Bordegaray)

HDRB Minutes March 22, 2022 Page 26



STAFF REPORT

1564 Canyon Road is a 3,000 square foot Spanish-Pueblo Revival Style, adobe building
designated historically non-contributing to the Downtown and Eastside Historic District.
The 2.7 acre-lot consists of the main house, a guesthouse, a garage, a shed, and a
chicken coop. The main house originally was part of a larger property. The lot is located
far from (Upper) Canyon Road; none of the buildings are publicly visible.

The subiject of this case is the un-statused guesthouse, which is an 806 square foot round
adobe building located southeast of the main house. It is believed to be built in 1973
based on the owner’s tax assessment record. The 1983 HCPI for the main house (in your
packet) lists the circular adobe guesthouse as part of the property but does not indicate
date built. The building is described as “Hippie Vernacular Style” and has wagon wheel
windows and two large pane glass doors.

The applicant requests status determination and primary fagade(s) designation as
applicable. The applicant has provided a letter regarding its construction and tax records
that indicate that the building was complete and entered into the tax base on August 26,
1972. Based on the letter and the tax record, staff believes that the structure is less than
50 years old.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommended that the historic status of the structure be maintained as non-
contributing based on its construction date per 14-5.2(C) Designation of Significant and
Contributing Structures.

Member Bienvenu said staff's recommendation was based solely on the date and
seemed ambiguous. They know that the structure existed August of 1972, but not how
much prior to that date it existed. It is fair to speculate within a month or two and the
definitions whether the structure is 50 years old are loose. And the criterion alone does
not satisfy if this is contributing or not. He asked Ms. Bordegaray her opinion on status.

Ms. Bordegaray agreed it met the standards of approximately 50 years, or older.
She said it is unique and contributes to the district, but not in the historic preservation
standards meant by Code. She said this is a difficult structure to apply Code. She is not
an architectural historian and chooses not to make a judgment. She was curious what
the Board finds and what information the applicant could provide.

Member Bienvenu said the definition of contributing is to help establish or maintain
the character of the Historic District. He agreed this is an interesting interpretative issue
of what that means; whether typical or including unique aspects of non-traditional
architecture.
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Member Guida asked Ms. Bordegaray's recommendation for designating a primary
facade if determined contributing.

Ms. Bordegaray said it is one fagade encircled so it could not be more than one
fagade. That would make it significant and all of it primary.

Member Guida said that points to some flaws in the Code.

APPLICANT PRESENTATION

Beverly Spears, 334 Pacheco Street, was sworn. She said she wrote a special
letter to the Board expressing why this building does not contribute to the Historic District.
She noted the photograph showing the roof with skylights and vents sticking up is in no
way representative of what is considered historic and traditional Santa Fe architecture.
She felt strongly the building does not qualify as contributing.

PUBLIC HEARING

Ms. Beninato, previously sworn, said she knows this is not traditional architecture.
But this is an example of the 60s-70s studio if we want to preserve mid-century
contemporary and is all adobe. It would be difficult to determine the primary fagade, but
it contributes in terms of a specific time and is vernacular. He thought a compromise
would be preserving the circular part facing the street or driveway and letting the applicant
do what they want to the backside. It should not be considered contributing just because
it is more traditional architecture. She thought on being 50 years old, when Kelly Brennan
was City Attorney, she would have said there is at least a six-month spread. The tax
assessor in the 1970s did not put a new building on the rolls until about 3 years after built.

BOARD DISCUSSION

Vice Chair Katz said the Code doesn’t anticipate having buildings not in Santa Fe
Style just because it is 50 years old. The intent of Code was to preserve a certain style
of architecture. This building doesn't represent that style.

Member Larson pointed out the building may not be contributing but she liked the
vernacular design and the building.

MOTION: In Case 2022-004912-HDRB, 1564 Canyon Rd., Vice Chair Katz moved to
maintain noncontributing status. The motion was seconded by Member
Guida.

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous (4-0) roll call vote with Members
Bienvenu, Guida, Katz and Larson voting in favor and none voting against.
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9. 2022-004721-HDRB. 1564 Canyon Rd. Downtown and Eastside Historic
District. Beverley Spears, agent for Kate Lopez, owner, proposes a 577
sq. ft. addition to a height of 12’-1” to a non-statused 806 sq. ft. guesthouse
(height 10’-0”), a 360 sq. ft. free-standing carport to a height of 9’-8,
demolition of a 380 sq. ft. shed, and 5’-6” yard wall. (Angela Bordegaray)

STAFF REPORT

1564 Canyon Road is a 2.7 acre-lot consisting of the main house, a guesthouse, a garage,
and a shed and a chicken coop. The main house is a 3,000 square foot Spanish-Pueblo
Revival Style adobe building designated historically non-contributing to the Downtown
and Eastside Historic District. The main house was originally part of a larger property.

The guesthouse is an 806 square foot round adobe located southeast of the main house
believed to be built in early 1972. The lot is located far from (Upper) Canyon Road, and
none of the structures are publicly visible. The applicant proposes to remodel, add onto
the circular building, construct a free-standing 360 square foot carport, add a patio yard
wall between the patio and the new carport. The chicken coop is proposed to be
demolished.

The applicant proposes to remodel the guesthouse and add onto the southwest elevation.
The 577 square foot addition is rectangular and will be Spanish Pueblo vernacular style
with flat roof, stuccoed walls and parapets. Existing guesthouse heights vary from 10’-6”
on the south and east elevations to 11’-1” on the west. The applicant proposes to remove
all existing “wagon wheel” windows. New doors and windows will be true divided lite
aluminum clad wood with a white (“Linen”) exterior finish. A small bay window is proposed
on the north elevation, which will have a small hipped roof with grey charcoal standing
seam metal. Four existing skylights will be raised as needed and a new skylight added.
All skylights will not be visible from any angle.

The applicant also proposes to add a 360 square foot carport to the southeast of the
guesthouse. The carport will have round wooden posts, vigas, and a flat roof. Wood will
be stained to a medium weathered light brown. The carport will be accessed by a new
driveway extension to the guesthouse.

A 5°-6” yard will be erected between the patio and the new carport. An outdoor fireplace
and low retaining walls will be added.

All stucco will be cementitious El Rey “Adobe” to match existing main house.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommended the proposal as it complies with 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards
for all H Districts and 14-5.2(E) Downtown and Eastside Historic District.

Member Bienvenu asked if there was a photograph, or description of the building
to be demolished.

Ms. Bordegaray asked that the applicant address that.
Ms. Spears, previously sworn, described it is weathered almost black wood and

partially buried by dirt. It was used as a chicken coop the last 30-40 years and is
nondescript.

Member Bienvenu said he was surprised that he did not notice it on the site visit
because it is such a large structure. He said a photograph or description of it in the
packet would help ensure the standards are met.

Member Guida said this is a cool project. He referred to the bay window and that
obviously may not meet district standards. He asked if there were other considerations
on the windows. The wagon wheel windows would not be conforming but seem to suit
the building.

Ms. Spears said the bay window does suit the building. It is important to her client
who wants to be able to step into the space and look east and west. This is not out of
keeping with the historic district. All over historic Santa Fe there are enclosed small
portals with windows. This is a similar character and appearance.

Ms. Piccarello displayed the pictures of the chicken coup.

Member Bienvenu said that satisfied his concerns.

Chair Rios asked about public visibility of the round building.

Ms. Spears said it is far from Canyon Road and totally invisible by the public.

PUBLIC HEARING

Ms. Beninato, previously sworn, said she was happy the building's roundness will
be maintained when they add on. She liked the design and thought it a great addition.
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BOARD DISCUSSION

MOTION: In Case 2022-004721-HDRB. 1564 Canyon Rd., Member Bienvenu moved
to approve the project as submitted, and to approve the demolition based
on the finding that all standards set forth in the ordinance have been
satisfied in the record. The motion was seconded by Vice Chair Katz.

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous (4-0) roll call vote with Members
Bienvenu, Guida, Katz and Larson voting in favor and none voting against.

Chair Rios asked if Richard Martinez was now available.
Mr. Schwab said he never did hear any more from Richard Martinez.
MOTION: In Case 2022-004878-HDRB, 342 Plaza Balentine, Member Guida moved
to postpone to a date certain of April 12, 2022. Vice Chair Katz seconded

the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous (4-0) roll call vote with Members
Bienvenu, Guida, Katz and Larson voting in favor and none voting against.

G. DISCUSSION ITEMS:

Chair Rios asked Ms. Piccarello about the awards.

Ms. Piccarello said a tentative date is May 19, 2022, but there is no location yet.
They are looking for nominations and will provide more information in the next two

meetings. One of those meetings, likely April 26, 2022, the Board will vote.

Member Bienvenu asked if possible to receive recommendations from staff in each
of the categories, since they spend so much time on the projects.

Ms. Piccarello said yes, they will meet later in the week and have a long list of
different agendas and cases.

Chair Rios said most of the projects are in the Downtown Eastside Historic
Districts. She would like to spread the awards throughout the districts if possible.

Attorney Ruybalid indicated he would be gone for a few days in May. It sounds as
though an attorney is not needed but most likely there will be one at the April 26, 2022,
meeting.

Member Bienvenu added he will also be out of town on May 19, 2022.
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Ms. Piccarello said she would advise them if there were an alternate date. This is
a joint award ceremony with the Historic Santa Fe Foundation.

H. MATTERS FROM THE BOARD

Chair Rios invited everyone to the La Pena house on March 25, 2022, at noon.
She complimented Ms. Bordegaray for being prepared this evening. She added she
learned on the field trip that Planners and Ms. Piccarello must be very with familiar with

about 7 apps. She extended her thanks to staff members who helped with technical
issues.

She added April 12" that she also may not be available.
. NEXT MEETING - April 12, 2022.
J. ADJOURNMENT
MOTION: Member Guida moved to adjourn the meeting at 8:49 p.m. The motion was
seconded by Member Larson.

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous (4-0) roll call vote with Members
Bienvenu, Guida, Katz and Larson voting in favor and none voting against.

Submitted by:
IV me 19 \’Baw;

Melissa Byers, Stenographer
For Byers Organizational Support Services

Approved by:

Cecilia Rios, Chair
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City of Santa Fe
Historic Districts Review Board
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Case # 2022-4867-HDRB

Address — 620 West San Francisco Street
Agent’s Name — Will McDonald
Owner/Applicant’s Name — William D. White

THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing
on March 22, 2022.

BACKGROUND

620 West San Francisco Street includes two single-family residential structures dating from
the 1950s, constructed of pen-tile in a Spanish Pueblo Revival Style. The front structure is
stuccoed and has an overhanging roof and a small shed-roofed portal over the front entry. It has
historic steel casement windows with exposed lintels. The symmetrical form of the north facade,
with windows flanking the entry, is character-defining. A similar symmetry of design on the west
fagade is also character-defining. The rear structure is in Spanish Pueblo Revival Style and has
parapets and non-historic clad casement windows. There is a 44-inch high historic rock wall along
the west property line.

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: Per SFCC Section 14-5.2(C),
Designation of Significant and Contributing Structures, the Staff recommends:

a. The historic status of the north structure be designated contributing, with the
north and west facades as primary,

b. The historic status of the south structure be maintained as non-contributing, and

c. The rock wall on the western boundary of the property be designated
contributing.

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

4. The property 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 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 facade” 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
facades 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 north structure meets the definition
of a “contributing structure,” as recommended by staff.

11. The Board finds that the north and west facades are the primary elevation(s) of the
north structure with the features that define the character of the structure’s architecture.

12. Based on the information set forth in the Staff Report and exhibits and the testimony
and evidence presented at the hearing, the Board finds that the south structure does not meet the
definition of a “contributing structure,” as recommended by staff.

13. 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 rock wall along the western lot line
meets the definition of a “contributing structure,” as recommended by staff.

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

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

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

1. The Board has the authority to review and approve the Application.

2. The Board grants the Applicant’s request to review the property’s historic status.

3. The Board designates the north structure as a contributing structure.

4. The Board designates the following elevations on the north structure as the primary
facades: north and west.
The Board designates the south structure as a non-contributing structure.
6. The Board designates the rock wall along the western lot line as a contributing

structure.

N

IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 12" DAY of April, 2022, BY THE HISTORIC
DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE.

Finding of Fact and Conclusions of Law — Status or Primary Fagade Designation
Case #2022-4867-HDRB
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Chair

FILED:
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City Clerk
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Assistant City Attorney
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City of Santa Fe
Historic Districts Review Board
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Case # 2022-4868-HDRB

Address — 701 East Alameda, #3

Agent’s Name — Ju Tan
Owner/Applicant’s Name — Steve Brown

THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing
on March 22, 2022.

BACKGROUND

701 East Alameda is a non-historic, single-family residential structure in the Downtown
and Eastside Historic District. The applicant is seeking approval for a red-tagged, 198-square-
foot portal located at the rear of the property.

On July 27, 2021, the Board rejected approval for a portal to be constructed of pine wood
finished with a natural varnish and a torch-down roof, 10 feet in height; see Case # 2021-3828-
HDRB. The applicant subsequently appealed to the Governing Body October 13, 2021. The
appeal was denied. The applicant now returns with an alternative design. The diagonal bracing
will be removed. New 6-by-10-inch horizontal beams will be added on the front and sides. On
the supporting pillars, wood trim and capitals will be added to make them more consistent with
the Territorial Style. The wooden uprights and exposed beams will be painted or stained white,
consistently with the design of the condominium units at 701 E. Alameda St.

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 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.

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

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

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

9. The information contained in the Staff Report and exhibits, and the testimony and evidence
submitted at the hearing, establishes that all applicable design criteria have been met.

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:

e The Board approves design option 2, with the existing diagonal support
brackets removed;

e The center rear column shall be removed, and the structure strengthened
through means of a more solid beam or glue-lam, or by ledgering the horizontal
beam to the house; and

e The Applicant shall submit updated plans for administrative approval reflecting
these required changes.

IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 12" DAY of April, 2022, BY THE HISTORIC
DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE.

Cecilia Rios Date
Chair

FILED:

Kristine Bustos-Mihelcic Date
City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Finding of Fact and Conclusions of Law — Remodel or New Construction
Case #2022-4868-HDRB
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Frank Ruybalid Date
Assistant City Attorney

Finding of Fact and Conclusions of Law — Remodel or New Construction
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City of Santa Fe
Historic Districts Review Board
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Case # 2022-4862-HDRB

Address — 661-C Garcia Street

Agent’s Name — Christopher Purvis
Owner/Applicant’s Name — Lynn Horning

THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing
on March 22, 2022.

BACKGROUND

661-C Garcia Street is a 3,312-square-foot single-family residential structure and free-
standing 490-square-foot garage constructed in the 1980s in the Territorial Revival Style. The
structures are listed as non-contributing to the Downtown & Eastside Historic District. The
applicant proposes the following:

1. Construct a 444-square-foot addition on the north and west sides of the house, 4
inches lower than the existing house. The finishes on the proposed addition will match the
existing Buckskin cementitious stucco with trim at the openings and white paint on all exposed
woodwork as well as the white painted, true-divided-lite wood windows and trim.

2. Repair the rotting trim boards on the south side of the house.

The applicant proposed the same changes to this structure in 2014 and 2017 HDRB cases.
These were approved, but were not built.

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 Section 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 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. The Applicant proposed to construct an addition on the building’s northwest corner.

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

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 submitted, as recommended by Staff.

IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 12" DAY of April, 2022, BY THE HISTORIC
DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE.

Cecilia Rios Date
Chair

FILED:

Kristine Bustos-Mihelcic Date
City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Frank Ruybalid Date
Assistant City Attorney

Finding of Fact and Conclusions of Law — Remodel or New Construction
Case #2022-4862-HDRB
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City of Santa Fe
Historic Districts Review Board
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Case # 2022-4876-HDRB

Address — 1149 Camino San Acacio

Agent’s Name — Will McDonald
Owner/Applicant’s Name — William Johnson

THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing
on March 22, 2022.

BACKGROUND

1149 Camino San Acacio is a single-family residence listed as contributing to the
Downtown and Eastside Historic District. It was begun in the 1940s in a Spanish Pueblo Revival
Style. In 2017, the Board designated the north, west and south fagades primary.

The applicant now proposes the following exterior alterations:
1) Construct a 106-square-foot portal over the front (north) entry door. The wood will
be stained with Cabot Cordovan Brown. Stucco will be El Rey “Adobe.”
a. An exception to Section 14-5.2(D)(2)(c) is requested to construct on a primary
facade.
2) Replace the non-historic door with a custom door and widen the opening from 32 to
36 inches, and add a sidelight
a. An exception to Section 14-5.2(D)(1)(a) is requested to remove historic
material.
3) Enclose the existing walkway on the east end of the north facade
a. An exception to Section 14-5.2(D)(2)(c) is requested to construct on a primary
facade.
4) Replace windows on a non-historic fagcade. These will be aluminum-clad, wood
windows colored blue to match the existing windows.
5) Re-roof using spray foam roofing;

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.



*

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

. Historic Preservation Division 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.

The project is subject to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C), Regulation of Significant and
Contributing Structures.
The project is subject to the requirements and general design standards set forth in SFCC

Section 14-5.2(D), General Design Standards.

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).

Under SFCC Sections 14-2.6(B)-(C), 14-5.2(A)(1), 14-5.2(C)(2)(a-d & 1), 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.

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

The Applicant proposes to construct an addition (portal) on the north-facing primary
facade.

Staff determined that an exception to SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(2)(c) would be required for
approval of the Application, and the Applicant requested an exception.

Under SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(1)(a), historic material may not be removed from a
primary facade.

The Applicant proposes to remove historic material on the north primary fagade to
accommodate a wider door.

Staff determined that an exception to SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(2)(c) would be required for
approval of the Application, and the Applicant requested an exception.

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.

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 Staft’s finding that the Applicant
has conclusively demonstrated that all exception criteria have been met:

a. The new portal on the north fagade will be similar in appearance to an existing
portal on the west fagade, the new door will be placed on the north fagade where
there is an existing door, the north facade faces away from the street frontage, and
these alterations do not damage the character of the district;

b. These alterations are required to prevent a hardship to the applicant or an injury to
the public welfare, as the existing door is narrow, and part of the historic wall must
be removed to create an opening for a wider, code-compliant door, and a portal will
protect the doorway from inclement weather and precipitation;

c. The alterations will strengthen the unique heterogeneous character of the City by
providing a full range of design options to ensure that residents can continue to
reside within the historic districts; and

d. The proposed alterations will not cause the structure to lose its contributing status.

The Board finds that exception criteria are not necessary to close the walkway on the north
facade, as the walkway is not a porch, portal, window, door or other architectural feature
for which closure is restricted by the Historic Districts Code.

Finding of Fact and Conclusions of Law — Remodel or New Construction
Case #2022-004876-HDRB
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17. 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.

18. 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.

19. 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:
The Board has the authority to review and approve the Application.
The Board grants the exceptions requested in the Application.
The Board approves the Application, as recommended by Staff, with the following
additional conditions:

1.
2.
3.

The sidelight be omitted from the proposed new door on the north elevation;
The design for the new portal be narrowed to avoid obstructing the historically
characteristic buttresses on both sides of the door; and

The applicant submit updated plans for a 36”-wide door and the above-
mentioned design changes for administrative approval to HPD staff.

IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 12" DAY of April, 2022, BY THE HISTORIC
DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE.

Cecilia Rios

Chair

FILED:

Date

Kristine Bustos-Mihelcic Date

City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Frank Ruybalid
Assistant City Attorney

Date
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City of Santa Fe
Historic Districts Review Board
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Case # 2022-4912-HDRB

Address — 1564 Canyon Road

Agent’s Name — Beverley Spears
Owner/Applicant’s Name — Kate Lopez

THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing
on March 22, 2022.

BACKGROUND

1564 Canyon Rd. is a 3,000-square-foot Spanish-Pueblo Revival Style, adobe building
designated non-contributing to the Downtown and Eastside Historic District. The 2.7-acre lot
consists of the main house, a guesthouse, a garage, a shed and a chicken coop. The main house
originally was part of a larger property. The lot is located far from (Upper) Canyon Road.

The subject of this case is the un-statused guesthouse, which is an 806-square-foot round
adobe building located southeast of the main house. It is believed to be built in 1973 based on
the owner’s tax assessment record. The 1983 HCPI for the main house lists the circular adobe
guesthouse as part of the property, but does not indicate the date it was built. The building is
described as “Hippie Vernacular Style,” and has wagon-wheel windows and two large-pane,
glass doors.

The applicant requests designation of status and primary fagade(s) as applicable. The
applicant has provided a letter regarding the construction of this guesthouse, and tax records that
indicate that the building was complete and entered into the tax base on August 26, 1972. Based
on the letter and the tax record, staff believes that the structure is less than 50 years old.

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 designated as non-contributing based on its construction date, per
14-5.2(C), Designation of Significant and Contributing Structures.

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




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

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

6. 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.”

7. 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 facades of contributing structures.

8. 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 “non-contributing structure,” as recommended by staff.

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

10. The Board finds that the structure is located in a Historic District and is approximately 50
years old or older, but it does not contribute to the character of the Historic District.

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 guesthouse as a non-contributing structure.

IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 12t DAY of April, 2022, BY THE HISTORIC
DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE.

Cecilia Rios Date
Chair

FILED:

Kristine Bustos-Mihelcic Date
City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Frank Ruybalid Date
Assistant City Attorney

Finding of Fact and Conclusions of Law — Status or Primary Fagade Designation
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City of Santa Fe
Historic Districts Review Board
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Case # 2022-4721-HDRB

Address — 1564 Canyon Road

Agent’s Name — Beverley Spears
Owner/Applicant’s Name — Kate Lopez

THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing
on March 22, 2022.

BACKGROUND

1564 Canyon Road is a 2.7-acre lot consisting of the main house, a guesthouse, a
garage, and a shed and a chicken coop. The main house is a 3,000-square-foot Spanish-
Pueblo Revival Style adobe building designated historically non-contributing to the
Downtown and Eastside Historic District. The main house was originally part of a larger
property. The guesthouse is an 806-square-foot round adobe structure, believed to be built
in early 1972, located southeast of the main house. The lot is located far from (Upper)
Canyon Road. The applicant proposes to remodel, add onto the circular accessory
building, construct a free-standing 360-square-foot carport, and add a patio yard wall
between the patio and the new carport. The chicken coop is proposed to be demolished.

The applicant proposes to remodel the circular guesthouse and add onto the southwest
elevation. The 577-square-foot addition is rectangular and will be Spanish Pueblo vernacular
style with flat roof, stuccoed walls and parapets. Existing guesthouse heights vary from 10°-6”
on the south and east elevations to 11°-1” on the west. The applicant proposed to remove all
existing “wagon wheel” windows. New doors and windows will be true-divided-lite aluminum
clad wood with a white (“Linen”) exterior finish. A small bay window is proposed on the north
elevation, which will have a small hipped roof with charcoal-grey standing seam metal. Four
existing skylights will be raised as needed and a new skylight added. All skylights will not be
visible from any angle.

The proposed carport will be situated to the southeast of the guesthouse. The carport
will have round wooden posts, vigas, and a flat roof. Wood will be stained to a medium,
weathered light brown. The carport will be accessed by a new driveway extension to the
guesthouse. The new yard wall between the patio and carport will be 5’-6”. An outdoor
fireplace and low retaining walls will be added. All stucco will be cementitious El Rey “Adobe”
to match the existing main house.

FINDINGS OF FACT

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



10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

. 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”).

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.

Historic Preservation Division Staff Recommendation: Staff recommended the proposal as
it complies with 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards for all H Districts and 14-5.2(E)
Downtown and Eastside Historic District.

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

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).

The Applicant proposes to construct an addition on the building’s southwest facade, a
carport on the building’s southeast fagade, and demolish the chicken coop located to the
north of the existing building.

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

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.

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.
Under SFCC Sections 14-2.6(C)(1) and 14-5.2(A)(1), the Board has authority to review,
approve, with or without conditions, or deny, all or some of the Applicant’s proposed
demolition in a historic district in accordance with the standards and procedures set out in
SFCC Sections 14-3.14 and 14-5.2.

The staff provided to the Board information on a structure, a dilapidated and unused
chicken coop, under consideration for demolition, pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.14(C).
Under SFCC Section 14-3.14(G)(1), in determining whether to approve a request for
demolition in a Historic District, the Board must consider whether the structure is of
historical importance or an essential part of a unique street section or block front, whether
the street section or block front will be reestablished by a new structure, and the state of
repair and structural stability of the structure.

Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.14(G)(1)(a), the Board finds that the chicken coop
structure is not of historical significance.

Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.14(G)(1)(b), the Board finds that the chicken coop
structure is not an essential part of a unique street section or block front.

Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.1(G)(1)(c), the Board finds that the chicken coop structure
under consideration for demolition is in an advanced state of disrepair.

Finding of Fact and Conclusions of Law — Remodel or New Construction
Case #2022-4721-HDRB
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Under the circumstances and given the evidence and testimony submitted during the
hearing, the Board acted upon the Application as follows:
1. The Board has the authority to review and approve the Application.
2. The Board approves the Application for construction of the addition, yard wall and
carport, and remodeling as proposed;
3. The Board approves the Application for demolition of the chicken coop.

IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 12" DAY of April, 2022, BY THE HISTORIC
DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE.

Cecilia Rios Date
Chair

FILED:

Kristine Bustos-Mihelcic Date
City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Frank Ruybalid Date
Assistant City Attorney

Finding of Fact and Conclusions of Law — Remodel or New Construction
Case #2022-4721-HDRB
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April 12, 2022
Historic Districts Review Board Members

Daniel Schwab, Senior Planner, Historic Preservation Division

Case # 2022-004878-HDRB Address: 342 Plaza Balentine
Historic Status: Contributing
Historic District: Downtown and Eastside

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially):

CITY SUBMITTALS APPLICANT SUBMITTALS

District Standards & yard wall _x__ Proposal Letter
& fence standards.

X__ Site Plan/Floor Plan

x__Historic Inventory Form .
x__ Elevations

X__ Zoning Review Sheet

X _Photographs

_____ Otbher:
Other: Facades documentation

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the following fagades be designated primary, per 14-5.2(C) Designation of
Significant and Contributing Structures: 2,11, 12, 16, 20, 24, 27, and 28.




BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

342 Plaza Balentine is a single-family residence listed as contributing to the Downtown and
Eastside Historic District, probably designated by the Governing Body following a windshield
survey. It is constructed in a mixed Spanish Pueblo and Territorial Style with elements typical of
its construction in the 1940s through 1970s. The earliest, pre-1943, portion of the house is
located on the southern wing. In the 1950s, it was expanded onto largely to the north and also
with a small addition onto the south. Finally, in the 1970s an addition was created growing the
house eastward.

The following structures are included:

1. A main house (facades 1- 18) constructed by the late 1940s;

a.

Facades 10, 11 (west portion), 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 are from before 1943. It appears
to have been extended at some time and the walls are made of block and clay
tile, suggesting that it under various changes. This made from adobe. The wood
windows on fagade 11 are from the 1950s and are character defining. Facades 11
(south) and 12 are likely the oldest portion of the structure. Staff regards the
entry at fagcade 16 with its overhanging roof, door and window to be character
defining.

Facades 1, 2, 3 (north portion), 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 (east portion), 16, 17, 18 from the
1950s; Facade 1 is a wall without fixtures, doors or windows. Facade 2 has
character-defining windows.

Facades 3 (east portion) 4, 5, 6 (from the 1970s) are non-historic, and thus not
eligible for primary facade designation;

Staff recommends that the facades described above as character defining be designated

primary.

Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2022-004878-HDRB
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North is “up” on the two diagrams above.

2. A carport (facades 19-22) built pre-1943 — 1970s. Facade 20, the historic opening,
containing brick coping, wooden beams and rounded rectilinear columns, is character
defining.

3. A “Casita” accessory structure (facades 22-26) predating the 1940s. The front is facade
24, and has character defining historic coping, windows and door.

4. A portal / pergola (fagades 27-28) probably predating the 1940s. Facades 27 and 28 are
character defining, with thick columns, vigas and brick coping.

Staff recommends that the facades described above as character defining be designated
primary.

Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2022-004878-HDRB
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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 Criteia_ A B C D

1. Name of property: 2. Location: 3. Local Reference Number:
Santa Fe ID #: H-3084

Hughes House 342 Plaza Balentine
Downtown and Eastside Historic
District

4, County: Santa Fe
Parcel # 99309578

5. Property Type:
_x_Buildings:
_x_Structures: walls
__Site __ Object

6. Date of Survey: November 29, 2021

7. Previous Survey Date(s):
_x_Yes: 1985
_ No:

8. Name of Project:
HDRB status review

9. Lat/Long:

35.6806774,-105.931618

10. Photo Information: John W. Murphey, photographer. View south and east elevations, facing northwest.

11. Brief Description of the Property:

Possibly starting humbly as a chicken coop, the subject house was constructed over many years, with
renovations and additions beginning in the 1940s and continuing through the late 1970s — resulting in its odd
footprint and disparate facades.

It sits at the end of Plaza Balentine, a private lane associated with the 1920s development of the same name
built by Kate Chapman (Photo 1). In this position, it is not visible from a public right-of-way. With its walls and
enclosures, the house resembles a very small quinta — or country house.

Continued on Page 5.

12. Who uses the property? Residence

13. Construction Date: pre-1930, through late 1979s
Date:
Xx_Known x_Estimated  Source: city directories, former property owner

14, Setting:
Suburban Rural x Village  Urban If Urban:  Commercial  Industrial x Residential Public

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




HCPI Base Form (FORM 1) (Continue

d from other side)

16. Additional Perspective: (Photos, drawing, footprint, etc., indicate north arrow when possible)

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

John W. Murphey

Architectural Historian
Architectural History Services
505-577-7593/707-583-7819
John@archhistoryservices.com

For: Martinez Architecture Studio PC

Source: Office of the Santa Fe County Assessor

18. Owner (if known) and other
knowledgeable people:

Owner: Zachary Leonard and Julia Platt

19. Is Property Endangered? _X_Unknown __ No __Yes How?

20. Significance to Current Community:
Describe: Unknown

_x_Unknown __ None _ Low __ Moderate __ High

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

See Historical Overview.

22. National or State Register:

Is this property individually listed on a historic register? __ Unknown x_No _ Yes
If yes: _ State __National
If ‘no’ or unknown, do you think this property is eligible for listing? _x_No _ Yes

Why? See Evaluation of Historical Status.

23. National or State Historic District: City of Santa Fe

Is this property in a historic district? __ Unknown _ No _x_Yes

If yes: __ Significant _x_ Contributing __ Non-contributing: House _x_ No Status:
Carport, Casita, Walls
Per City of Santa Fe official designation map.

If ‘yes’, what is the name of the district? __ State __ National _x_ City of Santa Fe:
Downtown and Eastside Historic District

House: Contributing Structures
to the Downtown and Eastside
Historic District

24. Supplemental Forms:

__None _x_HCPI Detail Form (FORM 2) __ Continuation Sheets, # pages:
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1. Name of property:

Hughes House

2. Location:

342 Plaza Balentine

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

Santa Fe:
Downtown and Eastside Historic District

4. County: Santa Fe

5. Date of Survey: November 29, 2021

ARCHITECTURAL AND CONSTRUCTION DETAILS:

6. Visible Construction Material:

7. Number of Stories: __N/A
Number: x_1 _ 112 _ 2

_X_ Adobe __Brick __Composition _X_ Concrete: Block 21/2 Other:
8. Foundation: __NA
__Concrete: __Concrete: __Earth __Masonry: __Notvisible __ None
Cast Stone Poured Plaster Simulated __ AtGrade __Raised
Materials: __ Concrete: __Stone
__ Metal: __Metal: __ Metal: __Stone: Other:
Corrugated Structural V-Crimp Random Notes
Siding Ashlar 9. Roof: N/A
Stone: -
Random Stone: Stone: Stone: Tabular .
" Coursed " RiverRock  Rusticated o Shape: _x_EIat —Gabled .
__Hipped __ Pyramidal
_X_Stucco: __Tile: __Vinyl __Wood: Board _ _Shed Other:
Clay Siding and Batten Pitch: __None __Low
Wood: __Medium __ Steep
__Horizontal __ Wood: __Wood: __Wood: Shingle Features: _ Eave:
Siding Jacal Log _x_Parapets
Materials: x Asphalt
__Wood: Tongue and Groove __ Other: _FEarth _
__Composition shingle __ Metal: Pressed
__CompositionRoll ~ __ Metal: Corrugated
__Metal: Standing Seam __ Metal: V- Crimp
__Tile: Terra Cotta __ Wood: Shingle
Other:
10. Windows __NA 11. Doors __NIA
House and Casita House and Casita
Operation Material Glazing Number Type Style Material Number
Casement Wood Single 7 Single-Leaf T&G Wood 2
Casement Clad Single 2 Single-Leaf Solid Wood 1
Combination Wood 1/1-F-1/1 2 Single-Leaf 4-light Wood 2
Ventilator Wood 6 6 Single-Leaf 10-light Wood 1
Ventilator Steel 6 1 Double Single Wood 1
Ventilator Steel 12 1
Fixed Wood Single
12. Chimneys 13. Porches  __ N/A
Three square stuccoed chimneys Type: _x_Entry _ Partial-Width __ Full-Width __ Wrap

14. Other Significant Features N/A

15. Modifications: X

__No known modifications

#1 Date: Multiple additions and renovations made between 1943 and 1982; former property owner and material and visual 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 __ltalianate __Northern NM __Ranch __Territorial Revival
__Folk Victorian __Mediterranean __Prairie __Spanish-Colonial ~__ Tudor Revival

Notes: Other: Vernacular

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

18. Attached or Associated Properties

Are associated properties eligible for listing: No

19.Site Plan: Portion of 2019 survey, Del Rio Surveys, Inc.
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Architectural Description Continued

The patched-together house is not one of Chapman’s works. This is clear by its siting on
the lot and its lack of architectural unity. Unlike the Chapman houses, which sit close
and parallel to the drive, the subject house hangs toward the back of the lot,
surrounded by a lawn.

Carport

Situated at the south end of the property is a one-bay carport, presumably built in the
late 1940s! and modified after that (Photo 2). The poured concrete floor structure
shows two types of decking, suggesting it was extended at its east end at one point
(Photo 3). Its walls are made of both concrete block and hollow clay tile, further
reinforcing different construction periods. A tongue-and-groove pedestrian door at the
west end opens to the yard. Visible is an older ancillary structure (the Casita) to the
west, and the home to the north.

House

The house’s south elevation, facing the yard, presents its mixed lineage. The older
section, representing pre-1943 and 1950s construction, is adobe.? It is fenestrated with
inexpensive combination windows and a narrow door fitted in bullnose openings (Photo
4). The wood windows are typical of the 1950s, with single-glass, double-hung units
framing a centered fixed pane. They are trimmed with unglazed brick sills, also
diagnostic of the time. The wall is capped with a non-historic brick coping, giving it an
out-of-place Territorial look. This treatment continues across each elevation and other
structures on the property.

The remaining south elevation is set back from the older portion. It consists of sections
of the home that were altered and/or constructed in the late 1970s (Photos 5 & 6).2 Its
openings reflect this period, with double-pane insulated single-light windows and doors
(Photo 6).

1 Stephen G. Hughes, email communication to John Murphey, December 17, 2021. Hughes, the son of

James and Phyllis Hughes, grew up on the property and returned in the late 1970s, overseeing several

renovation projects.

2 Several utility access holes and areas of damage allowed limited testing of wall construction material.
3 Hughes, email communication to John Murphey.
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West Elevation

The west side, facing onto a property wall, encloses the main entrance to the home. Its
various offset volumes represent at least two construction phases. The south end holds
what may be the oldest piece of the building — a low-ceilinged room, potentially the
chicken coop of property lore. This small rectangular room has an 82” ceiling and a nook
on its north interior wall that a previous owner believes was a roosting loft (Photo 7).
This space is entered from the exterior through a narrow wooden door adjacent to a
small picture window (Photo 8).

Beyond this section, to the north, is an entry portal (Photo 9). A similar fixed window sits
next to a tongue-and-groove wood door. The vintage of the portal is unknown, but a
similar structure appears on a 1958 aerial (Figure 1).4

The last piece of the facade is a larger rectangular volume anchoring the north end of
the house. Reportedly constructed in the late 1950s after a design by architect Kenneth
Clark, the Great Room is the home's largest space with the tallest ceiling (102%:") (Photo
10). Grouped scissor-hinged wood casement windows, terminated with brick sills, break
up the wall (Photo 11).

North Elevation

The north elevation of the 1950s addition is a blank wall (Photo 11). East of the Great

Room is a bedroom constructed in the 1950s. Its north windows, consisting of modern
Pella units, open to a walled area (Photo 12). The north facade ends at the east with a
dressing room constructed in the late 1970s.

East Elevation

The entirety of the east elevation is windowless and incorporated into a privacy wall
running the length of the property (Photo 13).

4 The portal decking appears to be of more recent vintage.
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Secondary Structures

Casita

Occupying the southwest corner is the Casita. Built of adobe, the east-west axis
structure has a large opening across its east elevation holding a 12-light steel window
(Photo 14). The center six lights push out on hinges. Next to the window is a recent
tempered glass multi-light wood door.

The structure contains one window on its south elevation (Photo 15). The industrial
steel unit is turned on its side, suggesting it was repurposed. The other elevations are
without openings. The roughly 324-square-foot structure has one room. The large
opening and concrete apron in front of the Casita indicate it might have once worked as
a garage.

A previous property owner recalls that the Casita existed when his parents purchased it
in the 1940s. In his memory, Kate Chapman may have used it to house animals.

Portal/Pergola

Running along the west edge of the yard is a narrow portal-like shelter with an attached
pergola (Photo 16). The 42’-long structure has a low, cozy ceiling made of vigas. It is 76”
deep and floored with brick. A bench made of orange Mexican tile is set in a recess near
the north end (Photo 17). Nearby is a corner fogon fireplace.

The portal commands the most architectural interest of the property, and is reminiscent
of sheltered outdoor rooms of the 1920s. Its origin is unknown but it is thought to pre-
date the 1940s. The previous property owner recalls that his mother built the fireplace
and likely the bench.

Privacy Wall

A low privacy wall runs along the east edge of the property, paralleling the lane (Photo
18). It maintains a roughly 57” height above outside grade. Near its center is a pair of
rustic wood doors opening to a trash enclosure. The same brick coping used on the
house and Casita caps the wall.
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A penetration revealed that the lower portion is made of adobe covered with several
coats of stucco. The top of the wall may have been extended. A 1958 aerial shows what
appears to be a wall in this position.

A separate wall framing a small parking court encloses the property’s north end. Made
of stuccoed concrete block, this wall and its planters are non-historic (Photo 19).

Historical Overview

Referencing city directories, a portion of the house could have been constructed as early
as 1930, or even prior. While historically likely part of Kenneth and Kate Chapman’s
property, it does not appear to be part of the Plaza Balentine development.

Plaza Balentine Context

Before the extension of Delgado to East Manhattan, this land was in agricultural use. A
single house, owned by Valentine Herbert — the probable inspiration for the
development’s name — occupied the site of the future subdivision.’ In 1901, Herbert
sold the property to Robert Lee Douthitt, a miner from Pennsylvania who lived in
Bernalillo, New Mexico.®

Kate Muller Chapman began developing the 6-acre parcel in the late 1920s, starting
from Acequia Madre and moving north. By 1931, four houses populated the narrow
lane. From city directory entries, it appears the houses were built on speculation and
marketed to Anglo Americans. Early renters included lawyers, doctors, artists, and
writers. Jesse Nusbaum, then acting director of the School of American Research, briefly
lived in 339.

The development continued north with houses not designed by Chapman. The first of
these, 511, was occupied by Willard Norris Dixon, a clerk at the state highway
department, and his wife, Marta, a native of Stockholm, Sweden. It was the only house
in Plaza Balentine at the time in which the occupants were the homeowners.

5 Catherine Colby, Kate Chapman: Adobe Builder in 1930s Santa Fe (Santa Fe: Sunstone Press, 2012), 23.
5 1bid., 24; 1930; Census Place: Bernalillo, Sandoval, New Mexico; Roll: 1398; Page: 3B; Enumeration
District: 0001; Image: 8.0; FHL microfilm: 2341133.
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Several sources, including the longest-term property owner, indicate that the subject
parcel was part of the greater Chapman land and possibly used for livestock. The house
under study likely represents this secondary development.

342 Plaza Balentine

A residence with this address appears in city directories as early as 1930. Robert S.
Hubbell, a draftsman for the highway department, and his wife Stephenetta leased it for
a short time.” Stephenetta died in late 1930, with Robert returning to Michigan, where
he worked as a design engineer at the General Motors Proving Grounds for many years.

After their departure, the house sat vacant before Dorothea Carroon Barnes moved in.
The daughter of former Las Vegas Normal School president Frank Carroon, Dorothea
opened a nursery school in 339. Barnes Nursery promised to keep “a child’s growing
mind occupied with pleasant play and supervised association [with] happy surroundings
and sufficient toys.”®

In 1934, Dorothea married Glisson P. Winkler, the New Mexico correspondent for the
Associated Press. The couple lived in the residence for a few years before moving to
Overland Park, Kansas, where Glisson continued with the news agency.

Alfred C. Kuehl, a National Park Service landscape architect, and his wife Genevieve
were the home’s tenants during the late 1930s and early ‘40s.

Hughes Ownership

The property moved out of rental status when its next occupants, attorney Henry
Hughes and his wife, purchased it in the early 1940s. The property remained in Hughes
ownership until its recent sale.

Born in 1906 in Allenville, a small farming community in central lllinois, Henry Jackson
Hughes worked as a lawyer in Chicago for the American Telegraph and Telephone
Company.® He later went into private practice in Springfield, occupying Abraham
Lincoln’s former law office on the courthouse square.

7 Hudspeth Directory Company, Santa Fe City Directory, 1930 (El Paso: Hudspeth Directory Company,
1930), 233.

8 Advertisement, Santa Fe New Mexican, May 23, 1933, 3.

% Biographical information on the Hughes family is drawn primarily from public records, including census
data, city directories, and newspaper accounts.
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Hughes moved to Santa Fe in 1941, where he married Phyllis Wistrand, a Wyoming
native and artist. Wistrand had fleeting fame as a child with a widely published
photograph of her being kissed by President Taft.

Hughes initially worked with attorney general E. P. Chase but soon left to start his own
practice, setting up office in Sena Plaza. As a private attorney, Hughes represented many
business people and he became involved in several ventures, including the formation of
the Alpine Lumber Company.

As recalled by his son, Stephen G. Hughes, the couple purchased the land as two parcels.
It included the building that would become the Casita and a small house, that in
neighborhood lore was said to have originated as a chicken coop. The room once

supposedly serving as the coop had 18” of dirt on its roof when the family purchased
it.10

The couple improved the house, renovating existing spaces in the late 1940s. This
included raising the roof over the kitchen and extending the hallway. By the early 1950s,
the original bedroom had been renovated and a new bathroom added. A bedroom was
built onto the south end of the house for their two young boys.

In the late 1950s, a large living room (Great Room) was created at the north end of the
hallway. The space was designed by architect Kenneth S. Clark, who had lived briefly at
513 Plaza Balentine in the late 1930s. As recalled by Stephen Hughes, Clark refused to
sign his drawings because he insisted its entry, winding around the room from the front
door, was “anti-social.”!?

Henry James Hughes died in 1978, at age 72. His son, Stephen, a Wesleyan University
graduate and also an attorney, moved into the house with his wife, Margaret, in the late
1970s. They began making changes to suit their needs. These included removing an
interior wall between the kitchen and the south bedroom.

They renovated the kitchen and added skylights throughout the house, removed the
south wall of a storage area and built a new frame bathroom. They took the older
bathroom and turned it into a laundry and dressing room. These alterations are clearly

10 Hughes, email communication to John Murphey.
1 bid.
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readable, viewing the east side of the south elevation with its modern doors and
windows.

The house achieved its current appearance by 1982 when Stephen and Margaret moved
away from the property. Used as a rental, it remained in family ownership until its
recent sale.

Evaluation of Historical Status

The house’s footprint appears to be mostly in place by 1958. Subsequent changes,
including small additions and reconstructions, have affected its south and east
elevations. The east portion of the south elevation is particularly disharmonious. In its
entirety, the house lacks architectural unity and is best understood as an example of
accretionary, vernacular growth. The most architecturally significant feature of the
property is the Portal/Pergola structure. The Casita, of unknown origin, has been altered
but maintains its historic footprint. The older section of privacy wall is characteristic, yet
as been altered with brick coping.

Conclusion
With most structures possessing a historic footprint, the recommendation is to

designate the house, Casita, Portal/Pergola, Carport, and the older section of the privacy
wall, Contributing Structures to the Downtown and Eastside Historic District.
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Illustrations

Figure 1: November 10, 1958, aerial photograph.
The majority of the current footprint is in place by this time, although sections of the
house would be reconstructed, added upon, and renovated through the late 1970s.

Courtesy New Mexico Department of Transportation.
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Figure 2: Approximation of construction and renovation phases, based on
communications with former long-term owner.
Drawing courtesy Martinez Architecture Studio PC.
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Survey Photographs

(All images taken by John W. Murphey on November 29, 2021,

unless otherwise noted)

Photo 1: View of property
Camera facing northwest.
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Photo 2: Carport.
Camera facing northwest.




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 Criteia_ A B C D
1. Name of property: 2. Location: 3. Local Reference Number:
Santa Fe ID #: N/A

Hughes House 342 Plaza Balentine -

Santa Fe: 4. County: Santa Fe

Downtown and Eastside Historic District

5. Date of Survey: November 29, 2021

Photo 3: View of Carport.
Camera facing west.
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Photo 4: South elevation.
Camera facing northeast.
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Photo 5: South and east elevations.
Camera facing northwest.
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Photo 6: South elevation.
Camera facing northwest.
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Photo 7: Living area.
Camera facing west.
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5. Date of Survey: November 29, 2021

Photo 8: West elevation.
Camera facing east.
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Photo 9: West elevation, entry portal.
Camera facing east.
Sharon Joyce, November 11, 2021.
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5. Date of Survey: November 29, 2021

Photo 10: Great Room
Camera facing southwest.
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5. Date of Survey: November 29, 2021

Photo 11: North and west elevations, Great Room.
Camera facing southeast.




Historic Cultural Properties Inventory (HCPI) Detail Form (FORM 2)

Historic Preservation Division, New Mexico Department of Cultural Affairs

For HPD Office use only:

HCPI No.

District No.

Please complete HCPI FORM 1 before completing FORM 2

~ NRHP __ SRCP

Criteria_ A B C D

1. Name of property:

Hughes House

2. Location:

342 Plaza Balentine
Santa Fe:
Downtown and Eastside Historic District

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

4. County: Santa Fe
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Photo 12: North elevation.
Camera facing southeast.
Sharon Joyce, November 11, 2021.
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Photo 13: North and east elevations.
Camera facing southwest.
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Photo 14: Casita, east elevation.
Camera facing west.
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5. Date of Survey: November 29, 2021

Photo 15: Casita, west and south elevations.
Camera facing northeast.
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4. County: Santa Fe

5. Date of Survey: November 29, 2021

Photo 16: Portal/Pergola, west elevation.
Camera facing northwest.
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5. Date of Survey: November 29, 2021

Photo 17: Portal/Pergola, interior.
Camera facing south.
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5. Date of Survey: November 29, 2021

Photo 18: Yard wall.
Camera facing northwest.
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5. Date of Survey: November 29, 2021

Photo 19: Recent wall at parking court.
Camera facing northwest.
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April, 12, 2022

Historic Districts Review Board Members

Carly Piccarello, Division Manager, Historic Preservation Division

Case # 2022-005081-HDRB Address: 2 Camino Pequeno
Historic Status: Non-contributing

Historic District: Downtown and Eastside

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially):

CITY SUBMITTALS APPLICANT SUBMITTALS

District Standards & yard wall ___Proposal Letter

& fence standards.
X __ Site Plan/Floor Plan

X __Historic Inventory Form
X __ Elevations

Zoning Review Sheet
X __Photographs

X Previous Cases: H-98-153, H-15-0608B,

H5-060C, Minutes from August 11%", 2015 ___Other: N/A

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the historic status of the structure be designated as contributing, per 14-
5.2(C) Designation of Significant and Contributing Structures with the south facade of the house
and the north fagade of the original workshop be designated as primary.




BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

2 Camino Pequeno is a 2,959 square foot single-family residence, listed as non-contributing to
the Downtown and Eastside Historic District. The residence was built between 1957 and 1960
by James G. Wing, local artist, and craftsman. The original house was rectangular in floorplan
with a workshop behind to the north and east of the house. Additions in 1998 connected the
two structures and grew it toward the east and west. Two subsequent portals were added and
one enclosed to the north.

The structures have been described by HPD staff as a blend of Mid-century Ranch and Prairie
Revival Styles due to the low horizontal massing of the forms, wide rectangular wood windows
and the wood fascia partially covering the wood vigas. Making it further unique, this appears to
be a northern New Mexico take on the styles by the inclusion of the apparent adobe wall
textures and exposed wood vigas.

Prairie Revival Style is typically characterized by a low-pitched roof with wide overhanging
eaves that are boxed. They can be multi-level with one-story wings. The porches, eaves, and
facade detailing emphasize the horizontal form and lines. Porches are supported by weighty
supports columns.

Mid-century Ranches are characterized by broad, low to the ground one-story shapes with shed
or flat roofs (throughout the southwest) and moderate-to-wide overhangs. Large picture
windows are symmetrically located on the front facade. Multiple lights with horizontal panes
indicative of the period.

2 Camino Pequeno has an overall low horizontal appearance with horizontal patterning of
architectural elements. The character defining features include the deep overhangs with
exposed vigas partially covered by wide wood fascia against the white stucco walls with visible
adobe texture. Also included are the stained wood elements and exposed wooden lintel. On
the south facade of the original residence, the horizontal wood pane picture window is a
character defining feature with its wide opening and wide glazing pattern. Although, not
historic, they have been replaced in kind. On the north fagade of the original workshop, the
apparent adobe texture, low horizontal form, and horizontal span of wood windows is
character-defining with its extra wide opening and multiple divided lights. Mid-century ranch
windows regular included larger window openings with a variety of light divisions. The wider
expanse of the opening makes this north facade unique.

Completed past additions and alterations have maintained a level of sensitivity to the
architectural styles by expanding out to the east and west, emphasizing the horizonal form and
repetitive horizontal elements. Newer additions have maintained white stucco, but have a
visibly distinct smoother stucco surface. In each board case, listed below, the HDRB maintained
that there is architectural interest in allowing the residence to be non-conforming.

Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2022-004863-HDRB
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Below is a synopsis of the time and previous case history of the property.

- In 1985, a brief property survey was conducted for this residence as part of a larger
district survey. The results of the survey were that is property was non-contributing to
the Downtown and Eastside Historic District. A residence and separate workshop were
located on the property.

- In 1998, as part of case H-98-153, the electrical, heating and plumbing was upgraded. A
376 square foot bedroom was added. The existing carport was enclosed and 395 square
feet was added to the workshop.

- InJune, 2015, the previous property owner came before the HDRB in case H-15-060B.
The HDRB voted to approval the proposed changes, which include an exception request
to install a window within 3’-0” to a corner. The proposed included the following:

0 Construction of a 645 square foot garage with entry trellis
0 Enclosure of the 136 square foot southwest portal. The exception was for the
windows on this enclosure.

Enclosure of the 71 square foot south facade portal (the eastern end).

Replacement of 7 existing windows to match the historic horizontal lite pattern

Construction of a 98 square foot north portal

Construction addition fencing to match existing horizontal wood planks

O O OO

- In August, 2015, the previous property owner again appeared before the HDRB in case
H-15-060C. The HDRB voted to approve alterations to the previously approved design:
0 Construction of an open 552 square foot carport in lieu of and in the same of
location of the previously proposed garage.
O Replace the proposed east end portal enclosure with a 368 sq. ft. bedroom
0 Add a 145 square foot storage room to the east end of the north facade
O Revise door and window layout from the previously approved design along the
north portal enclosure
Minutes from this board hearing capture a HDRB members statement, which was part
of the motion, as ‘it is important to preserve styles from the 1960’s and preserving or
retaining a rare example of such diversity only enhances what we refer to as Santa Fe
style and highlights the difference with traditional styles.” The board voted unanimously
to approve the design.

- In September, 2015, an immediate neighbor appealed the HDRB’s decision on the
ground that ‘the structure at #2 Camino Pequeno does not meet the standards for
architectural style set forth in Section 14-5.2." The basis of the appeal being Section 14-
5.2(A)(6) Nonconforming Structures.

- In October, 2015, the Governing Body voted to uphold the HDRB’s decision.

Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2022-004863-HDRB
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RELEVANT CODE:

14-5.2(A)(6) Nonconforming Structures

Any building in the historic district not meeting the standards for architectural style set forth in
this section, unless given special approval by the board for architectural or historic interest or
unless individually entered in the state register of cultural properties or in the national register
of historic places or designated as significant on either register, shall be considered
nonconforming. Except for repairs and maintenance required by law, no

nonconforming building may be added to or altered in any way unless the proposed addition or
alteration will bring the whole to a degree of conformity acceptable to the

board. Structures other than buildings , including signs, not conforming to the architectural
style or sign standards set forth in this section shall be considered nonconforming. No
alteration or repair may be made of any such structure other than its removal. No
nonconforming structure in the historic district, which has been damaged by fire, explosion, act
of God or the public enemy to the extent of more than fifty percent of its value, exclusive of
basement or cellar, shall be restored except in conformity with the requirements of this
section.

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

Itis intended that:

(a) Each structure to be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use.
Changes that create a false sense of historical development , such as the addition of
conjectural features or architectural elements from other buildings , shall not be
undertaken;

(b) Changes to structures that have acquired historic significance in their own right shall
be retained and preserved, recognizing that most structures change over time;

(c) Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of
craftsmanship that characterize a structure be preserved; and

(d) New additions and related or adjacent new construction be undertaken in such a
manner that if removed in the future, the original form and integrity of the
historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.
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