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Agenda Regular Meeting 
AMENDED AGENDA of the 

Historic Districts Review Board 
April 8, 2025 at 5:30 PM 

Council Chambers, City Hall 
200 Lincoln Avenue 

 
 

Procedures for Historic Districts Review Board Meeting 
Viewing: Members of the public may stream the meeting live on the City of Santa Fe’s YouTube 
channel at www.youtube.com/@cityofsantafe. The YouTube live stream can be accessed at this address 
from most smartphones, tablets, or computers. 
   
Join on Zoom: https://santafenm-gov.zoom.us/j/89765959691 
  
By Phone: 301 715 8592  
   
Webinar ID: 897 6595 9691 
   
The agenda and packet for the meeting will be posted at https://santafenm.portal.civicclerk.com/ 
  

1. Call to Order 

2. Roll Call 

3. Approval of Agenda 

4. Approval of Minutes 

 a. March 25, 2025 

5. Approval of Findings/Conclusions 

 a. 2024-007675-HDRB. 918-D Acequqia Madre (November 26, 2024) 

 b. 2024-009377-HDRB. 449 Camino Monte Vista ( December 10, 2024) 

 c. 2024-009399-HDRB. 465 Camino Manzano (December 10, 2024) 

 d. 2024-009398-HDRB. 346 Hillside Ave. (December 10, 2024) 

6. Matters from the Public 

7. Staff Communications 

 a. 2025 Santa Fe Heritage Preservation Awards Vote 
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 b. Preliminary Design presentation for the proposed additions to Marian Hall and Drury 
Hotel. 224 and 228 E. Palace Ave. HDRB members' comments are requested (Heather 
Lamboy) 

8. Old Business 

 a. 2025-009916-HDRB, 1010 Camino San Acacio, Downtown and Eastside Historic District, 
Contributing. Daniel Strongwater, agent for Jeremy and Caroline Rohrlich, owners, 
propose to construct a 175 sq. ft. closet addition on the east elevation and enclose a 
portal on the south elevation and requests exceptions to 14-5.2(D)(4) to enclose an 
existing portal and 14-5.2(D)(2)(c) for an addition to the west primary façade. (Paul Duran, 
paduran@santafenm.gov) 

 b. 2025-009943-HDRB, 925 Acequia Madre, Downtown and Eastside Historic District, 
Contributing. Gregory Waits, agent for A. Jason Flanagan, owner, proposes to construct a 
178 sq. ft. portal on the north façade of the main structure to a height of 9’. (Paul Duran) 

9. New Business 

 a. 2025-010092-HDRB, 337 Don Cubero Pl., Don Gaspar Area Historic District, Contributing, 
Terraplen Architecture, Harvey Monroe, agent for Jarod and Adrienne Blackner, owners, 
requests status review with primary façade designation, if applicable, for a main 
residence, casita, and yardwalls. (Lani McCulley, ljmcculley@santafenm.gov) 
(Withdrawn) 

 b. 2025-010124-HDRB, 248 Rodriguez St., Downtown and Eastside Historic District, non-
contributing, Jennifer Salimbene, agent for Steven Barrett, property owner, requests a 
status review with primary façade designation, if applicable. (Amanda Romero, 
alromero@santafenm.gov) 

 c. 2025-010102-HDRB, 423 W. San Francisco St. ½ Unit: A, Downtown and Eastside 
Historic District, Non-contributing. Ellen Yarrell, owner, requests status review and primary 
façade designation(s) if applicable. (Paul Duran) 

 d. 2025-010093-HDRB, 224 and 228 E. Palace Ave., Downtown and Eastside Historic 
District, Significant and Contributing, Dimitrov Design Studio LLC, Tiho Dimitrov, agent for 
Drury Southwest Santa Fe Inc., owner, proposes to construct a 275 sq. ft. addition 
connecting Marian Hall to the Drury Hotel to a height of 13’-4”, on Marian Hall construct a 
92 sq. ft. second and third floor addition, alter four fenestrations, replace non-historic 
windows and doors , exterior lighting, and other renovations.  Four exceptions are 
requested for Marian Hall to 14-5.2(D)(2)(c) for constructing an addition on a primary 
façade, 14-5.2(D)(5)(b) changing a window to a door on a primary façade, 14-
5.2(D)(5)(a)(iii) for infilling windows on a primary façade, and 14-5.2(E)(1)(c) for installing 
windows with panes greater than 30 inches and one exception is requested for Drury 
Hotel to 14-5.2(D)(2)(c) for constructing an addition on a primary façade. (Lani McCulley) 
(Postponed) 

10. Discussion Items 

11. Matters from the Board 

12. Next Meeting:  
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 a. May 13, 2025 

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

Districts Review Board 
March 25, 2025, at 5:30 PM 

Council Chambers, City Hall 
200 Lincoln Avenue 

 

Meeting Minutes 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=p0mvqBjxaAc 

  
Call to Order 
Acting Chair Bienvenu called the regular meeting of the Historic Districts Review Board 
to order at approximately 5:30pm in the City Council Chambers, City Hall, Santa Fe, 
New Mexico. 
 
1. Roll Call  
Roll Call indicated the presence of a quorum as follows: 
 
Members Present 
Mr. John Bienvenu Acting Chair 
Ms. Madelein Aguilar Medrano  
Ms. Amanda Mather 
Ms. Mary Ellen Degnan 
Mr. Scott Cherry 
 
Members Absent 
Cecilia Rios (excused) 
Ms. Jennifer Biedscheid (excused) 
 
Others Present 
Ms. Heather Lamboy, Planning and Land Use Director 
Mr. Gary Moquino, Historic Preservation Division Manager  
Mr. Frank E. Ruybalid, Assistant City Attorney 
Ms. Amanda Romero, Senior Planner  
Mr. Paul Duran, Senior Planner 
Ms. Mariah Kavanaugh, Planner Technician 
 
Note: All items in the Board packet for all agenda items are incorporated herewith by 
reference. The original Board packet is available on Civic Clerk and can be requested 
from the Historic Preservation Division. 
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Chair Bienvenu introduced the new Board Member Scott Cherry who has been working 
in the city and the historic districts for about 18 years. 
 
2. Approval of Agenda  
Mr. Moquino stated that under Item 7 Staff Communications item a will not be heard 
tonight, but Ms. Romero will be speaking about the Heritage Preservation Awards, and 
under Item 8 Old Business case 2025-009916-HDRB at 1010 Camino San Acacio is 
postponed. 
  
Member Degnan moved to approve the agenda as amended. Member Aguilar Medrano 
seconded. The motion passed unanimously by roll call vote (4-0). 
 
3. Approval of Minutes  
 

a. June 11, 2024 
 
No changes were made to the minutes of June 11, 2024. 
 
Member Aguilar Medrano moved to approve the minutes for June 11, 2024. Member 
Mather seconded. The motion was approved unanimously by roll call vote (4-0). 
 

b. June 25, 2024 
 
No changes were made to the minutes of June 25, 2024. 
 
Member Aguilar Medrano moved to approve the minutes for June 25, 2024. Member 
Mather seconded. The motion was approved unanimously by roll call vote (4-0). 
 

c. July 9, 2024 
 
No changes were made to the minutes of July 9, 2024. 
 
Member Degnan moved to approve the minutes for July 9, 2024. Member Aguilar 
Medrano seconded. The motion was approved unanimously by roll call vote (4-0). 
 

d. July 23, 2024 
 
No changes were made to the minutes of July 23, 2024. 
 
Member Aguilar Medrano moved to approve the minutes for July 23, 2024. Member 
Mather seconded. The motion was approved unanimously by roll call vote (4-0). 
 

e. August 13, 2024 
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No changes were made to the minutes of August 13, 2024. 
 
Member Degnan moved to approve the minutes for August 13, 2024. Member Aguilar 
Medrano seconded. The motion was approved unanimously by roll call vote (4-0). 
 

a. September 10, 2024 
 
No changes were made to the minutes of September 10, 2024. 
 
Member Degnan moved to approve the minutes for September 10, 2024. Member Mather 
seconded. The motion passed with Members Degnan, Cherry, and Mather voting for, and 
Member Aguilar Medrano abstaining. 
 

b. September 24, 2024 
 
Member Degnan requested the corrected spelling for Frank Katz. 
 
Member Aguilar Medrano moved to approve the minutes as corrected for September 24, 
2024. Member Mather seconded. The motion was approved unanimously by roll call vote 
(4-0). 
 

a. November 26, 2024 
 
No changes were made to the minutes of November 26, 2024. 
 
Member Degnan moved to approve the minutes for November 26, 2024. Member Mather 
seconded. The motion was approved unanimously by roll call vote (4-0). 
 

b. February 25, 2025 
 
No changes were made to the minutes of February 25, 2025. 
 
Member Degnan moved to approve the minutes for February 25, 2025. Member Mather 
seconded. The motion was approved unanimously by roll call vote (4-0). 
 
 
4. Approval of Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law  
 

a. 2024-009128-HDRB. 410 Camino Cabra (October 8, 2024) 
b. 2024-009129-HDRB. 544 Canyon Rd. (October 8, 2024) 

 
Member Degnan moved to approve the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for 
October 8, 2024, listed as items a and b. Member Mather seconded. The motion passed 
unanimously by roll call vote (4-0). 
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c. 2024-009042-HDRB. 645 Garcia St. (October 22, 2024) 
d. 2024-009207-HDRB. 710 Canyon Rd. (October 22, 2024) 
e. 2024-009209-HDRB. 626 Gomez Rd. (October 22, 2024) 
f. 2024-009208-HDRB. 505 Apodaca Hill (October 22, 2024) 

 
Member Degnan moved to approve the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for 
October 22, 2024, listed as items c, d, e, and f. Member Aguilar Medrano seconded. The 
motion passed unanimously by voice vote (4-0). 
 

g. 2024-009321-HDRB. 1 Plaza Fatima (November 26, 2024) 
h. 2024-009376-HDRB. 907 Don Miguel Pl. (November 26, 2024) 
i. 2024-009378-HDRB. 835 E. Alameda St. (November 26, 2024) 
j. 2024-009369-HDRB. 345 Garcia St. (November 26, 2024) 
k. 2024-009372-HDRB. 1182 Cerro Gordo Rd. (November 26, 2024) 
l. 2024-009381-HDRB. 532 Don Gaspar Ave. (November 26, 2024) 

 
Member Degnan moved to approve the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for 
November 26, 2024, listed as items g, h, i, j, k, and l. Member Mather seconded. The 
motion passed unanimously by voice vote (4-0). 
 
 
5. Matters from the Public  
 
Stefanie Beninato shared quorum requirements research as suggested by Attorney 
Ruybalid at the last hearing when she initially spoke on the subject. 
 
6. Staff Communications  
 
Ms. Romero presented an update on the progress of the Heritage Preservation Awards 
with a reminder that the nominations will be presented on April 8, 2025, and the deadline 
is March 30, 2025. She solicited nominations from the Board members. 
 
Ms. Lamboy announced that the purpose of the evolution of the ordinance presentation 
was to introduce the Board to the presentation for the ordinance updates that are in 
process. She also mentioned that the Green Building Code and Santa Fe General Plan 
updates are in progress as well. She stated if anyone is interested in the process 
santafeforward.org to look for information. 
 
7. Old Business  
No items were listed under Old Business. 
 
8. New Business  
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a. 2025-009941-HDRB, 416 Sosaya Ln., Downtown and Eastside Historic 
District, Non- contributing. Marc Naktin, agent for Louise Epstein, owner, proposes 
to construct a 170 sq. ft. pergola on the southwestern façade to a height of 9’, 
remodel an existing pergola into a 497 sq. ft. portal on the northeastern façade to 
a height of 8’-10”, and infill a door on the north elevation. 

 
Paul Duran presented the case sharing the staff report and photos with a summary of the 
proposed project. 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 Cherry questioned if cladding over the beams of the pergola was proposed. 
 
Mr. Duran asked the applicant to share that information. He did note that there would be 
a copper drip edge on the wood beams of the portal. 
 
Mark Naktin, 1523 Tahoe Street, Santa Fe, NM, was sworn in. Mr. Naktin stated that there 
would be a layer of anodized bronze caps on the beams, but it should not be visible. 
 
Public Comment: 
Ms. Stefanie Beninato, PO Box 1601, Santa Fe, New Mexico was sworn in. Ms. Beninato 
had some questions regarding the arrows pointing at the windows and doors and the 
distance of the pergola to the residence. She also questioned if the square footage on 
the lot seems greater than 50%, which may not be this Board’s jurisdiction, but wasn’t 
sure it was allowed. She also asked if the metal on the pergola would be a sheet which 
creates a roofed area even if not connected to the structure or if it is metal on each piece 
of the wood and she asked the Board to ask these questions. 
 
Mr. Duran explained that the applicant is removing the glass sliding door and infilling and 
installing an additional window by the other sliding glass door. The zoning requirements, 
the applicant worked with the staff and met with the zoning team who did sign off on the 
PZR (preliminary zoning review). They are just at the 40% lot coverage maximum. The 
sheeting on the pergola is on each beam to protect each beam individually. There is not 
a single sheet of metal, and the pergola is about four to five feet from the residence. 
 
Mr. Naktin confirmed that they met the zoning requirements. 
 
Board Action: 
Member Aguilar Medrano moved in case 2025-009941-HDRB, 416 Sosaya Lane to 
approve the application as submitted. Member Mather seconded. The motion passed with 
the Board voting unanimously (4-0).  
 

b. 2025-009943-HDRB, 925 Acequia Madre, Downtown and Eastside 
Historic District, Contributing. Gregory Waits, agent for A. Jason Flanagan, owner, 
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proposes to construct a 178 sq. ft. portal on the north façade of the main structure 
to a height of 9’. 

 
Paul Duran presented the case sharing the staff report and photos with a summary of the 
proposed project. 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 Aguilar Medrano questioned the clear (translucent twin wall polycarbonate) roof.  
 
Mr. Duran stated it was unique and that there would be no public visibility. So, staff felt 
there was no impact on the district. 
 
Member Aguilar Medrano asked if the edge would be hidden by the wood beams or if it 
would show.  
 
Mr. Duran felt it was concealed by the parapet and wood but asked the applicant to 
answer the question. 
 
Gregory Waits, 925 Calle Arco, Santa Fe NM, was sworn in. Mr. Waits stated that the 
idea of the translucent material was to bring light into the area and keep it cooler. The 
edging on the structure would hide the edge of the material. He had no other comments.  
 
Member Degnan asked if there was another example in the historic district. 
 
Member Cherry asked how the edge of the roof is concealed. 
 
Mr. Waits there would be metal flashing over the edge of the roofing material. 
 
Member Cherry confirmed that the flashing would cover the roofing material, and it would 
be painted to conceal the edging. He was not sure he had seen this elsewhere. He has 
seen them in greenhouses but usually out of glass. 
 
AM confirmed that it has been approved for greenhouses not for portals. She suggested 
a more traditional material such as latillas. She pointed out that the area was not requiring 
protection from the elements so latillas would be more traditional.  
 
Mr. Waits stated that latillas would compromise the space over the roofing material. The 
material would keep the cost down and provide a full roof with waterproofing. The desire 
is for light. That it would look like a typical portal with metal drip edge flashing. Mr. Waits 
offered some solutions like a typical roof with wood decking with water proofing and 
adding a few light areas. 
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Member Aguilar Medrano stated it is a contributing structure, so it needed to be taken into 
consideration. 
 
Mr. Waits assured the Board the roof was not publicly visible.  
 
Member Cherry liked the solution that Mr. Waits provided if the roof were to be a regular 
Brai style roof with skylights because the idea is to protect the area, and the skylights 
would be more visible than the flat surface with the drip edge. The fact the material is flat 
is a good thing, so it would not be as visible as domed skylight. He confirmed that it would 
not be attached to the other structures. He noted he would be concerned about the 
drainage in the area and the location of the water mitigation at the contributing building. 
 
Mr. Waits felt the permitting would address the drainage. 
 
Public Comment: 
Ms. Stefanie Beninato, previously sworn, stated a portal must be attached to a structure 
by definition. Traditionally materials used should be in harmony with the existing structure 
and this is not. She recalled a greenhouse but not its exact location where the owner was 
required to remove this type of material and another where glass was required. She 
agreed with Member Aguilar Medrano’s suggestion to roof it and attach it to a structure 
and use flat glass or low-profile skylight or possibly some of this material in smaller 
segments. She reiterated that it is important whether it is publicly visible and that the 
material is in keeping with the structure itself to produce harmony. This type of material 
has not been allowed in historic districts in the past. 
 
Member Aguilar Medrano stated she did not like the idea of this becoming a stucco 
structure with parapets and skylights because that design would be worse than what is 
proposed. What she wanted to see is this be a more traditional portal with wood 
construction and something like latillas. She questioned staff if there was any code 
guidance on breezeways. 
 
Ms. Lamboy pointed out that it is important to remember this is a contributing structure 
and that while the portal does not connect, it does give the effect of attachment, and more 
modern material does communicate that this is not part of the historic structure. So, it 
would not overtake the historic material. The materials that are permitted in the Downtown 
and Eastside Historic District, the operating language, are relative to public visibility. As 
to the flashing and all of that, if it was in an approved color that might address the visibility 
of that solution. There is no easy answer but that is the perspective of staff. 
 
Mr. Waits offered that the columns and supporting beams are of ordinary material and he 
confirmed that the issue seems to be the translucent material of the roof. He did not feel 
that the objections were not necessary as the material would not be publicly visible. 
 
Member Degnan pointed out that this is setting a precedent so please keep that in mind. 

Page 10 of 461



Historic Districts Review Board 
March 25, 2025 

Page 8 of 22 
 
 

 
Member Aguilar Medrano asked if there was a section of code that mentions that 
materials should be in keeping with the streetscape. 
 
Ms. Lamboy pointed out that the code for the Downtown and Eastside District was for 
overall dominating walls and the colors be of an earthtone nature and again that the 
operative word is publicly visible, and there is some about texture. However, it is silent on 
not publicly visible facades. She communicated that keeping the integrity of the two 
historic structures and communicating that clearly through a different material might be a 
good approach in this case, so that we know going forward that the contributing structure 
and the casita were two different times of construction. 
 
Member Cherry pointed out in the proposed north elevation proposed the rafters look 
tapered. He explained it looks like post and beam construction with four round posts with 
horizontal beams. Those will be resting on those tops of the posts with purlins that span 
the longer posts and there seems to be a tapered rafter above that. Is that correct to 
create the pitch of the roof? It looks like they rip to nothing. 
 
Mr. Waits stated that it is a practice to die the ripper at the beam before the last beam. 
The design detailing shows as visible so he can move something down an inch to 
accommodate a ripper that the contractor may require.  
 
Mr. Cherry confirmed that they are not steel due to their profile. 
 
Member Aguilar Medrano summarized that what she is hearing is that the Board is on the 
fence because they want to be accommodating but it is also dealing with aa contributing 
structure and is on Acequia Madre, a more prominent street. We seem to still have a lot 
of questions about the profile and that is what this really hinges on. I think we need 
confirmation that this translucent roof would truly be invisible at both ends. 
 
Board Action: 
Member Aguilar Medrano moved to postpone the case to the next hearing on April 8, 
2025, asking the applicant to provide construction detail of the roof profile to show how 
the edge of the translucent material interacts with the flashing material and that it will not 
be publicly visible. Member Degnan seconded. The motion passed with the Board voting 
unanimously (4-0).  
 
Mr. Waits approved the date for the postponement. 
 

c. 2025-009946-HDRB, 329 Otero St., Downtown and Eastside Historic 
District, Contributing. Lisa Martinez, agent for Mike and Christine Foster, owners, 
propose to replace all doors and windows and requests an exception to 14-
5.2(D)(5)(a)(i) historic windows shall be repaired or restored whenever possible. 
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Paul Duran presented the case sharing the staff report and photos with a summary of the 
proposed project. He emphasized that on September 10, 2024, under Case No. 2024-
008868-HDRB, the Board adopted staff’s recommendation that the exception criteria had 
not been met for replacement of historic windows and that the request was denied on the 
primary façades, but that all other aspects to the application should be approved with a 
friendly amendment to the non-historic, non-primary façade windows that to clarify 
replacement of windows shall not be vinyl as proposed but that the windows be wood 
windows, and is accepted and that this motion passed unanimously. He stated that the 
project did not change drastically as the request is for a change of material of the window 
only. The windows will be wood-clad but with vinyl material as stated in this application. 
The window assessment does state that the windows can be repaired. Staff found that 
the exception criteria have not been met and recommended denial of an exception to 
replace historic windows on the primary facades of the contributing structure. 
 
Chair Bienvenu questioned the validity of the case coming forward since the Board denied 
the application in the past year and findings of fact and conclusions of law have been 
entered denying the request to replace the historic windows on the primary facades in-
kind. He wanted clarification on what was different about this application that would allow 
it to be heard a second time. His concern is that if we permit an application to be reapplied 
that asks for the same relief that was sought in the original application that the case could 
be extended indefinitely. There would be no prohibition on someone continuing to ask for 
the same thing until they got a Board that might approve it and that is not procedure 
normally, we would consider for case that has been resolved especially if it has not been 
appealed to the governing body. So, the question for staff and the attorney’s office is how 
can we hear this case at all if it is essentially the same application that the Board has 
already issued a decision on? 
 
Mr. Duran stated that there was discussion between staff and the city attorney, and the 
direction was that for due process to meet the applicants’ needs. However, the city 
attorney disagreed with this. The attorney recommended that because the findings of fact 
and conclusions of law had been entered that this case should not come before the Board 
for review. Staff are giving the applicant their due process by coming before the Board 
and if the Board renders the same decision, she has the right to appeal to the Governing 
Body. 
 
Chair Bienvenu clarified that this was the staff’s decision, but that the city attorney had a 
different point of view. 
 
Ms. Lamboy stated that she and assistant director Moore reviewed the application when 
it came in and they looked at the review and approval procedures found under section 
14-3 regarding the rehearing of the existing case and unfortunately, only in the case of 
rezonings is there a time frame in which an identical application can not be resubmitted. 
This may be a subject for the rewrite of the code, but as of right now this is how the code 
is written. So, when it comes to any other development approvals, such as that with the 
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historic districts review board, there is no minimum time frame for it to be reheard. This 
perspective is why staff is of the opinion that it is compliant with code if they are to reapply. 
 
Attorney Ruybalid stated that the question as to whether legal principles like res juticata 
or collateral estoppel apply to hearing before a land use board are not necessarily decided 
with specificity, I could not find a case that decides those issues when it comes to an 
application to a land use board or historic district review board. In a case that is parallel 
to this one, I did find a case where a historic district review board case that was taken to 
a district court the doctrine of rest judicata was applied and the case was thrown out at 
the district court level. Whether the historic district’s review board could have heard it 
again, was not necessarily answered. The concern I have is that I don’t see anything 
under due process principles that require the same hearing to be made twice if the Board 
has already made that decision. It also seems that if the code prohibits somebody from 
appealing more than once, it seems that if their opportunity to appeal came and went and 
they didn’t appeal. Essentially what they are doing is applying to the board to get a new 
finding in effect so they can appeal because they did not appeal first time. So, I am 
concerned that this sets a bad precedent. I do find the doctrine of res judicata in respect 
to land use hearings that have gone to a district court is respected in the state of New 
Mexico. So, it is an open question, I am just concerned about the precedent this will set.  
 
Chair Bienvenu stated it would be an absurd interpretation of our land use code to nullify 
the deadline for an appeal, which is what this would do. Under the interpretation staff 
have given there would never be an appellant deadline. Because you could indefinitely 
continue to file a new application and reset the clock every time. It cannot be the proper 
interpretation. This is my concern, and I think that proceeding with a decision tonight 
would reset the clock, which I do not think should happen in this case unless it is clear as 
opposed to being ambiguous that that is the only proper procedure for the board to 
undertake. At the very minimum, I would suggest that the board should continue this 
matter if it does not feel it has sufficient information to decide how to proceed. 
 
Member Degnan asked if the representative for ownership was present and asked about 
due process, it seems to me that due process was executed and received, and it seems 
the attorney has confirmed that then it is unclear why it is being heard. 
 
Member Cherry stated he understood that if an application was heard and denied that a 
new application could be heard if there were significant changes to the application. He 
further clarified that the application change was the material to an aluminum wood clad 
window rather than the vinyl window of the original request, but that the request was still 
for replacement where the recommendation of the window assessment as restorable.  
 
Mr. Duran confirmed that this was correct.  
 
Attorney Ruybalid felt the findings for the September 10th hearing that were approved in 
January should be reviewed. He read a list of non-historic or windows not a primary 

Page 13 of 461



Historic Districts Review Board 
March 25, 2025 
Page 11 of 22 

 
 

façade as windows A, B, F, and doors 1, 2, and 3. The Board approved to stucco to the 
entire structure. The board denied an exception sought by the applicant denying 
replacement of historic windows on the north, west, and south facades consisting of 
windows C, D, E, G, H, and I. The board approved the replacement of the windows which 
were non-historic windows on the non-primary facades with the condition that the 
replacement windows shall have wood not vinyl frames. So, he believes that the applicant 
is presenting non-vinyl frames on non-historic primary facades and the board could 
consider these, but it seems that it is a settled matter that historic windows on the primary 
facades which required an exception, that that exception has been denied. 
 
Member Bienvenu confirmed that that is correct, and the basis was not because of the 
replacement material but because the windows were repairable. So, changing the 
material does not change the application in mind or the board’s decision. 
 
Ms. Lamboy stated that while the code needs to be fixed, it is our obligation not to look at 
just the historic district’s ordinance, but also to look at the other components of the code 
relative to submission of applications. It has been our practice that it must be significantly 
different that question was posed to us whether that could be resubmitted, and it is not 
significantly different, it does get closer to the overall intent of having the same 
appearance and the like. Although the packet the applicant submitted is contradictory 
between the details that were provided and what was written in the letter. So, there are a 
lot of concerns here and I also understand what you are saying, the clock would not stop 
clicking forever and that is an accurate representation. That is the perspective of our 
office, but we are happy to defer to the city attorney’s office and this board as to the proper 
decision. 
 
Chair Bienvenu felt the solution would be to continue this matter and let staff and the 
attorney’s office work out a solution to this problem because again the board hearing the 
matter has consequences, even if it is denied it has consequences. The board should not 
enter that process unless it is quite certain that there are no other options and that it is 
required to hear this matter. 
 
Mr. Duran pointed out that: 
*** Member Mather left the hearing for the evening. It was determined that quorum 
requirements were still met.  
 
Chair Bienvenu confirmed if a motion could be made to continue the case if it could be 
made now or if the board needed to hear from the applicant and the public first. 
 
Attorney Ruybalid agreed that because the conclusion of the staff and the attorney upon 
further research might compel the board to decide not to hear this case, that the legal 
matter should be decided and the whole hearing should be considered prior to hearing 
from the applicant and the public. 
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Board Action: 
Member Degnan moved to continue this case to an unknown later date to allow the staff 
and attorney’s office to determine if the case can or should be heard by the Board or 
determine whether this matter be rescheduled or be withdrawn. Member Aguilar Medrano 
seconded. The motion passed with the Board voting unanimously (4-0).  
 

d. 2025-009947-HDRB, 214 Old Santa Fe Trl., Downtown and Eastside 
Historic District, Contributing. John Padilla, agent for Mark Suleiman, owner, 
requests approval for non-permitted alterations including replacement of doors and 
windows, installation of a metal fence and gate on the publicly visible east façade, 
construction of a landscape planter on the north primary façade, and requests two 
exceptions to 14-5.2(D)(5)(b) architectural features and 14-5.2(E) Downtown and 
Eastside Design Standards. 

 
Paul Duran presented the case sharing the staff report and photos with a summary of the 
proposed project and the unapproved work on the property. Staff found that all the 
exception criteria had not been met and recommended denial of the application as it does 
not comply with 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and 14-
5.2(E) Downtown and Eastside Design Standards.  
 
Chair Bienvenu requested clarification on what exactly was being presented tonight 
specifically the glass door facing the street on the apartment portion of the structure was 
in the application. 
 
Chair Bienvenu clarified the division of the case exceptions into two categories with the 
first being the planter on the primary façade which is multiple planters connected and 
being reviewed as a single piece. Secondarily, the board is to consider whether the 
exception criteria are met for the metal gate, the windows and doors on the north façade 
as a single exception because it is a single façade though they seem they should be 
different  
 
Mr. Duran confirmed that this was the approach to avoid having five exceptions before 
the board. The entire façade is under section 14-5.2(E) and therefore, grouped together. 
 
Chair Bienvenu stated he understood this was a way to try to simplify things but felt that 
each item raises different considerations when trying to decide what exception criteria 
have been met for those two design features.  He also mentioned that the general design 
standards for all districts under subsection D should have been taken into consideration 
as it has two important provisions that pertain here. The first being that no alterations to 
a contributing structure are to be made that could cause it to lose its contributing status 
and that is something the board needs to consider here in deciding whether to approve 
retroactive changes whether because if it affects the status, the board is not permitted to 
approve them. The second is that no alteration of features and spaces that embody the 
status shall be made and that's a standalone mandate separate from all the others that 
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you've brought about the design standards.  I've always read that provision to be broader 
than the primary façade. The primary facade designation does not necessarily 
encompass all the features and characteristics that make a building contributing. In fact, 
we often wrestle with that because we have reasons to believe lots of facades have 
important characteristics but we're cognizant of the fact that if we start designating every 
single elevation as a primary facade it would be impossible for anyone to ever be able to 
modify the house. So, it's important to clarify that the owner is not permitted to alter 
characteristics that embody the contributing status even on non-primary facades such as 
the eastern facade here. 
 
Chair Bienvenu also mentioned that several issues were brought up that the staff felt were 
violations including the pilasters in the front that were required to be stuccoed and are not 
along with the permanent glass cases that were attached to those pilasters. He stated 
these were in the original application and according to the packet were removable and 
would only be on site during the working hours and working days. He clarified if this was 
something before the bord tonight or if this was just informational.  
 
Mr. Duran stated it was coming before the Board tonight. He explained that these are 
observations staff had at a site visit and some red flags that popped up. These are issues 
here that are ongoing and show a pattern of illegal work without city approval or board 
approval and are not in keeping with what they've been approved to do. 
 
Member Aguilar Medrano commented that Mr. Padilla is in a tough position because this 
application doesn't represent his practices. She went on to point out that the pilasters 
were not something she would have expected the board would have approved. So, she 
did some reading and found that those were another red tagged case in 2009, where the 
owner came back to the board asking for retroactive approval.  She pointed out the board 
was rather gracious that night and decided to grant it on condition that there would be 
cementitious stucco, and the owner never did that. Therefore, the pilasters are not 
compliant. She felt they should be on the table because when an application comes 
before the board and something's not compliant the board has the authority to request 
that it be brought up to code. She pointed out that there has been back and forth since 
2009 about the work on this property and she couldn’t see a way that the board could 
approve any of these changes tonight.   
 
Member Cherry asked for clarification on the issuance of the red tag and the dates of 
photos in the packet. 
 
It was confirmed that the red tag was issued in September 2023 with a notice of violation 
in 2024 and the only previous notice of violation in 2009. 
 
Mr. Moquino shared section 14-5.2(C) regulations of significant and contributing 
structures under section (F) for restoration of status If a property owner makes changes 
to a structure without the property proper city approval which results in lowering the 
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structure status staff or board may require the property owner to restore the structure 
such as that in the form of status restored. 
 
John Padilla, P.O. Box 22986, Santa Fe, NM, was sworn in. Mr. Padilla requested that 
the inspector clarify the date of the most recent citation. 
 
Mr. Duran clarified the citation was given on April 24, 2024. 
 
Mr. Padilla clarified that the 2009 citation was prior to this owner as he has only had the 
property for the past two years since 2022. So, any issues outside of the 2024 issue are 
not applicable to this owner. He stated that staff represented this case as a habitual 
practice of the owner, and he wanted to make it very clear that the previous violations 
were not the doings of this owner. He understood that the cases in front of the property 
were approved in 2009 and is not relevant to this case. He stated he was not aware of all 
the seven points staff gave and therefore they are not all a part of the current submittal. 
He made specific notes regarding each of the items. The signage has been there 
historically so it should not be an issue at this hearing. Th hardscape was part of repairs 
for spalling concrete that is on the ground which is the walking surface for the public and 
is a substitution for hard tile or larger formatted tile to provide a safe travel path for 
customers and the public approaching the building. Th height for the existing fence was 
referenced as ten feet tall. It is about seven at the highest point. The windows touching 
the ground require an exception. That is what is before you this evening. An Ada 
accessibility handrail on the south where the gate is not a public access point. 
Accessibility is not an issue as it is through the main door.  
 
Mr. Padilla continued that he is here to work with the board and staff. The owner has 
made it clear that he is not asking for any special exceptions or attention. His tenant made 
the changes without the knowledge of the property owner. He noted that some items 
specifically the door on the north which is an east elevation on the north side of the 
building were done due to a fire in the building so that the building could be secured while 
they went through the approval and permitting processes. He also pointed out that he 
understood that under portals windows with larger than 30” panes were allowed. The 
portal has been on the structure for an extended period. He also pointed out that metal 
fencing and gates are on this streetscape pointing out the most prominent at the chapel 
across the street. Mr. Padilla emphasized he is looking for a solution with the board so 
that a permit can be obtained, and he would like to discuss each item separately to come 
to an agreement on each item. He reiterated that the owner did not approve of any of the 
changes and was not aware of them until after the incident. It is obvious that the low 
landscape walls need to be discussed, they are clearly for landscaping and do not display 
product as can be seen in the photos. He stated that the historic integrity or the primary 
façade were affected by the planters because the architectural elements that are called 
out as reasons for the primary façade are still present and are still visible. While it was 
built without a permit, we are here now to discuss how to find a resolution. The southern 
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planters are not on the wall which on that façade are not primary. I stand for questions 
and am ready to work with the Board for a resolution for my client. 
 
Chair Bienvenu questioned the issue of ownership and who was and was not involved 
and verified that the current owner was not the owner in 2009, and the owner was not 
aware of the changes, and that the changes were made by the current tenant.  
 
Mr. Padilla admitted he did not know the tenant, only that his name was Jack. He was not 
aware of the contractor who did the work, but he was hired by the owner after the work 
was completed. 
 
Chair Bienvenu referenced the case at the neighboring lot at 216 Old Santa Fe Trail, 
heard at the last hearing, and questioned if that retroactive approval request was from a 
different client and if it was done in coordination with this project. 
 
Mr. Padilla was not sure if it was done in coordination. The applicant at the 216 Old Santa 
Fe Trail was a different client and tenant issue. He was not prepared to answer questions 
about the other case since they were not the same applicant. 
 
Chair Bienvenu stated he was not sure if it was the applicant or staff that had discussed 
the non-divided lite windows on the streetscape. 
 
Mr. Padilla pointed out that that was a different project and this case at 214 Old Santa Fe 
Trail has not previously been heard, only the status was previously reviewed for this 
project. 
 
Chair Bienvenu explained that both cases are on the same streetscape and each of them 
affect the streetscape and so he is looking for clarification if the this projects non-divided 
lites were consistent with the streetscape and that it was his understanding that none of 
the buildings without divided lites were approved as they were built and he wanted to 
know if the contractor doing the work did all of those projects.  
 
Mr. Padilla was not sure if the contractor was the same for each of those projects. He 
stated that each of the projects are their own case with their own applicants and he could 
not understand why the conversation from a previous case was being brought up on this 
case.  
 
Chair Bienvenu reiterated it is because of the testimony that these windows and doors 
are not harmful to the streetscape though the streetscape is affected by each of the 
projects which are similar installations of windows. 
 
Mr. Padilla stated he had no knowledge about the projects at 218, 220, 224, or 228 Old 
Santa Fe Trail, and he was brought in after the fact for the 214 and 216 projects. 
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Chair Bienvenu stated this was discussed at the last hearing, that he did not want the 
project to come before them repeatedly with new applications with new designs at 
infinitum and hoped that there would be a request to restore the structure to its’ original 
status.  
 
Mr. Padilla pointed out that the owner of this property has brought the case before the 
Board for the work done on this property and if the Board chooses to deny the request for 
the work then he (the owner) is willing to do what the Board needs to have done so that 
they can get the project to a position so that it can be approved. 
 
Chair Bienvenu stated that it is good for the Board to know that if the Board decides not 
to approve these, it can state what would be required to be acceptable.  
 
Mr. Duran offered that the 2009 application reflects the current owner as the owner in 
2009 and he was sure it was also the same agent for the owner. 
 
Chair Bienvenu asked Mr. Duran to research that and double check the information. 
 
Member Aguilar Medrano asked staff if a maximum height had been calculated for the 
streetscape and what that was. She also asked Attorney Ruybalid if ownership has 
switched hands and the previous owner has outstanding non-compliant renovations, can 
the new owner be held for those if the direction of the Board is to require that owner to 
bring it back into acceptable status. 
 
Attorney Ruybalid stated that the owner can not get out of restoring compliance to a 
structure just by selling it to another owner. The new owner takes on those compliance 
issues. The non-compliant issues are a part of public record, and the new owner will be 
responsible for the non-compliant issues. Liens can be applied to the structure and the 
structure can be required to be sold in what is called an in rem proceeding in which case 
the proceedings are against the property rather than an owner.   
 
Member Aguilar Medrano confirmed that the windows under the portal do not have to be 
divided lite windows, but the issue for her was the ratio of stucco to glazing. She felt that 
the requirement would not be met. It seemed like a doable fix. Also, in the past, the glazing 
was not allowed to come all the way down to the floor, again she felt this was an easy fix. 
She also had an issue with the pilasters, and she confirmed with Attorney Ruybalid that 
those were outstanding and not compliant from the previous owner so they would be able 
to request that those be looked at. Her proposal for the pilasters would be for them to be 
removed even though there was conditional approval if they were to be cementitious 
stucco, but since that was never met the Board should look at them again, since it is 
something which they would not approve of with this Board. Her last point was that the 
low planter walls seemed black and white since they are attached to a primary façade. It 
is not an issue that there is a wall but that it is attached to the primary façade. 
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Mr. Duran stated that the code regarding the storefront plate glass doors and window  is 
under section E of the design standards for the Downtown and Eastside and it reads: 
“windows and doors under portals on publicly visible portions of the building and walls 
shall be of one of the Old Santa Fe styles except that buildings with portals may have 
larger plate glass areas for windows under portals.” He concluded however, that this is a 
French door plate glass system, so the doors themselves are plate glass windows and 
do not meet the code standard, and that is the staff’s concern. 
 
Mr. Duran also stated the maximum allowable height is eight feet for commercial 
properties in the Historic Districts. 
 
Mr. Moquino clarified that there has not been a street front wall height calculation done 
for the address. The height that Mr. Duran shared is for fences that are located greater 
than twenty feet from the street. 
 
Mr. Duran stated that the fence and gate are over twenty feet from the street. 
 
Member Aguilar Medrano clarified that the issue is then material rather than the height of 
the gate. 
 
Mr. Duran confirmed. 
 
Chair Bienvenu clarified that the issue is more about the door and window under the 
portal, so these needed to be conceptualized differently since they are not all one issue. 
There is the door and window issue and then the gate issue. With the door and window 
issue there does not seem to be a provision for a glass door even under the portal as the 
divided lite portion of the code applies only to the windows and not the door.  
 
Mr. Duran clarified that the code does not apply to the door since the doors are not called 
out in the code, so an exception for a plate glass door would have to be requested. 
 
Chair Bienvenu stated that the windows are considered separately, and the Board would 
need to resolve those issues. He asked clarification if the code does permit glass greater 
than 30” in diameter under the portal and then the three feet from the corner rule also 
applies here.  
 
Mr. Duran confirmed and stated that this would also apply to the distance from the ground, 
so the three-foot corner rule from the ground to the window would require an exception 
as well. 
 
Ms. Lamboy confirmed that the window to the ground would also require an exception 
based off this section of the code. 
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Mr. Padilla stated that the glass goes to the floor as there is no ground in that location, 
and the exception was requested on this case. This is the first time he had heard of the 
three feet from the ground to an opening. He has often used it for the corner of the building 
to the window. He pointed out there is a regulation height for sleeping rooms per building 
code, but this is first from the floor to the window. 
 
Ms. Lamboy clarified that this is a “rule of thumb” when considering the dominating effect 
of adobe construction and in the case of storefront windows although this was originally 
a residential building and designated as such, it is related to it residential use, although it 
is converted to a commercial use store windows typically had the base. If you walk along 
San Francisco Street you see that all under throughout the streetscape and this type of 
feature, glass to the floor, is not found in the Downtown and Eastside Historic District. 
 
Mr. Duran shared that in the 2009 case the current owner was the applicant for 2009, but 
Mr. Padilla was not the agent.  
 
Public Comment: 
 
Ms. Elizabeth West, 318 Sena Street, Santa Fe, NM, was sworn in. Ms. West stated when 
she walked by the building off the plaza with the large windows to the ground, they had 
installed lighting around the window to add emphasis to the metal, which adds insult to 
the injury. This hearing reminds her of this, and she feels bad about the building, she 
supported the Board in their concern and diligence on the case. She felt she heard the 
applicant was willing to do anything to go back to where it was, and she would like it to 
be denied.   
 
Ms. Stefanie Beninato, PO Box 1601, Santa Fe, New Mexico was sworn in. She stated 
that she heard Mr. Padilla state that the owner did not approve of the changes, not that 
he did not know about them. If you have a tenant, you are responsible for what the tenant 
does. You cannot just walk away because the tenant did it nor can you walk away from 
the fact that you had a fire. Structures have fires, you still must comply with the code when 
you redo it and something that was red tagged in 2009 and has never been corrected is 
not approved non-conforming use. It is just non-conforming and in violation. I would ask 
that, as Ms. West did, that you do not grant the exceptions here and that you require the 
windows to come and that there be a mass displayed in this front façade. I would also ask 
that the advertising, that is the placement of sculptures or whatever these objects are in 
the planters, be removed and that the window or door where they have that triangulated 
top and then the door that you also look at that. I point out that on Old Sant Fe Trail right 
at the plaza, their rationale was they needed the window to display goods, and they have 
never used it for display. It really detracts from the harmony of the streetscape and the 
idea of a historic structure. I would urge you not to grant exceptions for anything here and 
that you require the applicant to come back as you did the other case recently and 
resubmit so that it actually complies with the historic design standards and I appreciate 
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that you pointed out the larger on section D that gives you more authority  to look at the 
whole as opposed to just a primary façade.  
 
Mr. Padilla asked again that since the owner is asking him to get the application to a point 
where it can be approved, that this be the approach on the case. 
 
Mr. Duran stated that staff requests that the structure be restored to the original façade 
from 2023, design. The planter and the gate will still need to be discussed but staff believe 
the structure should be restored. He believed that the Board should make a 
recommendation regarding the pilasters and staff would support their recommendation. 
 
Member Aguilar Medrano asked Mr. Padilla if he would prefer postponement or denial if 
the Board does not believe this can be approved tonight. 
 
Mr. Padilla stated he preferred a postponement because he was not prepared for a denial 
which would start the case over.  
 
Member Degnan asked Attorney Ruybalid asked the legal implications of what the best 
approach would be. 
 
Attorney Ruybalid stated if denied, they can represent a new case with a new design, but 
he understands that they would be required to pay another fee and go through the 
application process again and get a new case number, if the project is postponed, with 
the applicants implicit approval, they can redesign and bring the case back without going 
through the application process again and the same case number would be used. He was 
unsure about the municipal court process in respect to the notice of violation, but the court 
may have to proceed unless the applicant makes a pitch to the municipal judge that we 
are trying to get this redesigned so that we can get the Boards approval in which case 
that may have a bearing on how the municipal judge handles that.   
 
Mr. Duran shared that a postponement means that the applicant can come back as many 
times as they desire, but a denial gives the court a decision to base judgement on and 
staff would desire a denial over a postponement.  
 
Attorney Ruybalid assured the Board that the city attorney’s office and the staff and Board 
should always be mindful of due process but due process does not require more than 
notice of an opportunity to be heard by an impartial tribunal and an opportunity to appeal 
to a higher tribunal so due process only requires that he have the opportunity to come in 
and make his presentation and call his witnesses and answer questions and present 
drawings and so on. But the idea that an applicant gets to come before the Board over 
and over again is not required by due process. If the applicant and Board can work 
something out that allows the applicant more time, you can do that, there is nothing that 
states you can’t do that. But due process does not require more than one hearing. 
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Chair Bienvenu clarified that if the Board does decide that these changes are detrimental 
to public welfare then that is an ongoing injury as long as this matter continues.  
 
Board Action: 
Member Degnan moved in case 2025-009947-HDRB, 214 Old Santa Fe Trail to deny the 
application in its entirety finding that the exception criteria have not been met as stated in 
the staff report and this hearing, and that the applicant and staff work together to have 
the structure returned to its condition before the unauthorized changes were made.  
 
Member Aguilar Medrano questioned if we could require the restoration to the property 
be to the condition prior to the stone pilasters. 
 
Mr. Duran stated that he found an approval and permit for the stone pilasters in November 
of 2009.  
 
Member Aguilar Medrano clarified her question, that since the pilasters were non-
compliant of the condition of approval if they could require the pilaster either be removed 
or stuccoed. 
 
Member Cherry stated he could tell at the site visit earlier that they had previously been 
stuccoed and he wanted to know if there was any approval for the rock or a record of a 
final inspection for the stucco. 
 
Mr. Moquino stated they had a final inspection that passed with the stucco rather than the 
rocks. 
 
Mr. Cherry asked for a point of clarification if this could be approved, denied, postponed, 
or if it can be required for the applicant to remove all unapproved items.  
 
Chair Bienvenu clarified how the fourth option would be in addition to one of the other 
options rather than being in lieu of them. 
 
Attorney Ruybalid felt it would make a better record if the decision that this has to be 
restored were stated in the motion. If it is not stated, the municipal court through the red 
tag and notice of violation can also accomplish the same thing. But just to make a good 
record if that is something that the Board agrees on that should be stated in the motion. 
It would be in lieu of an approval or denial. It would not be normal to make a motion that 
is partial approval or denial and postpone other elements since a final action must be 
made. 
 
Chair Bienvenu reiterated the motion as it stood. 
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Member Aguilar Medrano seconded with friendly amendment that the property owner 
restores the structure to the condition prior any unapproved work that staff has on record 
with the oversight and working with the staff on that.  
 
Member Degnan accepted the friendly amendment. 
 
The motion passed with the Board voting unanimously (4-0).  
 
Chair Bienvenu directed Mr. Padilla to work with staff from here as this was an action on 
the case. 
 
9. Discussion Items  
Ms. Lamboy clarified the difference between item 9 and 10 on the agenda. 
There were no other discussion items. 
 
10. Matters from the Board  
Member Aguilar Medrano questioned the parking sign on Washington Avenue.  
 
Mr. Moquino stated that it is being investigated by Mr. Maestas. 
 
Chair Bienvenu stated that he did not feel it was appropriate in the context of the case 
9947, because it wasn’t related to the application, but he has always had concern over 
the proliferation of sculptures and rugs and knickknacks on Canyon Road but specific 
areas such as parking lots, walls, roofs and other locations are being used for the display 
of materials for sale. He asked if there were some regulations on this especially 
concerning properties as you near downtown and Plaza area because it is detrimental to 
the Historic character of the area and to the building that is covered all day long. Is there 
a regulation and if not is it something that can be added to the code? 
 
Ms. Lamboy explained that the current code does not comprehensively deal with the retail 
outdoor display of goods. There is nothing specific to the historic districts except the 
window displays. So, this would be a good subject to add to the list of items to review for 
the code rewrite.  
 
Member Aguilar mentioned that it would be nice if the code also addressed historic trees 
for the Board to have some jurisdiction over landscapes. 
Chair Bienvenu questioned if the roll call vote for adjournment, minutes, or Findings, was 
required. Could it be more if there were any objections. Is that in conflict with City 
apologies.  
 
Ms. Lamboy stated it was not required and is not done for all Land Use Boards. 
 
11. Next Meeting  

April 8, 2025 
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12. Adjournment  
 
Member Cherry moved to adjourn. Member Aguilar Medrano seconded. The vote 
passed unanimously, and the meeting was adjourned. 
 
 
 
 
 
___________________________ 
Lani McCulley, Transcription 
 
 
 
 
__________________________________________   _____________ 
Cecilia Rios, Historic District Review Board Chair  Date 
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City of Santa Fe 
Historic Districts Review Board 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Case # 2023-7675-HDRB 
Address – 918-D Acequia Madre  
Agent’s Name – Martinez Architecture Studio, PC 
Owner/Applicant’s Name – Chris Richter and Todd Davis 
 
 THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing 
on November 26, 2024. 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
 The single-family residence at 918-D Acequia Madre is listed as contributing to the 
Downtown and Eastside Historic District.  The Pueblo-Revival-style pink adobe house is 1,387 
square feet and likely was constructed in the late 1930s.  Based on aerial photographs, it took its 
current footprint by at least 1957. 
 
 On November 14, 2023, in Case # 2023-007314-HDRB, the Board maintained the 
contributing status of this building and designated the longest, northernmost 34 feet of the 
eastern façade as its primary elevation, including two historic windows and a non-historic door, 
but excluding the roof overhang.  This is consistent with the 2023 Historic Cultural Properties 
Inventory, which indicates that this may be the oldest portion of the house. 
 
 The Applicant now proposes the following exterior alterations: 
 

1) Construct a 310-square-foot addition to a height of 10’1” on the north elevation.  This 
will be set back 13 feet from the primary east façade.  

2) Install a new front door with sidelights with an overhang on the north elevation. 
3) Construct a 343-square-foot carport addition to replace the storage room (148 square feet) 

on the south elevation. 
4) Replace windows in the new garage and the kitchen on the south elevation.  
5) Replace the door to the utility room with a window on the east elevation. 
6) The east elevation overhang will be replaced with a parapet. 
7) Construct a 37-square-foot portal connecting the garage with the house.  The portal is set 

back 10’ from the east primary façade. 
8) Construct an overhang with corbels over the new entry door on the east elevation. 
9) Construct an approximately 16-square-foot eyebrow overhang over the east-facing garage 

door. 
10)  Construct a 25-square-foot addition on the west elevation. 
11)  Install a new window in the bathroom on the west elevation. 
12)  Install a new window in the west elevation addition. 
13)  Construct an 82-square-foot portal addition with a new sliding glass door on the west 

elevation. 
14)  Construct 5’6” high yard walls with pedestrian gates on the west of the property. 
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15)  Install ground-mounted HVAC on the west elevation.  The HVAC will be screened and 
will not be publicly visible.  

16)  Relocate and redesign with an increase in size the 6-foot-high coyote-fence trash 
enclosure and install a double gate.  The enclosure will remain on the south side of the 
residence. 

17)  Stucco house in El Rey Buckskin cementitious stucco.  
18)  Replace all the windows and exterior doors not located on primary facades.  The new 

windows and exterior doors will be Kolbe Heritage Series, divided panes and will be in 
Taos Blue.  

19)  Enclose on the interior only the door on the East elevation.  The door will remain on the 
exterior primary façade but will not be a functional door.  This is intended to keep the 
historic design while changing access to the structure. 

 
 The additions will be a total of 677 square feet, which is 49 percent of the existing 
residence.  No changes are requested to the east primary façade. 
 

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

3. Historic Preservation Division Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommended approval of 
the proposed project and found that the application complies with SFCC Sections 14-
5.2(D), General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and 14-5.2(E), Downtown 
and Eastside Design Standards.  The Staff has determined that no exceptions are required 
for approval of this application, as the additions do not attach to the primary façade, 
additions are set back 10 feet or more from the primary façade, and the project will not 
cause the structure to lose its contributing historic status. 

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

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

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

7. 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. 
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8. 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 Items # 1-19 as set forth in the application, as recommended by 

Staff. 
 

IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 8th DAY of APRIL, 2025, BY THE HISTORIC 
DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE. 

 
 
_______________________     _____________ 
Cecilia Rios, Chair      Date 
      
FILED: 
 
______________________     ______________ 
Andréa Salazar      Date 
City Clerk 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________    ______________ 
Frank Ruybalid      Date 
Assistant City Attorney 
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City of Santa Fe 
Historic Districts Review Board 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Case # 2024-9377-HDRB 
Address – 449 Camino Monte Vista  
Agent’s Name – Lorn Tryk Architects, P.C. 
Owner/Applicant’s Name – Joseph and Mary Clark Joint Trust 
 
 THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing 
on December 10, 2024. 
 

BACKGROUND 
 

The property at 449 Camino Monte Vista is a vacant lot in the Downtown and Eastside 
Historic District.  The lot previously held a single-family residence built between 1949 and 1953 
in the Spanish-Pueblo Revival style.  The structure was listed as non-contributing to the 
Downtown & Eastside Historic District.  On April 28, 2015, in Case # H-11-081, the HDRB 
approved demolition of the non-contributing structure and approved new construction of a 1,568-
square-foot residential structure to the maximum allowable height of 18’0”, granting an 
exception for a pitched roof.  Although the previous non-contributing structure was demolished, 
the residential structure approved was not constructed. 

 
At this hearing, the Applicant requests Board approval of the following items: 
 
1) Construct a 4,695-square-foot single-family residence to a maximum height of 17’10” 

where the maximum allowable height is 18’0”; 
2) Construct a 1,111-square-foot casita to a height of 14’0”;  
3) Construct a 435-square-foot accessory structure (guest bedroom) to a height of 13’3”; 
4) Construct a 342-square-foot accessory structure (exercise studio) to a height of 17’9”; 
5) Construct an 877-square-foot garage to a height of 13’10”; 
6) Construct a 107-square-foot pergola to a height of 10’; 
7) Construct 5’ to 6’-high yard and retaining walls; 
8) Install exterior lighting;  and 
9) Install an HVAC ground-mounted unit with a yard-wall screening at a height of 4’. 

  
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 
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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 
Case # 2024-9377-HDRB subject to the condition that the Applicant construct the 
structures with red brick coping, which is recognized as a character-defining feature for 
Territorial design style.  With this condition Staff found that the application complied 
with SFCC Section 14-5.2(D), General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and 
Section 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 Board finds that red brick coping is a character-defining feature for Territorial design 
style structures in the Downtown and Eastside Historic District. 

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

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

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

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

1. The Board has the authority to review and approve the application. 
2. The Board approves Items # 1-9 as set forth in the application, as recommended by 

the Staff, with the following additional condition: 
a. The Applicant shall place red brick coping on the structures. 
  

IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 8th DAY of APRIL, 2025, BY THE HISTORIC 
DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE. 
 
_______________________     _____________ 
Cecilia Rios       Date 
Chair      
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FILED: 
 
______________________     ______________ 
Andréa Salazar      Date 
City Clerk 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________    ______________ 
Frank Ruybalid      Date 
Assistant City Attorney 
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City of Santa Fe 
Historic Districts Review Board 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Case # 2024-9399-HDRB 
Address – 465 Camino Manzano  
Agent’s Name – Richard Martinez, Martinez Architecture Studio, P.C. 
Owner/Applicants’s Name – Craig Smith and Carolyn Kenney 
 
 THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing 
on December 10, 2024. 
 

BACKGROUND 
 

The single-family residence at 465 Camino Manzano is listed as contributing to the 
Downtown and Eastside Historic District.  The main residential structure, originally built in 1947 
on a 0.47-acre lot, now totals approximately 3,270 square feet of heated space.  The partial two-
story structure was built in the Spanish Pueblo Revival and Territorial architectural design styles, 
as seen by the adobe block and wooden viga construction materials, flat roof with rounded 
parapets, recessed doors and windows, and wooden casement, divided-lite windows.  The north 
façade has a wooden two-story portal which once overlooked an orchard on the property.  

 
February 27, 2024, the HDRB upgraded the historic status of the structure from non-

contributing to contributing, and designated the north façade as primary, as recommended by the 
author of a 2023 Historic Cultural Properties Inventory, John W. Murphey.  The north-side 
primary façade designation excluded the east-end dining room addition and the two-car garage 
on the western end.  The Board found that the north façade was part of the original, pre-1958 
core structure, including the two-story portal, and had features that define the character of the 
structure’s architecture. 

 
At this hearing, the Applicants request Board approval of the following items: 
 
1) Front portal and balcony remodel by the addition of stucco walls to the front and 

sides, and the addition of canales and downspouts.  Two exceptions are requested to 
SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(2)(c), prohibiting additions on primary façades of a 
contributing structure. 

2) Raise courtyard wall to 8’0” and replace existing gate with 6’8” door.  An exception 
is requested to SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(2)(d), prohibiting additions to the side of the 
existing footprint of a contributing structure unless the addition is set back a 
minimum of 10 feet from the primary façade. 

3) Add an exterior fireplace on the south elevation of the garage in the courtyard. 
4) Create a recess for the garage doors on the north elevation of the garage (which is 

excluded from the primary façade designation). 
5) Document the existing coyote fence on top of the retaining wall along south/rear 

property line and document the existing replacement coyote fence on top of the 
retaining wall along the east/side property boundary, for which the property owner 
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received a violation for constructing the coyote fence without construction permit or 
Historic Preservation Staff review. 

6) Remove and replace all windows on non-primary façades.   
7) Add two new windows on a non-primary (south) facade. 
8) Interior remodel. 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
 After conducting a public hearing and having heard from the Applicants 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 Applicants for conformity with applicable SFCC 
requirements and provided the Board with a written report of its findings (“Staff 
Report”), which evaluates the factors relevant to the application. 

3. Historic Preservation Division Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommended a finding that 
the Applicants did not meet the exception criteria for the first two exceptions (alterations 
to the portal and addition of canales and downspouts on the north, primary façade) and 
recommended denial of those exceptions.  Staff recommended a finding that the 
Applicants met the criteria for the third exception (elevation of courtyard wall and 
replacement of gate) and recommended approval of that exception.  Staff recommended 
approval of the other items in the application as they comply with SFCC Sections 14-
5.2(D), General Design Standards for all Historic Districts, and 14-5.2(E), Downtown 
and Eastside Design Standards. 

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

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

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

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

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

9. The Applicants propose to remodel the entrance portal and balcony, and add canales and 
downspouts, on the north-facing primary façade.  The Staff determined that exceptions to 
SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(2)(c) would be required for approval of these two project 
elements, and the Applicants requested the exceptions.  
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10.  To obtain these exceptions, the Applicants were required to conclusively demonstrate 
that the exception criteria set forth in SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b) have been met. 

11.  Based on the information set forth in the Staff Report and exhibits, and the evidence and 
testimony presented at the hearing, the Board agrees with the Staff’s recommendation 
that the Applicants have not conclusively demonstrated all exception criteria have been 
met with respect to alterations to the portal/balcony: 

a. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b)(i), the Board finds that granting the 
exception would damage the character of the district because this is an alteration 
to distinctive characteristics of the primary façade, the most visible elevation and 
facing the public right-of-way; 

b. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b)(ii), the Board finds that the exception 
is not required to prevent a hardship to the Applicants or an injury to the public 
welfare because the Applicants have not presented evidence of a hardship 
remediable by a repair with a less negative impact;  and 

c. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b)(iii), the Board finds that granting the 
exception would not strengthen the unique heterogeneous character of the City by 
providing a full range of design options to ensure that residents can continue to 
reside within the historic districts.  

12.  The Board finds that the Applicants have failed to conclusively demonstrate that all of 
the exception criteria have been met with respect to alterations of the portal/balcony on 
the north, primary façade. 
  
Alterations to Courtyard Wall  

13.  Under SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(2)(d), additions to contributing, significant or landmark 
structures must be set back a minimum of 10 feet from any primary façade. 

14.  The Applicants propose to raise the wall of the courtyard, south of the garage and inside 
the original 1958 footprint, from 5 feet to 8 feet, and to replace the existing gate.  The 
wall is set back from the north primary façade less than 10 feet.  The Staff determined 
that an exception to SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(2)(d) would be required for approval of this 
project element, and the Applicants requested the exception. 

15.  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 the Staff’s recommendation 
that the Applicants have conclusively demonstrated that all exception criteria have been 
met with respect to alterations to the courtyard wall and gate:       

a. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(c)(i), the Board finds that granting the 
exception would not damage the character of the streetscape:  Although the wall 
is not set back 10 feet from the primary façade, it is set back 10 feet from the front 
of the portal on the primary façade, giving the appearance of the required setback;  
the wall is concealed by another, privacy wall that extends east from the east 
façade of the garage, and has minimal visibility from the public right-of-way; 

b. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(c)(ii), the Board finds that the exception 
is required to prevent a hardship to the Applicants or an injury to the public 
welfare:  The wall is intended to exclude non-residents from the courtyard, where 
large windows look out from the master bedroom, and the wall in its present 
configuration permits persons standing at the front door of the structure to view 
the courtyard, compromising the privacy of the occupants;  and 
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c. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(c)(iii), the Board finds that granting the 
exception would strengthen the unique heterogeneous character of the City by 
providing a full range of design options to ensure residents can continue to reside 
within the historic districts:  The alteration proposed for this wall is minimal and 
consistent with the existing design, and enhancing the privacy and safety of the 
residents promotes the full occupancy and use of this contributing structure.  

16.  The Board finds that the Applicants have conclusively demonstrated that all of the 
exception criteria have been met with respect to elevation of the courtyard wall and 
replacement of the gate.  

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

18.  The information contained in the Staff Report and exhibits, and the testimony and 
evidence submitted at the hearing, establishes that all applicable design criteria have been 
met with respect to the project elements that are approved. 

 
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 denies Item # 1 as set forth in the application. 
3. The Board denies the exception to SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(2)(c) requested in the 

application for alterations to the north-façade portal and balcony (Item # 1).  
4. The Board approves Items # 2-8 as set forth in the application. 
5. The Board grants the exception to SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(2)(d) requested in the 

application for alterations to the courtyard wall (Item # 2). 
 

IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 8th DAY of APRIL, 2025, BY THE HISTORIC 
DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE. 
 
 
_______________________     _____________ 
Cecilia Rios, Chair      Date 
      
FILED: 
 
______________________     ______________ 
Andréa Salazar, City Clerk     Date 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________    ______________ 
Frank Ruybalid, Assistant City Attorney   Date 
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City of Santa Fe 
Historic Districts Review Board 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Case # 2024-9398-HDRB 
Address – 346 Hillside Ave.  
Agent’s Name – Richard Martinez, Martinez Architecture Studio, P.C. 
Owner/Applicant’s Name – Martha Davis 
 
 THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing 
on December 10, 2024. 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
 The property at 346 Hillside Ave. in the Downtown and Eastside Historic District 
contains both a single-family residence and a studio.  The main residence has a contributing 
historic status and the detached studio is listed as non-contributing.  The home was built around 
1920 in a simplified craftsman bungalow style.  The fenestration is symmetrical on the north 
elevation, with a front door flanked by large windows.  The hipped roof had brick-red asphalt 
shingles.  The kitchen addition on the east elevation, constructed between 1948-1958, has a flat 
roof. 
 
 In a 2004 case, the Historic Design Review Board approved the removal of two non-
historic parts of the structure – a 172-square-foot portal on the northeast elevation and a 280-
square-foot sunroom on the southeast elevation.  See Case # H-04-35.  The HDRB then also 
approved a 756-square-foot addition to replace the sunroom on the southeast elevation, but this 
was never built.  As a result, the south-elevation rear door “floats” and it is likely that there were 
concrete stairs similar to those farther east on the south elevation that led to the backyard.  A tall 
wall on the west elevation connects the residence with the studio, which likely was a garage.  In 
a status review in Case # 2022-6142-HDRB, the Board retained the main residence’s 
contributing status and designated the north and west elevations and the northernmost portion of 
the east elevation, excluding the kitchen addition at the southeast corner (with flat roof), as the 
primary façades.  The Board designated the garage/studio as a non-contributing structure. 
 
 In 2023 in Case # 2022-6237-HDRB the Board approved additions to the non-primary 
east and south elevations, a portal on the south elevation, and a deck and stone planters on the 
south elevation of the main residence.  It further approved the removal of a portal on the south 
side of the studio with an addition and portal to replace it.  During construction, the Applicant 
made unauthorized changes to the Board-approved design and added items not previously 
considered or approved.  Historic Preservation inspectors issued a Stop Work Order October 25, 
2024, to the owner for the unauthorized alterations.  
 
 The Applicant now requests approval of the unauthorized and unapproved items, 
including: 
 

1) Replace the shingle roof with a charcoal-colored standing-seam metal roof.  An exception 
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to SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(6) for changing the roof material without evidence the new 
material was a historic feature of the structure.   

2) Eliminate the fireplace from the design for the addition design for the studio. 
3) Eliminate a bedroom window under the portal of the studio addition. 
4) Install a roof-mounted HVAC on the main residence. The HVAC unit will not be 

publicly visible. 
5) Reconstruct the stairs on the north side of the kitchen to bring them up to current code. 
6) Install guard and handrails at the stairs. 
7) Install skylights.  The skylights are not publicly visible. 
8) Install exterior lighting. 
9) Place 18”-high coyote fencing on top of the existing 4’6”-tall yard wall for a total height 

of 72” in the rear of the property. 
10)  Construct coyote fencing along the street frontage to the maximum allowable height of 

59”.  Staff notes that this fence currently stands at 86”.  The 73”-high metal pedestrian 
and 69”-high metal vehicular gates along the street frontage, installed in 2020, will be 
retained in this newer fencing.  

 
 The Staff recommends a finding that changing the roof material diverts from the 
character of this contributing structure, as there is no evidence that the roof material has ever 
been metal.  The dark color of the metal roof is also not present on the streetscape.  The Staff 
recommends denial of the roof-material, noting that no evidence has been provided for the 
historic existence of a metal roof on the  structure.  The only evidence available is the 1984 
Historic Cultural Property Inventory which reads that the roof had asphalt shingles. 
 

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

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

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

3. Historic Preservation Division Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommended a finding that 
the exception criteria has not been met and recommended denial of the exception request 
to replace the shingled roof with a standing-seam metal roof.  Otherwise, Staff 
recommended approval of the application, Items 2-15, as they comply with SFCC 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 SFCC Section 14-5.2(C), Regulation of Significant and 
Contributing Structures. 

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

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

8. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(6), existing roof styles and materials shall be 
maintained, or replaced in-kind if necessary, and the addition of roof features should only 
be considered when they are an existing or historic feature of the structure.   

9. The Applicant has replaced the roof of a contributing structure with material that is not 
in-kind where there is no evidence it is a historic feature of the structure.  The Staff 
determined that an exception to SFCC Section 14-5.2(D)(6) would be required for 
approval of Item # 1 in the application, and the Applicant requested an exception.  

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

11.  Based on the information set forth in the Staff Report and exhibits, and the evidence and 
testimony presented at the hearing, the Board finds that the Applicant has not 
conclusively demonstrated that all exception criteria have been met: 

a. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b)(i), the Board finds that granting the 
exception would damage the character of the district because the color and type of 
roofing material diverges from the type of roof common in the era the structure 
was built, detracts from the structure’s historic character, is out of harmony with 
the streetscape, and jeopardizes the structure’s contributing status; 

b. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b)(ii), the Board finds that the exception 
is not required to prevent a hardship to the Applicant or an injury to the public 
welfare because there is no evidence of any hardship created by a shingled roof;  
and 

c. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-5.2(C)(5)(b)(iii), the Board finds that granting the 
exception would not strengthen the unique heterogeneous character of the City by 
providing a full range of design options to ensure that residents can continue to 
reside within the historic districts, because a change in the roof material does 
nothing to promote these objectives.  

12.  The Board finds that the Applicant has failed to conclusively demonstrate that all of the 
exception criteria have been met. 

13.  The Board finds that the existing vehicular and pedestrian gates on the property, at their 
current height and style, are consistent with Historic Districts designs standards, as they 
are fully fenestrated. 

14.  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. 

15.  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. 

16.  The information contained in the Staff Report and exhibits, and the testimony and 
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evidence submitted at the hearing, establishes that all applicable design criteria have been 
met with respect to the project elements that are approved, but have not been met with 
respect to the change in the roofing material. 
 

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 denies approval of Item # 1 as set forth in the application. 
3. The Board denies the exception requested in the application. 
4. The Board approves Items # 2-10 as set forth in the application, with the following 

additional condition: 
a. The fence shall not exceed the maximum allowable height calculated for the 

streetscape, which is 59 inches. 
 

IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 8th DAY of APRIL, 2025, BY THE HISTORIC 
DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE. 
 
_______________________     _____________ 
Cecilia Rios, Chair      Date 
      
FILED: 
 
______________________     ______________ 
Andréa Salazar      Date 
City Clerk 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________    ______________ 
Frank Ruybalid      Date 
Assistant City Attorney 
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City of Santa Fe, New Mexico

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DATE: April 8, 2025 

TO: Historic Districts Review Board 

 VIA: Heather Lamboy, Planning and Land Use Department Director HLL 

 

Maggie Moore, Assistant Director MM 

Gary Moquino, Historic Preservation Division Manager GM 

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

  

 

2025-009916-HDRB, 1010 Camino San Acacio, Downtown and Eastside Historic District, 

Contributing. Daniel Strongwater, agent for Jeremy and Caroline Rohrlich, owners, propose to 

construct a 175 sq. ft. closet addition on the east elevation and enclose a portal on the south 

elevation and requests exceptions to 14-5.2(D)(4) to enclose an existing portal and 14-

5.2(D)(2)(c) for an addition to the west primary façade. 

 

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially): 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends conditional approval of the proposed project requesting the skylight on the east 

façade addition be non-publicly visible and finds that the exception criterion has been met and 

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

Downtown and Eastside Historic District Design Standards. 

 

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:  

CITY SUBMITTALS  

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

APPLICANT SUBMITTALS 
 

   x     Proposal Letter 
 
   x     Site Plan/Floor Plan 
 
   x     Elevations 
 
   x    Photographs 
 
         Other:  
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The single-family residence at 1010 Camino San Acacio is listed as contributing to the Downtown 

and Eastside Historic District with the north and west elevations designated as primary. The 2,874 

sq. ft. main residential structure was built on a 0.27-acre lot in the early 1960s. The main structure 

was built in the Spanish Pueblo Revival architectural style as seen by the adobe and rock 

foundation construction materials, recessed door and windows, and wooden corbel elements. The 

structure was built by Mr. Louie Ewing, a well-known artist who lived and worked in Santa Fe 

from 1935-1983. Mr. Ewing was most well-known for his photographic work for the Laboratory 

of Anthropology in 1939. 

 

Previous Historic Districts Review Board (HDRB) cases include: 

 

On February 25, 2025, in Case No. 2025-009916-HDRB, the Board postponed the project and 

directed the applicant to consider a redesign to minimize the impact to the two primary facades, 

the north facade and the west facade. The board indicated that the addition should be secondary to 

those primary facades in massing and style as well as differentiated from those facades in terms of 

the newer addition compared to the original house. The applicant reached out to staff and requested 

an April 2025 hearing date due to unexpected circumstances. Staff moved their case to the April 

8, 2025, HDRB hearing date. 

 

On January 14, 2025, in Case No. 2024-009653-HDRB, the Board adopted staff’s 

recommendation that the house be designated as contributing.  The contributing designation was 

based on the staff report, presentation and the information in the HCPI form. In their decision, the 

Board moved that the rock wall along the street be designated as contributing and that facades 1 

and 9 be designated as primary. Additionally, the Board found that while facade number 2 was not 

primary, the facade does have distinctive characteristics that are important to be retained, 

specifically the roof line and the continuation of the corbel patterns on the other facades. The 

ordinance allows the Board to preserve such characteristic historic features even on non-primary 

facades. Whereas, on the primary facades (1 and 9), the non-historic windows were excluded from 

the designation, with the exception of the stained-glass window which is included in the primary 

facade designation and also specifically recognized as important to the character of the house. 

Finally, the Board identified the rubble rock foundation as a characteristic worthy of preservation 

and the openings of the windows are all historic and should be preserved as such.  

 

The current request (Case 2025-009916-HDRB) is for a remodel which includes the following: 
 

1) Construct a 175 sq. ft. closet addition on the east façade. 

2) Carport excavation to a ceiling height of 8 ft. 

3) Parking space remodel with a dry-stack retaining wall on the northeast corner of the 

property. 

4) Enclose existing upper landing of entry stairway on the west primary façade which adds 

98 sq. ft. of conditioned space which requires an exception to 14-5.2(D)(2)(c) addition are 

not permitted on a primary façade. 

5) Enclose existing south portal for additional 287 sq. ft. which requires an exception to 14-

5.2(D)(4) existing porches and portals shall not be enclosed. 
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EXCEPTION CRITERIA AND RESPONSES: 

 

Exception to 14-5.2(D)(2)(c) additions are not permitted to primary facades: The applicant 

requests an exception to construct an addition to the west primary façade. 

 

(i) Do not damage the character of the district 
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Applicant Response: The enclosure of the Entry and South Portal harmonize with the district 

and home through re-use of existing architectural detailing, color and material palettes. The 

South Portal is non-publicly visible, thus not contributing to the public character of the district. 

The Entry, while visible, is a substantially de-emphasized component of the project, tucked far 

back from the street up a staircase. The proposed design maintains the important surrounding 

components of visible corbels, roofline and facade elements while increasing the utility and 

legibility of the entry by enclosing interior space, providing an improvement that not damaging 

the character of the district. 

 

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

criterion has been met. The addition to the west primary façade will not adversely affect the 

contributing status of the structure or the western primary façade. The design accentuates what 

is currently established. 

 

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

 

Applicant Response: The Rohrlich family returned to Santa Fe to raise their own children, and 

care for aging family. They have outgrown the living space and hope to add square footage 

and year-round utility to the home while maintaining its architectural character. To prevent the 

financial, emotional and physical hardship associated with leaving this home, the proposed 

design enables the family to stay in place. The new entry and foyer provide a more practical 

entry to the house in all seasons, with additional security provided through the closure of an 

existing opening in the yard wall and more substantial door/entry. The proposed casita is 

intended for aging family members to be cared for by the family at home. An enclosed 

connection to the casita is required for this to allow in-home care. Lastly, the homeowners seek 

to avoid hardship to the community and project site associated with further disturbance to the 

constrained and inclined project site. Enclosing the portal and entry avoid new excavation 

while still adding square footage and improve resident access without additional roofed area 

or new foundation. 

 

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

criterion has been met. The addition to the west primary façade will not adversely affect the 

contributing status of the structure or the western primary façade, while providing the family 

the necessary roofed area for their family. 

 

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

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

 

Applicant Response: This proposal balances the family's’ desire to reside in the historic district 

in a house that both maintains its historic character, while also serving their practical needs as 

a multigenerational family. Through their stewardship, the Rohrlich’s will continue to care for 

the home, strengthening its unique contribution to the character of the neighborhood. 

 

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

criterion has been met. The addition to the west primary façade will not adversely affect the 
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contributing status of the structure or the western primary façade. The design accentuates what 

is currently established. 

 

Exception to 14-5.2(D)(4) existing porches and portals shall not be enclosed: The applicant 

requests an exception to enclose the south portal. 

 

(i) Do not damage the character of the district 

 

Applicant Response: The enclosure of the Entry and South Portal harmonize with the district 

and home through re-use of existing architectural detailing, color and material palettes. The 

South Portal is non-publicly visible, thus not contributing to the public character of the district. 

The Entry, while visible, is a substantially de-emphasized component of the project, tucked far 

back from the street up a staircase. The proposed design maintains the important surrounding 

components of visible corbels, roofline and facade elements while increasing the utility and 

legibility of the entry by enclosing interior space, providing an improvement that not damaging 

the character of the district. 

 

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

criterion has been met. The enclosure of the south portal will not adversely affect the 

contributing status of the structure. The design accentuates what is currently established. 

 

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

 

Applicant Response: The Rohrlich family returned to Santa Fe to raise their own children, and 

care for aging family. They have outgrown the living space and hope to add square footage 

and year-round utility to the home while maintaining its architectural character. To prevent the 

financial, emotional and physical hardship associated with leaving this home, the proposed 

design enables the family to stay in place. The new entry and foyer provide a more practical 

entry to the house in all seasons, with additional security provided through the closure of an 

existing opening in the yard wall and more substantial door/entry. The proposed casita is 

intended for aging family members to be cared for by the family at home. An enclosed 

connection to the casita is required for this to allow in-home care. Lastly, the homeowners seek 

to avoid hardship to the community and project site associated with further disturbance to the 

constrained and inclined project site. Enclosing the portal and entry avoid new excavation 

while still adding square footage and improve resident access without additional roofed area 

or new foundation. 

 

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

criterion has been met. The enclosure of the south portal will not adversely affect the 

contributing status of the structure, while providing the family the necessary roofed area for 

their family. 

 

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

options to ensure that residents can continue to reside within the historic districts 
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Applicant Response: This proposal balances the family's’ desire to reside in the historic district 

in a house that both maintains its historic character, while also serving their practical needs as 

a multigenerational family. Through their stewardship, the Rohrlich’s will continue to care for 

the home, strengthening its unique contribution to the character of the neighborhood. 

 

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

criterion has been met. The enclosure of the south portal will not adversely affect the 

contributing status of the structure. The design accentuates what is currently established. 

 

RELEVANT CODE CITATIONS: 

14-5.2 HISTORIC DISTRICTS 

(A) General Provisions    

(1) General Purpose  

In order to promote the economic, cultural, and general welfare of the people of the city 

and to ensure the harmonious, orderly and efficient growth and development of the city 

, it is deemed essential by the governing body that the qualities relating to the history of 

Santa Fe, and a harmonious outward appearance, which preserve property values and 

attract tourists and residents alike, be preserved, some of these qualities being:  

(a) The continued existence and preservation of historical areas and buildings;  

(b) The continued construction of buildings in the historic styles; and  

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

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

(4) Compliance with General and Specific Design Standards Required  

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

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

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

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

(5) Exceptions  

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

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

exception does not exceed the underlying zoning.  

(a) Height  

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

underlying zoning district requirement, the applicant shall first receive an 

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

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

consideration of the proposed variance.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

demonstrate and the board shall make a positive finding of fact that such exceptions 

comply with all the criteria listed as follows:  

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

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

welfare; and  

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

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

the historic districts.  

(D) General Design Standards for All H Districts    

In any review of proposed additions or alterations to structures that have been declared 

significant or contributing in any historic district or a landmark in any part of the city, the 

following standards shall be met:  

(1) General  

(a) The status of a significant, contributing, or landmark structure shall be retained and 

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

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

historic materials or alteration of architectural features and spaces that embody the 

status shall be prohibited.  

(b) If a proposed alteration or new construction will cause an adjacent structure to lose 

its significant, contributing, or landmark status, the application may be denied.  

(2) Additions  

(a) Additions shall have similar materials, architectural treatments and styles, features, 

and details as the existing structure, but shall not duplicate those of the existing 

structure in a manner that will make the addition indistinguishable from the existing 

structure.  

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

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

standards set forth in this section.  

(c) Additions are not permitted to primary façades.  

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

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

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

exceed fifty percent of the existing dimension of the primary facade. To the extent 
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architecturally practicable, new additions shall be attached to any existing 

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

contributing portion.  

(e) The height of additions:  

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

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

connecting facade.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

the existing rooftop to the highest point of that story.  

(3) Remodeling to Increase Height; Rooftop Appurtenances  

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

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

structures, see paragraph (2) above.)  

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

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

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

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

mechanical equipment if publicly visible shall not be added.  

(4) Porches and Portals  

Existing porches or portals shall not be enclosed.  

(5) Windows, Doors, and Other Architectural Features  

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

of contributing structures:  

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

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

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

opening shall be widened or narrowed.  

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

historic documentation supports its prior existence.  

(iii) No existing opening shall be closed.  

(b) For all façades of significant, contributing and landmark structures, architectural 

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

than replaced. In the event replacement is necessary, the use of new material may 

be approved. The new material shall match the material being replaced in 
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composition, design, color, texture, and other visual qualities. Replacement or 

duplication of missing features shall be substantiated by documentation, physical 

or pictorial evidence.  

(6) Roofs  

The existing roof styles and materials shall be maintained or replaced in kind if 

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

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

(8) Archaeological Resources  

Discovery of archaeological resources made during the historic districts review process 

shall be referred to the archaeological review committee.  

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

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

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

within this chapter.  

(a) Applicability  

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

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

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

§ 16)  

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

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

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

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

feet in height.  

(c) Height  

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

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

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

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

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

streetscape.  

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

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

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

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

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

streetscape.  

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

be limited to the allowable building height within the applicable 

streetscape, as defined in this section. (Ord. No. 2002-37 § 26)  
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E. The height and dimension of signage are as set forth in Section 14-

8.10(H).  

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

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

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

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

allowable height of the applicable streetscape measured from 

natural or finished grade, whichever is more restrictive. This 

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

stepbacks from the street.  

(d) Pitch  

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

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

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

pitch extant in the streetscape.  

(e) Scale  

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

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

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

addition is proposed.  

(f) Massing and Floor Stepbacks  

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

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

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

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

applicable streetscape and preservation of the historic and characteristic visual 

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

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

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

back.  

(E) Downtown and Eastside Design Standards    

The governing body recognizes that a style of architecture has evolved within the city from 

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

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

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

materials and frequently with added decorations.  

(1) Old Santa Fe Style  

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

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

is more specifically described as follows:  
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(a) With rare exception, buildings are of one story, few have three stories, and the 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

gateways in freestanding walls;  

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

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

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

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

contrasting color, or have mural decorations;  

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

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

not permissible except as otherwise provided in this section;  

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

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

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

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

the street on which the building fronts;  

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

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

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

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

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

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

that it covers the entire sidewalk, the columns being set at the curb line.  

(2) Recent Santa Fe Style  

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

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

to be that of adobe construction, prescribed as follows:  

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

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

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

forty percent of the total area of the façade except for doors or windows located 
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under a portal. No door or window in a publicly visible façade shall be located 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

permits;  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

characteristic; and  

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

DEFINITIONS: 

14-12 Contributing Structure: 

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

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

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

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

integrity remains. 

 

14-12 Primary Façade: 

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

of the building's architecture. 
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HCPI Number: 55017 NMCRIS No: 157387
Identification

Historic Name(s) of Property, if known

Property Name

Street Address, if applicable

Building #: 1010

Street Address: Camino San Acacio

City: Santa Fe

County: Santa Fe

If no Street Address, describe 

how to locate:

Land Status

      Federal

      State (inc. county & municipal)

 ✔  Private

      Tribal

State Register Status

Property listed individually in 

State or National Register?
     

SR Number:

SR Property Name:

Property listed individually in 

State or National Register 

historic district?

     

District SR Number:

District Name
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HCPI Number: 55017 NMCRIS No: 157387
Description

Recorder Information

Recording Organization: Chama Environmental Research and Consulting, LLC

Recorder: Berenika Byszewski

Recording Date: 20-Dec-2024

Setting of Property

Select the most appropriate 

setting:

Urban

Describe the physical 

surroundings of the property:

The property is on a residential unpaved road in the east side of downtown Santa Fe. It is 

similar to adjacent properties, but the house is more visible due to absence of the tall coyote 

fences and stucco walls that obscure many other houses on the road. There is a low, stone 

border wall along the road and narrow strip of grass and landscaping plants, including two 

small trees, between the front (south) facade and the road. Two rock border walls are located 

in the back yard that create narrow terraces up the north-facing slope. A two-story carport and 

storage building is on the west side of the building, attached to the house by a covered 

walkway and rear wall. The low stone wall and landscaping plants in front of the house post-

date photos taken in the 1970s. In 2021, the stone wall was partially demolished on the 

eastern end to construct a new, short driveway/parking space.

Description of Property

Descriptions of buildings may include but are not limited to its overall shape, number of stories and 

bays, foundation, construction materials, structural system, roof plan, and interior plan, if known. 

Descriptions of structures may include but are not limited to its overall shape, dimensions, structural 

system, number of bays or bents, foundation, and construction materials. Descriptions of objects may 

include but are not limited to function, overall shape, size, construction materials, foundation, and 

inscriptions.

General Description: The building is a single-story stucco house with an irregular plan and a semi-attached two-story 

carport and storage area on the western side. The house has very low-pitched roof with overhanging 

eaves and decorative wooden corbels on all elevations. The carport/shed has a similar style roof but 

is a flat or very slightly pitched shed roof. There is a 2-3 ft high rubble foundation around the base of 

the building. 

 

The style is a unique expression of the Spanish-Pueblo Revival style. Elements of this style include: 

one-story massing; very low-pitched (almost flat) roof; courtyard-centered plan that works with the 

natural contours of the lot (south portal and yard, windows set to capture views); large rough-cut 

rafters in the interior ceilings; corbeled brackets (decorative); and rubble stone construction material. 

Descriptions of specific features may include but are not limited to porches, windows, doors, and 

chimneys.
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HCPI Number: 55017 NMCRIS No: 157387
Description

Specific Features: Windows were replaced in 2021, but those on the north (front) and east elevations are high-set, wide 

windows similar to the original shape and size of the original windows. The entrance is through a 

stairway between the house and the carport/portal and not very visible from the road. There is a large 

stucco interior chimney in the center of the western wall of the house. A 40-ft portal is located on the 

rear (south) elevation. 

Descriptions of decorative elements may include but are not limited to carved features, wrought 

ironwork, and mass-produced decorative features.

Decorative Elements: Decorative elements include a unique stained-glass window on the front (north) elevation made by 

Louie Ewing, wooden corbelled brackets under protruding eaves on all elevations of the building, and 

the rubble stone foundation.

Architectural style(s), if 

known:
Architectural Styles

Spanish Pueblo Revival

Architect, architectural 

firm, builder, engineer, 

and artist, if known:

Santa Fe Artist Louie Ewing

Dates of principal construction

From: 1961

To: 1964

Physical changes to the 

property:

Changes to the landscaping in front of the building sometime after the mid 1970s to include 

landscaping plant and a low rock border wall. Renovations in 2021 included new windows through the 

house and carport, and construction of a one-car drive/parking spot on the east side of the front of the 

house.

Changes in the use of the 

property:

Still used as a residence

History of Property, if 

known:

See attachments for history of Artist Louie Ewing and 1974 article about the construction of the house. 
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Location

UTM Coordinates (NAD 83)

Zone: 13 S

Easting: 416670

Northing: 3948415

Geographic Coordinates

Latitude: 35.676112

Longitude: -105.920823
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HCPI Number: 55017 NMCRIS No: 157387
N.R. Evaluation

Historic Context: Santa Fe Arts Scene 1930s-1960s NMCRIS No: 157387        National        State   ✔  Local        Tribal

Aspects of Integrity: Despite 2021 renovations that replaced all original 

windows, the building still retains original materials 

including a raised rubble foundation, decorative 

corbelled brackets, and a stained-glass window on the 

front facade. The building retains integrity of setting, 

design, workmanship, as well as feeling and association 

with the artist-builder, Louie Ewing. 

Eligibility Criteria:        A    ✔  B         C         D         MPL

Authority: Recorder Person: Berenika Byszewski Evaluation Date: 20-Dec-2024 N.R. Eligible: U

Remarks: Although the building contains elements of the Spanish-Pueblo Revival Style, it post-dates the typical c1950 end date of this style 

by over a decade. Recent 2021 modifications include replacement of windows on the front and side elevations. The building retains 

sufficient integrity of setting, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association to be contributing to the Santa Fe Downtown 

and Eastside Historic Review District; however, it is not recommended as individually eligible for listing as a good or representative 

example of the Spanish-Pueblo Revival Style (Criterion C). 

The house is associated with Louie Ewing, a well-known artist who lived in Santa Fe from 1935 to 1983. Ewing built the house 

between 1961 and 1964 and lived and worked in it until his death in 1983. The house features a unique stained-glass window on 

the front façade created by the artist. Ewing was a significant figure in the Santa Fe arts scene beginning in the late 1930s and a 

pioneer in the artform of serigraphy. As such, the building may qualify for listing under Criterion B, but further research is needed to 

place the building and the artist in an appropriate historic context. 

HPD Log Number:        State Register Listed State Register Number:

Edited Date: 20-Dec-2024        National Register Listed        Formal Determination
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Historic Cultural Properties Inventory (HCPI) Detail Form (FORM 2) 

Historic Preservation Division, New Mexico Department of Cultural Affairs 
 

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

1. Name of property: 
 
Ewing House 
1010 Camino San Acacio 

2. Location: 
 
1010 Camino San Acacio 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 

3. Local Reference Number: 05161552A 

4. County: Santa Fe 

5. Date of Survey: 20 December 2024 

ARCHITECTURAL AND CONSTRUCTION DETAILS: 

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

7. Number of Stories:        __ N/A 
           Number:  __1   _X_11/2  __ 2 
                            __ 21/2    Other:_________ 

8. Foundation:         __ N/A 
             __ Not visible __ None  
             __ At Grade    X_ Raised 
Materials: __ Concrete _X_ Stone 
Other: ______________ 
Notes: 

9. Roof:               __ N/A 
Shape: __ Flat       _X_ Gabled 
             __ Hipped __ Pyramidal 
             __ Shed    Other: 
Pitch:   __ None     _X_ Low 
             __ Medium __ Steep 
Features: _X_ Eave __ Parapet 
Materials: _X_ Asphalt __ Earth 
__ Composition shingle __ Metal: Pressed  
X_ Composition Roll __ Metal: Corrugated 
__ Metal: Standing Seam __ Metal: V- Crimp 
__ Tile: Terra Cotta  __ Wood: Shingle 
Other: 

10. Windows                              __ N/A 
 
Operation Material Glazing Number 
Casement Alu Clad Wood 2 Pane Horizontal 14 
Awning Alu Clad Wood 2 Pane Vertical 1 
Awning Alu Clad Wood 1 Pane 1 
Hopper* Wood 1 Pane 2 
Fixed Alu Clad Wood 2 Pane Horizontal 5 
Fixed* Stained Glass Glass & Mortar 1 
 
Notes: *Indicates original window; others replaced 2021 

11. Doors                             __ N/A 
 
Type Style Material Number 
One-Leaf* Panel Ptd & Stained Wood 1 
One-Leaf 1 Panel w/ Adornment Wood 2  
One-Leaf 2 Pane Horizontal  Alu Clad Wood & Glass 1 
 glass over 1 solid panel  
Bypass Slider 3 Pane Horizontal Alu Clad Wood & Glass 2 
One-Leaf* Vertical Plank Painted Wood 1 
Notes: *Indicates original door; others replaced 2021 

12. Chimneys  
(describe whether interior or exterior and material) 
 
Interior Masonry Chimney/Fireplace 
Interior Stainless Steel Stove pipe 

13. Porches        __ N/A 
 
Type:    X_ Entry          X_ Partial-Width    
              __ Full-Width __ Wrap 

14. Other Significant Feature: Stained glass window on front facade. Decorative corbels along rafter eaves. Exposed 
random rubble foundation. Interior masonry fireplace. 

15. Modifications:              __ No known modifications 
#1_Seligman Renovation______ Date: _2021_____ Known_X  Estimated__     Source: Previous owner / permits 

HCPI Detail Form (FORM 2)                          (Continued from other side) 
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16. Primary Architectural Style              __ Not Applicable 
 
__ Art Deco/Streamline Moderne       __ Gothic Revival            __ Mission Revival            ___ Pueblo                       _X_ Spanish-Pueblo Revival 
 
__ Bungalow/Craftsman                     __ International                __ Neo-Classical               __ Queen Anne              __ Territorial 
 
__ Colonial Revival                             __ Italianate                        _X_ Northern NM                 __ Ranch                        __ Territorial Revival 
 
__ Folk Victorian                                 __ Mediterranean             __ Prairie                           __ Spanish-Colonial      __ Tudor Revival 
 
Notes: Spanish- Pueblo Revival elements typical of owner-built homes of the 60-70s of the neighborhood_ 

17. Documents Available and Their Locations 
CERTIFICATE OF SURVEY AND CONSENT TO RESUBDIVISION OF PLATTED TRACTS, recorded March 28, 1930, Instrument # 566024, Santa 
Fe County, New Mexico. 
 
“Plat of Boundary Survey prepared for The W.E. Lewis, Jr. and K.C. Lewis Trust and David Neidorf”, recorded 21 Dec 2020, Document # 1938028, 
Book 872, Pg 1, Santa Fe County, New Mexico. 
 
WARRANTY DEED, WILLARD .E LEWIS, JR. AND KAY C. LEWIS to WILLARD E.LEWIS, JR. AND KAY CARSON LEWIS TRUST UTA, recorded 29 
June 2000, Instrument # 1121874, Santa Fe County, New Mexico. 
 
Plat of Boundary Survey prepared for The W.E. Lewis, Jr. and K.C. Lewis Trust and Alan Ortiz Seligman, recorded 22 Dec 2020, Book 872, Page 5, 
Document # 1938233, Santa Fe County, New Mexico 
 
WARRANTY DEED for Alan Ortiz Seligman & Robert Presson to Jeremy Rohrlich and Caroline Rose Grant, 12 May 2022, Document #1988372, 
Santa Fe County, New Mexico 
 
“LOUIE EWING HOUSE” in The Santa Fean, Mar 1974, Pages 4-5 

 S I T E :  

18. Attached or Associated Properties 
 
None 
Are associated properties eligible for listing? No 

19.Site Plan: 
 
See Attached ‘Plat Boundary Survey prepared for The W.E. Lewis and K.C. Lewis Trust and Alan Ortiz Seligman’ 
                                                                                                                         
                                                                                                                                           PLEASE INCLUDE: 
                                                                                                                                            
                                                                                                                                           - Footprint of building 
                                                                                                                                                                             - Porches and balconies 
                                                                                                                                                                             - Major landscape features 
                                                                                                                                                                             - North arrow 
                                                                                                                                                                             - Associated properties 
                                                                                                                                                                             - Walls, fences, gates 
                                                                                                                                                                             - Nearby roads 
                                                                                                                                                                             - Driveways 
 
 
                                                                                                                                                                              NOTES: 
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Historical Overview 
The house at 1010 Camino San Acacio was built by the owner over a three year period from 1961-1964. It remains today in m 
same footprint and updates in 2021, having passed through only 3 other owners. 

Louie Ewing designed and constructed the house over a 3-year period from 1961-1964 with help from his son and a few trades 
for specific tasks such as plastering. The house is sited for solar efficiency and its’ unique views of the city and mountains. Louie 
dug and constructed a rubble foundation with locally sourced rock, both on the property and with the help of the crew 
concurrently digging a sewer down Camino San Acacio. The most prized rocks were saved for the interior hearth and chimney. 

The walls were built of masonry blocks filled with pumice for insulation, and the beams and rafters of the low-pitch eaved roof 
were sourced locally. Ewing’s artistry shows in the decorative corbels anointing each rafter tail, and in the stained glass window 
that remains in the primary bathroom, made of thick glass in numerous colors, chipped to reveal facets and cast in mortar. 

In the 2021 renovation, original opening locations were retained, however glazing dimensions were shrunk, with most original 
windows and doors replaced with modern double paned aluminum clad wood units. Original openings are evident in the stucco. 
The stained glass window, and exterior gates at the top of the main stair remain original, as well as the wooden corbels 
throughout. The rubble foundation remains visible and in good shape. 

Inside, the home retains its original layout, with original wooden ceilings and masonry hearth. The kitchens, bathrooms and floors 
have been updated, with a new slab poured in 2021. 

Facade Descriptions 
NORTH 

The North facade features long horizontal proportions with a stone yard wall in front of an exposed band of random coursed 
stone rubble foundation, and a blank brown elastomeric stucco wall with asymmetric placement of long horizontal windows with 
horizontal lite divisions. The facade is broken up by a single vertically oriented site-built stained glass window with small hopper 
windows above and below the stained glass—the most significant feature of this home. A recently-veneered brick clad stair abuts 
the East side of the rectanglular mass of the home leading to a de-emphasized entry beneath a covered portal, connecting a 
small storage unit above a large carport to the home’s roofing mass.  

The carport and storage above were clearly given less effort than the home’s attention to detail, yet feature the same decorative 
corbels. 

EAST 

The west facade is largely hidden from public view featuring numerous stucco’ed retaining walls, and recently modified doors 
and windows. Decorative corbels on the eaves remain the only significant historical feature on this facade. 

SOUTH 

A large portal dominates the South facade with its original detailing of wood post and beam construction. All window and door 
openings have been updated with modern doors and windows in 2021. These are non-publicly facing, and feature long horizontal 
lite divisions. 

WEST 

The East facade of the home features a very large window capturing views of the mountains on its North end mimicking the 
shape and orientation of the hearth to its South on the same wall. The stone hearth is not visible from the exterior. This glazing 
has been updated in 2021 with modern aluminum clad glazing units, but retains its operation and dimensions.  

The other East facade of the carport/storage is largely obscured by its proximity to the lot-line which features a large stucco wall. 
There are no windows or doors, and electrical service equipment makes this the least significant facade. 

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

1. Name of property: 
 
Ewing House 
1010 Camino San Acacio 

2. Location: 
 
1010 Camino San Acacio 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 

3. Local Reference Number: 05161552A 

4. County: Santa Fe 

5. Date of Survey: 11 December 2024 
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Owners 
The home was constructed by its first owners, Louie & Virginia Ewing in the early 1960s. The Ewings continued to live in the 

home until Louie’s death in 1983, and Virginia’s sale of the house to Willard & 
Kay Lewis in the mid-1980s. The Lewis’ continued to reside in the home until they 
sold it in 2021 to Boulder-based developer Alan Seligman Ortiz, who renovated 
the home and sold it to the current owners, Jeremy & Caroline Rohrlich in 2022.  

About Louis Ewing 
Louie Ewing was born in Pocatello, Idaho. In 1933 he moved to California and 
studied art in a junior college, then followed his art professor, Stanley Breneiser, 
to Santa Fe in 1935. There they both taught at the newly organized Eidolon Art 
School, which unfortunately closed after one year due to creative differences and 
death of the primary funder in an airplane accident.1 

Ewing went on to teach alone until that work dried up and he was offered a job 
engraving with Russell Vernon Hunter who had been given funding from the 
WPA's Federal Art Project. In the late 1930s the Washington, D.C. headquarters 
of the Federal Art Project sent Russell a group of materials on the process of silk 
screening with encouragement to spread the technique in the Southwest. Ewing 
became a pioneer in silkscreening, experimenting with homemade tools until 
manufacturers reached out for feedback and they invented appropriate 
squeegees and inks. 

Louie Ewing is viewed by some to be one of the first artists in the United States to 

 
1 Oral history interview with Louie H. Ewing, Transcript. Smithsonian Archives of American Art. 7 Jan 1964. 

Santa Fe New Mexican, Aug 17, 1969, Page 23 

Portfolio of Navajo Blankets, Roswell 
Museum & Art Center RMAC 
#1950.004.0006 

Portfolio of Navajo Blankets, Roswell 
Museum & Art Center RMAC 
#1950.004.0013 

Portfolio of Navajo Blankets, Roswell 
Museum & Art Center RMAC 
#1950.004.0001  
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"work creatively with serigraphy" on posters and book illustrations. He also did many 
landscape paintings of New Mexico. Perhaps his most notable work was a 
reproduction of Navajo blankets as prints for the Laboratory of Anthropology in 
1939. With WPA funding, Kenneth Chapman, curator of the Laboratory, 
collaborated with Ewing to make prints of his original paintings of fifteen Navajo 
blankets. The fifteen silk screens were each printed 200 times and the resulting 
portfolios were distributed to libraries, universities and museums.23 
 
Ewing continued a prolific career in serigraphy, landscape paintings of New Mexico, 
and numerous other media including watercolor, gouache, oil, stained glass, tile, 
sculpture. Ewing did not seek to acquire fame in the art world. His exhibitions were 
almost all confined to New Mexico.  

Modifications  
The 2021 update made a significant modification to the original home removing 
many character defining features of the home in service of more efficient windows 
and doors, and desires of the current real estate market.  

The opening sizes on all facades have been altered, with the stained-glass window 
being the only original window remaining. The only original doors are those entering 
the backyard and the storage unit from under the front portal, both of which do not 
appear to have received significant thought or attention from Ewing in the original 
construction. 

Based on the current state of the home, the north facade of the home is likely the 
only remaining significantly contributing façade (to the Santa Fe Downtown and 
Eastside Historic Review District). It’s exposed rubble foundation, decorative corbels 
and stained-glass window define the home.  

 
2 Louie Ewing — Nedra Matteucci Galleries. Biography. Accessed 12 Dec 2024. https://www.matteucci.com/louie-ewing 
3 Portfolio of Navajo Blankets. Roswell Museum and Art Center, New Mexico Centennial Project. 1935-1939. Accessed 12 Dec 
2024. https://econtent.unm.edu/digital/collection/roswell/id/290/rec/9 

The Santa Fe New Mexican Mon, Mar 15, 1948 
·Page 10 
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  Revised 20 November 2020 
 

To Be Completed By City Staff: 
Additional Agency Review if Applicable:   
□ Escarpment Approval by __________ Date: ___/___/___  
□ Flood Plain Approval by ___________ Date: ___/___/___ 
□ Traffic Engineering Approval by ___________ Date: ___/___/___ 
Notes: __________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Zoning Approval:  
□Preliminary Approval □with conditions □ Rejected    
Comments/Conditions:____________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
REVIEWER: _____________________________________________________         DATE: ___/___/___    
 
Original color form must be submitted with Historic Districts Review Board (HDRB) application packet. 
   

              Preliminary Zoning Review Worksheet 
City of Santa Fe Land Use Department 

 

 
THIS REVIEW DOES NOT GRANT ZONING APPROVAL FOR BUILDING PERMIT. FINAL ZONING REVIEW WILL BE PERFORMED AT THE TIME OF 
BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION.  
 
___________________________________________________________________________[□OWNER     □APPLICANT     □AGENT]    
                                               PRINT NAME 

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

 
 
SIGNATURE           DATE 

To Be Completed By Applicant: Site Address: 
 

Date Submitted:    

Property Owner of Record:  Proposed Construction Description: 

Applicant/Agent Name:  
Contact Person Phone Number: (      )         -  TOTAL ROOF AREA:  

Zoning District:___________________  

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

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

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

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

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

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

Lot Coverage :_______%  
            □Open Space Required:______  

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

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

Parking Spaces: 
Proposed______    Accessible_____                                         
Minimum:______     

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

2024-009485PAR

11   18    2024

Legal lot of record provided, setback affidavit signed for garage addition
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Daniel Strongwater
1010 Camino San Acacio, 87501

Daniel Strongwater_1
Jeremy & Caroline Rohrlich
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Daniel Strongwtaer / Ruffians LLC

Daniel Strongwater_3
2 additions: above carport and closet; new parking spot; enclose portal/entryway

Daniel Strongwater_4
505  421 - 6221
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Downtown & Eastside

Daniel Strongwater_6
37

Daniel Strongwater_7
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X

Daniel Strongwater_11
X
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X
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X

Daniel Strongwater_16
X
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TBD w/ Historic
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X
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Existing: 4,224 Proposed: 4,450
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Daniel Strongwater_33
Jeremy & Caroline Rohrlich
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Daniel Strongwater_35
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Daniel Strongwater_36
Daniel Strongwtaer / Ruffians LLC

Daniel Strongwater_37
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Daniel Strongwater_38
X

Daniel Strongwater_39
X

Daniel Strongwater_40
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Daniel Strongwater_43
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Daniel Strongwater_44
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Daniel Strongwater_45
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Daniel Strongwater_47
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Daniel Strongwater_48
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X

Daniel Strongwater_52
1010 Camino San Acacio, 87501
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Daniel Strongwater_55
16’7”

Daniel Strongwater_56
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Daniel Strongwater_57
5’

Daniel Strongwater_58
X

Daniel Strongwater_59
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Daniel Strongwater_60
X

Daniel Strongwater_61
2 additions: above carport and closet; new parking spot; enclose portal/entryway

Daniel Strongwater_62
TBD w/ Historic

Daniel Strongwater_63
X

Daniel Strongwater_64
NA



1010 Camino San Acacio | Rohrlich Residence 
— 
PROJECT PROPOSAL 
March 31, 2025 

To whom it may concern, 

The single-family residence at 1010 Camino San Acacio was originally built in 1963 by Louis Ewing as a personal 

residence with help from neighbors and many local materials, as was typical of the time. It features an exposed stone 

rubble foundation with stuccoed pentile or CMU walls, and an eaved low-pitched roof with decorative corbel ends on 

an exposed ridge beam and rafter ends. The North (street facing) facade features a stained glassier window created by 

Ewing himself, who was a noted artist and pioneer in screenprinting.  

Ewing, born in Idaho, moved to Santa Fe in 1935 to work on the New Mexico Federal Art Project of the WPA. He 

later worked for the Laboratory of Anthropology in Santa Fe, New Mexico where he continued to produce 

screenprinted art. 

The home was renovated by Alan Ortiz-Seligman in 2021, replacing nearly all original windows with aluminum clad 

units, and re-stuccoing the exterior.  The current owners obtained the property in 2021.  

This proposal seeks to make the following changes to improve the livability of the home  for the current residents who 

hope to move aging family into a proposed casita in the future. A total additional 385SF of conditioned space will be 

added. 175SF of additional roofed area will be added. 

• CARPORT (+0SF conditioned space) 

• Excavate to standard 8’ ceiling height 

• Add a single double-width garage door as shown in plans with vertical board orientation and stained to match 

existing trim work with Diamond Vogel Grain Stain Parson Gray 

• Add an access door on the East wall, relocated from existing main patio entrance 

• ENTRY & PORTAL (+385sf conditioned space) 

• Enclose the existing upper landing of entry stairway. Existing exterior door (previously approved in 2021 

renovation) shall be relocated to North facade of entry. Adds 98sf conditioned space, no new roofed area. 

• Enclose existing South portal (non-publicly visible) for additional 287sf of conditioned space, no new roofed area. 

• Install new vertical plank wood door with window on North Entry wall, and relocate existing glass entry door to S 

wall. 

• CLOSET (+175SF conditioned space) 

• Construct a new 175sf walk-in closet on the East facade of house with a flat roof and low profile 4’x4’ skylight in 

Mill Finish. 

• Stucco to match existing El Rey Ash 

• PARKING SPACE 

• Border a new parking space on the Northeast corner of the lot with a dry-stack sandstone retaining wall. 

 of 1 3 Ruffians LLC | All Rights Reserved © 2025
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REQUESTED CODE EXCEPTIONS 

The enclosure of the Entry and South Portal require exceptions to the following code provisions: 

14-5.2(D)(2)(c) Additions are not permitted to primary façades  

14-5.2(D)(4) Porches and Portals: Existing porches or portals shall not be enclosed 

Below are responses to the exception criteria. Note responses are the same for both, given they refer to the same design 

proposal of enclosing the Entry and South Portal: 

i. Do not damage the character of the district; 

The enclosure of the Entry and South Portal harmonize with the district and home through re-use of existing 

architectural detailing, color and material palettes. The South Portal is non-publicly visible, thus not 

contributing to the public character of the district, and the Entry, while visible, is a substantially de-emphasized 

component of the project, tucked far back from the street up a staircase. The proposed design maintains the 

visible corbels, roofline and significant aspects of the facade while increasing the utility and legibility of the 

entry, therefore not damaging the character of the district. 

ii. Are required to prevent a hardship to the applicant or an injury to the public welfare; and 

The Rohrlich family returned to Santa Fe to raise their own children, and care for aging family. They have 

outgrown the living space, and hope to add square footage and utility to the home year round while maintaining 

its architectural character. To prevent the financial, emotional and physical hardship associated with moving, 

the proposed design enables the family to stay in place. The new entry and foyer provide a more secure and 

practical entry to the house in all seasons, with additional security provided through the closure of an existing 

opening in the yard wall and more substantial door/entry. 

Lastly, the homeowners seek to avoid hardship associated with further disruption to the constrained and 

inclined project site. Enclosing the portal and entry add square footage and improve resident access without 

additional roofed area or site disturbance. 

iii. Strengthen the unique heterogeneous character of the City by providing a full range of design options to ensure that 

residents can continue to reside within the historic districts. 

This proposal balances the family’s desire to reside in the historic district in a house that both maintains its 

historic character, while also serving their practical needs as a multigenerational family. Through their 

stewardship, the Rohrlich’s will continue to care for the home, strengthening its unique contribution to the 

character of the neighborhood. 

 of 2 3 Ruffians LLC | All Rights Reserved © 2025
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A0.1

REVISIONS

HDRB DRAFT 0.1 30 OCT 2024

HDRB DRAFT 3.0 4 MAR 2025

ROHRLICH
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—
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OWNERS
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Rohrlich

AGENT
RUFFIANS LLC

c/o Daniel Strongwater
(505) 421-6221

daniel@strongwater.co
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HDRB DRAFT 1.0 6 DEC 2024

HDRB DRAFT 2.0 23 JAN 2025

HDRB DRAFT 3.0 4 MAR 2025
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A1.0
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—
1010 CAMINO
SAN ACACIO 
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Rohrlich

AGENT
RUFFIANS LLC

c/o Daniel Strongwater
(505) 421-6221

daniel@strongwater.co
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HDRB DRAFT 2.0 23 JAN 2025

HDRB DRAFT 3.0 4 MAR 2025
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A1.1
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—
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c/o Daniel Strongwater
(505) 421-6221

daniel@strongwater.co
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HDRB DRAFT 1.0 6 DEC 2024

HDRB DRAFT 2.0 23 JAN 2025

HDRB DRAFT 3.0 4 MAR 2025
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A2.1
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—
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AGENT
RUFFIANS LLC

c/o Daniel Strongwater
(505) 421-6221

daniel@strongwater.co

NORTH
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REVISIONS

HDRB DRAFT 1.0 6 DEC 2024

HDRB DRAFT 2.0 23 JAN 2025

HDRB DRAFT 3.0 4 MAR 2025
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REVISIONS

HDRB DRAFT 1.0 6 DEC 2024
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HDRB DRAFT 2.0 23 JAN 2025

HDRB DRAFT 3.0 4 MAR 2025
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A2.3
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Rohrlich

AGENT
RUFFIANS LLC

c/o Daniel Strongwater
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SOUTH
ELEVATION

REVISIONS

HDRB DRAFT 1.0 6 DEC 2024

HDRB DRAFT 2.0 23 JAN 2025

HDRB DRAFT 3.0 4 MAR 2025
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A2.4
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—
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VISIBILITY
STUDY

REVISIONS

HDRB DRAFT 4.0 31 MARCH 2025
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PROPOSED COLORS 

 of 3 3 Ruffians LLC | All Rights Reserved © 2025

STUCCO 

El Rey Ash

GARAGE DOOR 

Diamond Vogel Semi-transparent 

Grain Stain in Parsons Gray

ENTRY DOOR 

Farrow & Ball 

Blue Ground
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HCPI 55017_157387 

1 

Photographs 

Front (north) and west elevations. 

Front (north) and west elevations. 
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HCPI 55017_157387 

2 

Front (north) of carport/storage building and west elevation of house. 
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HCPI 55017_157387 

3 

Front (north) elevation. 

Front (north) elevation with stained-glass window. 
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HCPI 55017_157387 

4 

Detail of stained-glass window, front (north) elevation. 

Page 278 of 461



HCPI 55017_157387 

5 

Detail of entry stairs, north and west elevations. 
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HCPI 55017_157387 

6 

Detail of entry stairs, east elevation of carport. 
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HCPI 55017_157387 

7 

Detail of entryway between house (left) and carport (right). 
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HCPI 55017_157387 

8 

East elevation. 

East elevation. 
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HCPI 55017_157387 

9 

South elevation. 

South elevation portal detail. 
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HCPI 55017_157387 

10 

West and north (front) elevations of house and carport. 
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HCPI 55017_157387 

11 

Detail of decorative corbelled brackets. 
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1010 Camino San Acacio: Primary Façade Diagram 

Primary Façade: 

Non-primary Façade:  
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City of Santa Fe, New Mexico

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DATE: April 8, 2025 

TO: Historic Districts Review Board 

  

VIA: Heather Lamboy, Planning & Land Use Department Director 

Maggie Moore, Assistant Land Use Director MM 

Gary Moquino, Historic Preservation Division Manager 

  

  

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

  

 

2025-009943-HDRB, 925 Acequia Madre, Downtown and Eastside Historic District, 

Contributing. Gregory Waits, agent for A. Jason Flanagan, owner, proposes to construct a 178 

sq. ft. portal on the north façade of the main structure to a height of 9’. 

 

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially): 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

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

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

and Eastside Design Standards.  

 

Sample motion: 

a. Approve, conditionally approve, or deny Case #2025-009943 to allow the construction of 

CITY SUBMITTALS  

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

APPLICANT SUBMITTALS 
 

   x     Proposal Letter 
 
   x     Site Plan/Floor Plan 
 
   x     Elevations 
 
   x    Photographs 
 
         Other:  
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Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2025-009943-HDRB 
Page 2 of 9 

a portal at 925 Acequia Madre.  

 

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:  

The single-family residence at 925 Acequia Madre is listed as contributing to the Downtown and 

Eastside Historic District. The 904 sq. ft. main residence was constructed in the late 1930s on a 

0.15-acre lot. The architectural design style of the main residence is Santa Fe Pueblo Revival as 

seen by the adobe block and wooden viga construction materials, flat roof and rounded parapets, 

and recessed doors and windows with divided lites.  

 

On March 25, 2025, Case No. 2025-009943-HDRB, the Board postponed the case until the next 

hearing on April 8, 2025, and asked that the applicant provide at least one construction detail of 

the roof profile to indicate the translucent material edge will not be publicly visible. The applicant 

agreed. 

 

On February 11, 2025, Case No. 2024-009202-HDRB, the Board accepted and approved staff’s 

recommendation that the historic status of the structure be maintained as contributing with the 

south façade, excluding non-historic materials, designated as primary, identified as number one on 

the façade diagram. The guest house and yard wall with metal elements and gate on the south 

property line facing the street were designated as non-contributing. The motion passed 

unanimously. 

 

On November 26, 2002, Case No. H-02-140, the Board approved a detached 514 sq. ft. guest house 

with the following conditions: all openings adhere to the 30” rule with the exception of those on 

the north elevation,  all windows and doors must meet the 3’ rule except the east elevation door,  

the glass block on the west elevation be eliminated and the window design there be reviewed and 

approved by staff. The motion passed unanimously.  
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Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2025-009943-HDRB 
Page 3 of 9 
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Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2025-009943-HDRB 
Page 4 of 9 

APPLICANT’S REQUEST: 

The applicant proposes the following exterior alterations: 

 

1) Construct a 178 sq. ft. portal on the north façade of the main structure which will connect 

the main structure with the casita to a height of 9’. 
 

Because the portal will have a light touch both on the existing house and it will still be apparent 

that the two structures were constructed at different times, an exception for an addition greater 

than 50% of the historically contributing structure will not be required.  In the future, if there is a 

proposal for enclosure of a portal, an exception to Section 14-5.2(D)(2)(d) will need to be 

requested. 

 

RELEVANT CODE CITATIONS:  

14-5.2 HISTORIC DISTRICTS 

(D) General Design Standards for All H Districts    

In any review of proposed additions or alterations to structures that have been declared 

significant or contributing in any historic district or a landmark in any part of the city, the 

following standards shall be met:  

(1) General  

(a) The status of a significant, contributing, or landmark structure shall be retained and 

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

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

historic materials or alteration of architectural features and spaces that embody the 

status shall be prohibited.  

(b) If a proposed alteration or new construction will cause an adjacent structure to lose 

its significant, contributing, or landmark status, the application may be denied.  

(2) Additions  

(a) Additions shall have similar materials, architectural treatments and styles, features, 

and details as the existing structure, but shall not duplicate those of the existing 

structure in a manner that will make the addition indistinguishable from the existing 

structure.  

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

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

standards set forth in this section.  

(c) Additions are not permitted to primary façades.  

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

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

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

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

architecturally practicable, new additions shall be attached to any existing 
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noncontributing portion of structures instead of attaching them to the significant or 

contributing portion.  

(e) The height of additions:  

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

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

connecting facade.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

the existing rooftop to the highest point of that story.  

(3) Remodeling to Increase Height; Rooftop Appurtenances  

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

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

structures, see paragraph (2) above.)  

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

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

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

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

mechanical equipment if publicly visible shall not be added.  

(4) Porches and Portals  

Existing porches or portals shall not be enclosed.  

(5) Windows, Doors, and Other Architectural Features  

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

of contributing structures:  

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

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

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

opening shall be widened or narrowed.  

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

historic documentation supports its prior existence.  

(iii) No existing opening shall be closed.  

(b) For all façades of significant, contributing and landmark structures, architectural 

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

than replaced. In the event replacement is necessary, the use of new material may 

be approved. The new material shall match the material being replaced in 

composition, design, color, texture, and other visual qualities. Replacement or 
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duplication of missing features shall be substantiated by documentation, physical 

or pictorial evidence.  

(6) Roofs  

The existing roof styles and materials shall be maintained or replaced in kind if 

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

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

(8) Archaeological Resources  

Discovery of archaeological resources made during the historic districts review process 

shall be referred to the archaeological review committee.  

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

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

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

within this chapter.  

(a) Applicability  

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

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

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

§ 16)  

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

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

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

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

feet in height.  

(c) Height  

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

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

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

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

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

streetscape.  

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

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

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

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

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

streetscape.  

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

be limited to the allowable building height within the applicable 

streetscape, as defined in this section. (Ord. No. 2002-37 § 26)  
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E. The height and dimension of signage are as set forth in Section 14-

8.10(H).  

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

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

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

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

allowable height of the applicable streetscape measured from 

natural or finished grade, whichever is more restrictive. This 

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

stepbacks from the street.  

(d) Pitch  

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

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

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

pitch extant in the streetscape.  

(e) Scale  

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

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

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

addition is proposed.  

(f) Massing and Floor Stepbacks  

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

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

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

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

applicable streetscape and preservation of the historic and characteristic visual 

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

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

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

back.  

(E) Downtown and Eastside Design Standards    

The governing body recognizes that a style of architecture has evolved within the city from 

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

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

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

materials and frequently with added decorations.  

(1) Old Santa Fe Style  

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

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

is more specifically described as follows:  
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(a) With rare exception, buildings are of one story, few have three stories, and the 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

gateways in freestanding walls;  

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

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

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

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

contrasting color, or have mural decorations;  

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

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

not permissible except as otherwise provided in this section;  

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

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

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

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

the street on which the building fronts;  

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

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

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

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

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

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

that it covers the entire sidewalk, the columns being set at the curb line.  

(2) Recent Santa Fe Style  

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

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

to be that of adobe construction, prescribed as follows:  

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

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

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

forty percent of the total area of the façade except for doors or windows located 
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under a portal. No door or window in a publicly visible façade shall be located 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

permits;  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

characteristic; and  

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

DEFINITIONS: 

 

14-12 Contributing Structure: 

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

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

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

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

integrity remains. 

 

14-12 Noncontributing Structure: 

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

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

 

14-12 Primary Façade: 

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

of the building's architecture. 
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Date of Form: January 10, 2025 – Rev. 

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

1. Name of property:

Atanacio and Feliciana Vigil Property 
Arturo Vigil House  

2. Location:

925 Acequia Madre Street  

Downtown and Eastside Historic District 

– Santa Fe

3. Local Reference Number:
Santa Fe ID: Old # 051611486

4. County: Santa Fe
Parcel # 12919936

5. Property Type:
_x Buildings: house
_x_Structures: walls
__ Site     __ Object

6. Date of Survey:
November 25, 2024

7. Previous Survey Date(s):
_x_Yes: November 14, 1984, Michael
Belshaw; June 27, 2003, Giovana
Buckley
__  No:

8. Name of Project:
HDRB Status Evaluation

9. Lat/Long:
35.6791526,-105.92438

10. Photo Information: John W. Murphey, photographer.   Photo 1: Front elevation, view from Acequia Madre, camera facing north. 

11. Brief Description of the Property:

Constructed in the late 1930s with subsequent additions, 925 Acequia Madre is a small adobe home at the 
intersection of Camino Don Miguel and Acequia Madre streets. The house, primarily made of adobe with frame 
additions, encompasses approximately 848 square feet and features two bedrooms. It is situated below street 
grade on a 0.15-acre lot, which includes a guesthouse completed in 2003. Up until recently, a roofed structure 
connected the two buildings. The house stands on a former agricultural field. The front (south) façade and east 
elevation of 925 Acequia Madre have retained their historic integrity, while the other sides have undergone 
alterations. It is a Contributing Structure to the Downtown and Eastside Historic District. 

Continued on Page 5. 
12. Who uses the property? Residence

13. Construction Date:
Date: c.1939
_ _Known    _x_ Estimated   Source: city directories 

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

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

  

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

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

18. Owner (if known) and other 
knowledgeable people: 
 
Current owner: JRF Real Estate LLC 
N/A 

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

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

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

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

23. National or State Historic District: City of Santa Fe 
 
  Is this property in a historic district?     __ Unknown     __ No     _x_ Yes 
               If yes:  __ Significant   _x_ Contributing: house  __ Non-contributing _x_ No Status: 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   

 
 

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

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

1. Name of property:  
 
Atanacio and Feliciana Vigil Property  
Arturo Vigil House  
 

2. Location:  
 

925 Acequia Madre Street  

Downtown and Eastside Historic District 
– Santa Fe   

3. Local Reference Number: 
    Santa Fe ID: Old # 051611486 

4. County: Santa Fe 
 

5. Date of Survey: November 25, 2024  

ARCHITECTURAL AND CONSTRUCTION DETAILS: 

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

7. Number of Stories:        __ N/A 

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

8. Foundation:         __ N/A 

             _x_ Not visible __ None  
             __  At Grade   __Raised:   
Materials: __ Concrete: _  Stone 
Other:   
Notes 

9. Roof:               __ N/A 

Shape: _x_Flat  __Gabled 

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

10. Window Types  
  

Operation   Material    Glazing Number 

Casement  Clad 1 3 

Casement  Wood  6 3 pairs 

 
 

11. Door Types  
 

Type Style Material Number 

Single-Leaf           10-light    Wood  1 

Single-Leaf           15-light    Wood  1 

Double  French; 
15-light  

Wood  2 

Single-Leaf           Solid  Wood  1 
 

 12. Chimneys _x_ N/A 
 
 
 

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

14. Other Significant Features N/A 

15. Modifications:    x        __ No known modifications 
   
#1 Date: Pre-1958, north volume was likely added; visual and material evidence  
#2 Date: c. 2000s, likely infill of back porch; aerial photographs and visual and material evidence 
#3 Date: c.2000s, change of fenestration, including new openings across north elevation and northwest patio façade; aerial photographs 
and visual and material evidence 
#4 Date: c.2000s; introduction of curved privacy walls; aphs and visual and material evidence 
 

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

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

17. Documents Available and Their Locations 
 

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

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

 

 S I T E:  
 

18. Attached or Associated Properties  

Are associated properties eligible for listing: No 

 
19.Site Plan: Portion of site plan, 2024. Courtesy of Waits Studio Works. 
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4. County: Santa Fe 
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Architectural Description Continued 
 
South (Façade)  
 
The façade is characterized by strict symmetry, presenting a rough approximation of a 
centered recessed portal design (Photo 2). This scheme was explored in the 1920s 
following the New-Old Santa Fe Style competition. Unlike most buildings from that era, 
this house shows more of the Pueblo Revival style. 
 
The two openings, each measuring approximately 40”x 45”1, contain six light wood 
casement windows (Photo 3). These windows, with their construction details and 
geared “crank-out” operation, are replacements. They are situated about 5” back from 
the wall within bull-nosed openings. 
 
At the center of the façade is the recessed porch, which features a 400-square-foot void 
and a non-historic entry door (Photo 4). Although the decking has been replaced, the 
beam appears to be historic (Photo 5). 
 
East Elevation  
 
The east elevation sits close to the neighboring property (Photo 6). It is plain, holding 
the home’s utilities, and has only one opening. Like the front of the house, it is fitted 
with a pair of six-light casement windows (Photo 7). These, too, are not original. At 
about 16’ from the facade, the original house ends. North of this point (beginning with a 
2” offset), is a lower volume erected before 1958 (Photo 8). 
 
North Elevation  
 
Facing the guesthouse, the north side of the home reveals modifications (Photo 9). 
These begin with tall single-light clad casement windows bookending a mechanical room 
door (Photo 10). Cresting the façade is an overhang of recent construction. Up until 
recently, a roofed structure, creating shelter, connected the house to the guesthouse 
(Field 16). 
 

 
1 The openings vary in dimension, indicating vernacular construction. 
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West Elevation  
 
An intimate brick-lined courtyard defines the building’s northwest corner (Photo 11). 
This feature was likely introduced in the early 2000s (Fig. 7). Double-glazed doors from 
the kitchen give access to the porch. Judging by their location and design they are 
probably not original fenestration. The remainder of the west façade, representing the 
original core of the house, is a solid wall (Photo12). 
 
Walls  
 
The property features several sets of walls, some of which appear old, while others are 
known to have been constructed in the early 2000s. 
 
Street  
 
Fronting the property is a low stuccoed block wall that may be the structure that 
appears on a 1958 aerial (Fig. 3). The 10” thick wall measures 45” high from the outside 
grade (Photo 1). It continues below grade on the other side, working as a retaining wall. 
Its wide opening, filled with wrought iron fence, seems uncharacteristic of wall 
construction of the pre-war period. The opening may indicate an alteration made in the 
2000s.  
 
Privacy  
 
Two sets of curved privacy walls are found on the west side of the house (Photos 12 & 
13). The thick walls, which rise 60” and 65½” above the outside grade, were erected 
around the time of the guesthouse project. 
 
Summary of Alterations  
 
The original adobe structure of the building consists of a south-facing rectangle that 
contains two bedrooms and a living room. The bathroom of this block appears to have 
been an open porch that was enclosed at some point. A frame extension added to the 
north side of the home contains a kitchen and an additional bathroom. Aerial 
photographs suggest that this work was completed by 1958. In the 2000s, the 
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fenestration of the north and northwest elevations was altered. This likely included 
creating new door openings to the courtyard. 
 

 
Historical Overview 
 
A Corn Field  
 
The original portion of the house, presumably constructed in the late 1930s, came 
following Don Atanacio Vigil’s death. Vigil, a former farmer, owned the land on which 
the house sits. His property once stretched north to Canyon Road. Born in Santa Fe in 
1853, Vigil’s father, Juan Vigil, was also a farmer, with census records indicating that the 
family lived in the Upper Canyon area.  
 
Mapping conducted by the state hydrological survey in 1914 shows that Don Atanacio 
owned a large home on Canyon Road (Fig. 1). His home corresponds with the building at 
830 Canyon Road. Like his neighbors, Don Atanacio maintained a small farm field below 
the house. His and neighboring fields were irrigated by the Acequia Madre, of which 
Vigil was a parciante2 At the time of the mapping, the field was planted with corn, a 
traditional crop used for home consumption and trading.  
 
Atanacio married his wife, Feliciana Rodriguez de Vigil, in 1891. She was 20 years his 
junior and bore five children. Their youngest, Arturo, would inherit the land making up 
the subject property.  
 
Starting in the 1920s, many of the former acequia-irrigated tracts along Canyon Road 
began to convert to residential developments. This followed a trend of Anglos moving 
into the area and establishing compounds and the parallel shift to a cash economy in 
which home farming was no longer a necessity. Don Atanacio’s employment reflected 
this change moving from farmer to janitor. In this situation, former fields were 
converted into family compounds holding multiple dwellings. 
 

 
2 State Engineer’s Office, “Report: Santa Fe Hydrographic Survey (Santa Fe: State Engineer’s Office, March 
13, 1919), n. pag.  
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Census records indicate that the older sons lived on the property as two distinct 
households. One ran the Vigil Cash Grocery in a storefront adjacent to the family home 
at 826 Canyon Road. It is unclear if the two families lived in the large home or in 
separate structures on the property. 
 
The 1930 enumeration provides the clearest picture of the multi-generational Vigil 
family living at 830 Canyon Road. Atanacio headed the primary household, consisting of 
his wife, Feliciana, and their youngest children, Sophia and Arturo.3 The other families 
were headed by sons Juan and Raphael. In total, eleven individuals lived on the greater 
property, ranging in age from one to 75.  
 
Revealing a local societal trend, several of the children worked as “servants” or laborers 
at private homes, reflecting an informal economy where native-born Hispanics were 
employed at Anglo homes. Similar jobs are shown to be held by neighbors.  
 
Don Atanacio Vigil died on June 6, 1933, at his home on Canyon Road. He was 81.4 Much 
later, deeds were created to divide the property. However, as evidenced in a 1939 
lawsuit, the land was still under Atanacio’s name.5 
 
A House Facing the Acequia  
 
The subject house did not appear on the 1914 hydrological map and was first identified 
by address in city directories in the late 1930s. It had a steady succession of renters. 
Most were married couples, with the male working in a low-wage job. This included José 
Barela, a septuagenarian sheepherder.6 This may indicate the house was smaller than it 
is today. 
 
A footprint of a building in the general location appears in a 1948 aerial photograph (Fig. 
2). Other than the square-shaped roof, details of its footprint are vague. 

 
3 U.S. Census Bureau, Year: 1930; Census Place: Santa Fe, Santa Fe, New Mexico; Page: 4A; Enumeration 
District: 0003; FHL microfilm: 2341134. 
4 “Atanacio Vigil [obituary],” Santa Fe New Mexican, June 7, 1933, 8. 
5 “Legal Notice,” Santa Fe New Mexican, November 6, 1939, 6.  
6 Hudspeth Directory Company, Hudspeth Directory Company, Santa Fe City Directory, 1944 (El Paso: 
Hudspeth Directory Company, 1944), 76.   
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It was around this time that Arturo and his mother moved into the home bearing the 
address 925 Acequia Madre.7 Arturo, who started his work life clerking at the family 
store, appears to have continued that line of labor by working as a clerk for the New 
Mexico Bureau of Revenue. At other times, he was employed as an auto mechanic. 
 
The 1950 census captured the tiny household. Feliciana headed it at age 76. She was the 
home’s owner, and lived with her son Arturo, recorded here as Arthur. Arturo, 35, was 
single (“never married”).8  Three years later, Feliciana deeded the subject property to 
Arturo.9 It is unknown when Feliciana died, but her name dropped out of city directories 
by the mid-1950s.10  
 
An aerial image from 1958 indicates that the house had achieved its multi-plane roof, 
indicating it received an addition across its north elevation by this time (Fig. 3). 
Arturo continued to live at the home throughout the 1970s.  
 
Overhead photographs from this period illustrate the layout of the property. Images 
taken in 1973 and 1978 show a small, lower-roofed structure at the northwest corner, 
which may have functioned as an open porch (Figs. 5 & 6). This area has since been 
enclosed and converted into a heated living space. 
 
Post-Vigil Ownership  
 
In 1981, Ida B. Vigil, who appears to be Arturo’s sister-in-law, deeded the property 
holding the house to Maria Rosina Tucker, a single woman.11 It is unclear of the 
sequence, but Tucker had already deeded it to her cousin, Magaret Ulibarri, with a life 

 
7 Ibid., 1947, 294.  
8 U.S. Census Bureau, National Archives at Washington, DC; Seventeenth Census of the United States, 
1950; Year: 1950; Census Place: Santa Fe, Santa Fe, New Mexico; Roll: 3578; Page: 26; Enumeration 
District: 26-5. 
9 Warranty Deed, Feliciano R. Griego Vigil, et al. to Arturo Vigil, recorded April 15, 1953, Book 69/Page 
471, Instrument # 112879, Santa Fe County, New Mexico.  
10 An obituary was not located for her Feliciana or her son, Arturo. 
11 Quitclaim Deed, Ida B. Vigil to Rosina Tucker, recorded June 6,1981, Book 422/Page 820, Instrument # 
480680, Santa Fe County, New Mexico.  
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estate clause.12 Tucker, a native of Santa Fe born in 1926, worked as a maid in the 
1950s.  
 
Maria Rosina Tucker died in 1995. Her obituary claims that she had been married to 
Arturo Vigil. However, city directories do not show them living together, nor was a Santa 
Fe County marriage license recorded under their name.  
 
Margaret Ulibarri and her husband Gilbert gained the property after Tucker’s death. 
They, in turn, deeded it in 2000 to their son, Gilbert A. Ulibarri, Jr.13 
 
A real estate group acquired the property near the century mark, seeing potential in its 
location and large lot. The exterior was altered under a building permit (2000-1862). It is 
unclear whether these changes occurred at that time, but the north elevation and 
northwest corner were at some point modified with new fenestration.  
 
Claire Lange, an independent broker and owner, presented a project to the HDRB in 
2002 to construct a guesthouse behind her home (H-02-140). The upgraded 1930s 
adobe house was put up for sale in 2004 along with the guesthouse, and the property 
has since changed ownership several times. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
12 Quitclaim Deed, Rosina Tucker to Margaret Ulibarri, recorded May 1, 1979, Book 379/Page 523, 
Instrument # 438201, Santa Fe County, New Mexico.  
13 Warranty Deed, Margaret and Gilbert A. Ulibarri to Gilbert A. Ulibarri, Jr., recorded August 15, 200, 
Book 1797/Page 80, Instrument # 1126343, Santa Fe County, New Mexico.  
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Evaluation of Historical Status 
 
The house has maintained its essential historic integrity of footprint and massing since it 
was captured in a 1958 aerial photograph.  Alterations across the north elevation and 
northwest corner are uncharacteristic of the original construction period. With this in 
mind, the recommendation is to maintain Contributing status, with the front (south) 
elevation designated as the primary façade. This elevation has the most architectural 
character and is the least altered. This recommendation excludes the current windows 
and doors, which are not historic.  
 
The walls are either recent or appear altered and, therefore, not recommended for 
Contributing status. 
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Illustrations 
 
 
 

 
Figure 1: 1914 hydrological survey map of Atanacio Vigil property. Approximate 
location of future house indicated in red. 
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Figure 2: October 25, 1948, aerial photograph. 
Highlighted structure may be the current house. 
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Figure 3: November 10, 1958, aerial photograph. 
Note presence of lower north addition and street wall, indicated by an arrow. 
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Figure 4: May 11, 1973, aerial photograph. 
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Figure 5: September 11, 1978, aerial photograph, direction reversed. Note opening 
closer to west edge of building (A) and what appears to be an open porch (B).  
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Figure 6: November 14, 1984, HBI survey photograph. Michael Belshaw, photographer. 
Courtesy of NMCRIS.  
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Figure 7: 2001 (left) and 2005 (right) aerial photographs. Note the introduction of 
curved privacy walls in the 2005 image.  
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Survey Photographs 
(All images taken by John W. Murphey on November 25, 2024)  
 
 
 
 

 
Photo 2: South (front) elevation. Camera facing northeast.  
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Photo 3: South (front) elevation. West window. Camera facing north. 
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Photo 4: South (front) elevation. Recessed portal. Camera facing north.  
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Photo 5: South (front) elevation. Recessed portal decking and beam. Camera facing 
up.  
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Photo 6: East elevation oblique. Camera facing north. 
 
 
 

Page 318 of 461



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

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

1. Name of property:  
 
Atanacio and Feliciana Vigil Property  
Arturo Vigil House  
 

2. Location:  
 

925 Acequia Madre Street  

Downtown and Eastside Historic District 
– Santa Fe   

3. Local Reference Number: 
   Santa Fe ID: Old # 051611486 

4. County: Santa Fe 
 

5. Date of Survey: November 25, 2024  
 

 

24 
 

 
Photo 7: East elevation. Window. Note geared crank-out hardware. Camera facing 
west. 
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Photo 8: North elevation. Northeast corner. Camera facing southwest.  
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Photo 9: North elevation oblique. 2003 guesthouse at right. Camera facing west.  
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Photo 10: North elevation. Mechanical room entry. Camera facing south.  
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Photo 11: Northwest (patio) elevation. Camera facing southeast.  
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Photo 12: West elevation. Camera facing east. 
Note curved wall was constructed in c.2002.  
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Photo 13: Entry gate and curved wall. Camera facing northeast. Note gate and wall 
were erected in c.2002.  
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925 Acequia Madre: Façade Diagram 

Primary Façade:  

Non-Primary Façade:   

1 
2 

3 

4 5 

6 

Non-Contributing 

7 

Contributing 
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City of Santa Fe
Land Use Department

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

PROJECT 
DESC: 

2024-009202-HDRB, 925 Acequia Madre, Downtown & Eastside Historic District, 
Contributing. Gregory Waits, agent for Jason Flanagan, owner, requests a status review with 
primary façade designation(s) if applicable.

LOCATION: 925 ACEQUIA MADRE
Santa Fe, NM 87505

Historic Status ReviewPROJECT TYPE: 

CASE NUMBER: 2024-009202--HDRB

EUPHORBIA ROSEApplicantCONTACTS: 925 CALLE ARCO
SANTA FE , NM 87501

Jason FlanaganProperty Owner

This is to certify that the Historic Districts Review Board (HDRB) acted on your request at their hearing on 
Feb 11, 2025. The decision of the Board was to except staff's recommendation, the status of the structure be 
maintained as contributing with the south façade, excluding non-historic materials, be designated as primary.

For further information please call 505-955-6605. 

BOARD ACTION

Paul Duran

Sincerely,

NOTE: Applicant can use this action letter to apply for construction permit, but the permit shall not be released until the end of the appeal period 

which starts on the date of filing of the Findings and Conclusions in the City Clerk’s office (SFCC 14-3.17(D)). Your permit will be denied if any 

changes on plans that were not approved by the HDRB or if conditions of approval are not met. Please attach copies of this letter to all sets 

when submitting for construction permits. 
Ver. 12           1/14/2020
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‭925 Acequia Madre Proposal Letter for HDRB‬

‭The Existing Residence at 925 Acequia Madre located in the Downtown and Eastside Historic‬
‭District is designated a contributing structure in the district.  The Existing Residence is‬
‭approximately 954 square feet, has an undocumented date of construction and adopts a Santa‬
‭Fe architectural style.‬

‭On November 26 2002, a Casita North of the residence was approved by the Historic Design‬
‭Review Board. The Casita has facades that align with the residence, is approximately 527‬
‭square feet and sits 10 feet from the residence creating a courtyard between the two structures.‬

‭Sometime after the Casita construction a Portal was constructed to provide outdoor protection‬
‭from weather conditions.  This Portal was in disrepair and was demolished.  The Proposed‬
‭Portal addition at 178 square feet is barely visible from the street, and seeks to improve  the‬
‭outdoor conditions of the courtyard while maintaining the historical conditions of the Existing‬
‭Residence and Casita. The location, size, materials, and design layout of the Proposed Portal‬
‭were determined from the construction and footprint of the demolished portal.  Existing column‬
‭anchors from the demolished portal will be maintained for the Proposed Portal.  Unstained and‬
‭sealed wood columns at 8 inches in diameter will support 6 inch x 8 inch wood beam joist  under‬
‭a twinwall translucent polycarbonate roof that will allow for light penetration while protecting the‬
‭courtyard from the weather.  At 9 feet in height from grade the Proposed Portal sits below the‬
‭Residence and Casita maintaining the existing hierarchy.  The Proposed Portal also is detached‬
‭from the existing structures to insure structural independence and integrity.The proposed gutter,‬
‭downspout, and flashing will be a galvanized metal to match the existing flashing.‬

‭To protect and improve the appearance of the Existing Residence and Casita a re-stucco with‬
‭Lahabra Buckskin is also being proposed.  After researching all possible colors this was the‬
‭closest color to the existing color.‬

‭The current roof condition on both the Existing Residence and Casita are in disrepair and an‬
‭asphalt roof is being proposed to prevent water damage to the structures.‬

‭The wall mounted HVAC units as currently located will be relocated to the roof, as suggested by‬
‭the case planner for the project.  All distribution lines to the HVAC units will be relocated so as‬
‭not to be seen on the building facades.‬
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925 Residence and Casita Southwest Elevation from Street
Page 339 of 461



925 Residence South Elevation 
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925 Residence and Casita West Elevation
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925 Residence Northwest Elevation at Entry
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925 Residence Northeast Elevation at Courtyard
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925 Casita Southeast Elevation at Courtyard 
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925 Residence and Casita at Courtyard / Proposed Portal
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925 Residence and Casita at Courtyard / Proposed Portal
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925 Residence and Casita Northwest Elevation
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925 Residence and Casita East Elevation with HVAC Units
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925 Residence West Elevation Roof HVAC Line
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925 Residence and Casita Roof
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DATE: April 8, 2025 

TO: Historic Districts Review Board  
  
VIA: Heather Lamboy, Planning & Land Use Department Director 

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

  
  
FROM: Amanda Romero, Senior Planner, Historic Preservation Division 
  

 
2025-010124-HDRB, 248 Rodriguez St., Downtown and Eastside Historic District, non-
contributing, Jennifer Salimbene, agent for Steven Barrett, property owner, requests a status 
review with primary façade designation(s), if applicable.  
 
REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially): 

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

a. In Case #2025-010124-HDRB. Move to maintain structure as non-contributing with no 
designated primary facades. 

CITY SUBMITTALS  
 
          District Standards & yard wall 
               & fence standards. 
 
   x    Historic Inventory Form 
 
        Zoning Review Sheet 
 
  x       Other: [Primary façade diagram]  

APPLICANT SUBMITTALS 
 
   x     Proposal Letter 
 
  x __ Site Plan 
 
        Elevations 
 
       Photographs 
 
         Other:  
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Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2025-0010124-HDRB 
Page 2 of 6 

 
 
BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:  
The storage shed at 248 Rodriguez St. is listed as non-contributing to the Downtown and Eastside 
Historic District. A 2025 Historic Cultural Properties Inventrory (HCPI) survey form that was 
submitted by the applicant, which only addresses the storage shed, identifies that the structure was 
constructed between 1966 and 1973 (2025:1). The structure was built in Vernacular style, as seen 
by the flat roof, wood frame and stucco construction materials. 
 
The property was previously owned by Jose and Rosalia Ortiz, whose primary residence was 
located across the arroyo at 537 ½ Rodriguez St., The HCPI indicates the Ortiz’s used the shed as 
storage and no dwelling units were established on the property. Today the current owner owns the 
property to the north at 246 Rodriguez. Historic Building Inventory (HBI) in for 537 ½ Rodriguez 
calls the structure out as room with no bath. There are currently no known previous status 
evaluations, although it is marked non-contributing on the status map. Research found no Historic 
Board Cases. 
 

 
 
APPLICANT’S REQUEST: 
The applicant requests a status review with primary façade designation(s), if applicable 
 
RELEVANT CODE CITATIONS:  

14-5.2 HISTORIC DISTRICTS 

(A) General Provisions    
(1) General Purpose  

In order to promote the economic, cultural, and general welfare of the people of the city 
and to ensure the harmonious, orderly and efficient growth and development of the city 

Non-contributing 
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Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2025-0010124-HDRB 
Page 3 of 6 

, it is deemed essential by the governing body that the qualities relating to the history of 
Santa Fe, and a harmonious outward appearance, which preserve property values and 
attract tourists and residents alike, be preserved, some of these qualities being:  
(a) The continued existence and preservation of historical areas and buildings;  
(b) The continued construction of buildings in the historic styles; and  
(c) A general harmony as to style, form, color, height, proportion, texture and material 

between buildings of historic design and those of more modern design.  
 
(C) Regulation of Significant and Contributing Structures in the Historic Districts    

(Ord. No. 2004-26)  
(1) Purpose and Intent  

It is intended that:  
(a) Each structure to be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. 

Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such as the addition of 
conjectural features or architectural elements from other buildings, shall not be 
undertaken;  

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

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

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

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

Structures within historic districts may be designated a status of "significant," 
"contributing," or "noncontributing" based upon the definitions of these terms in 
Article 14-12. Staff shall maintain a record as to the current status of structures 
located in the Historic Districts.  

(b) Board Authority to Review Status Designation  
(i) The Board is authorized to change the status of a structure or to designate a 

status for a structure with no status designated.  
(ii) A change in status or the designation of a status shall be based upon an 

evaluation of data provided through survey or other relevant sources of 
information and the definitions of "significant," "contributing," or 
"noncontributing."  

(e) Appeals (Ord. No. 2009-42 § 16)  
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Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2025-0010124-HDRB 
Page 4 of 6 

Decisions made by the historic districts review board may be appealed to the 
governing body as set forth in Section 14-3.17.  

(f) Restoration of Status  
If a property owner makes changes to a structure without the proper city approvals 
which result in the lowering of the structure's status, staff or the board may require 
the property owner to restore the structure such that its former status is restored.  

(4) Compliance with General and Specific Design Standards Required  
All development located within the historic districts and subject to this Section 14-5.2 
shall comply with all applicable general development standards set forth in Subsection 
14-5.2(D), as well as any applicable specific development standards set forth in 
Subsections 14-5.2(E) through (I).  
 

14-12 Significant Structure: 
A structure located in a historic district that is approximately fifty years old or older, and that 
embodies distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction. For a structure to 
be designated as significant, it must retain a high level of historic integrity. A structure may be 
designated as significant: 

(A) for its association with events or persons that are important on a local, regional, national 
or global level; or 
(B) if it is listed on or is eligible to be listed on the State Register of Cultural Properties or 
the National Register of Historic Places. 

 
14-12 Contributing Structure: 
A structure, located in a historic district, approximately fifty years old or older that helps to 
establish and maintain the character of that historic district. Although a contributing structure is 
not unique in itself, it adds to the historic associations or historic architectural design qualities that 
are significant for a district. The contributing structure may have had minor alterations, but its 
integrity remains. 
 
14-12 Noncontributing Structure: 
A structure, located in an H district, that is less than fifty years old or that does not exhibit sufficient 
historic integrity to establish and maintain the character of the H District. 
 
14-12 Primary Façade: 

One or more principal faces or elevations of a building with features that define the character 
of the building's architecture. 

 
14-12 Historic Compound 
An identifiable grouping of historic resources, including buildings, structures and landscaping 
elements, as described in Section 14-5.2(K)(2)(a). Historic compounds may be comprised of more 
than one lot. 

 
(E) Downtown and Eastside Design Standards    
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Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2025-0010124-HDRB 
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The governing body recognizes that a style of architecture has evolved within the city from 
the year 1600 to the present characterized by construction with adobe, hereafter called "old 
Santa Fe style", and that another style has evolved, hereafter called "recent Santa Fe style", 
which is a development from, and an elaboration of the old Santa Fe style, with different 
materials and frequently with added decorations.  
(1) Old Santa Fe Style  

Old Santa Fe style, characterized by construction with adobe, is defined as including the 
so-called "pueblo" or "pueblo-Spanish" or "Spanish-Indian" and "territorial" styles and 
is more specifically described as follows:  
(a) With rare exception, buildings are of one story, few have three stories, and the 

characteristic effect is that the buildings are long and low. Roofs are flat with a 
slight slope and surrounded on at least three sides by a firewall of the same color 
and material as the walls or of brick. Roofs are never carried out beyond the line of 
the walls except to cover an enclosed portal or porch formed by setting back a 
portion of the wall or to form an exterior portal, the outer edge of the roof being 
supported by wooden columns. Two- story construction is more common in the 
territorial than in other sub-styles, and is preferably accompanied by a balcony at 
the level of the floor of the second story. Façades are flat, varied by inset portales, 
exterior portales, projecting vigas or roof beams, canales or water-spouts, flanking 
buttresses and wooden lintels, architraves and cornices, which, as well as doors, are 
frequently carved and the carving may be picked out with bright colors. Arches are 
almost never used except for nonfunctional arches, often slightly ogive, over 
gateways in freestanding walls;  

(b) All exterior walls of a building are painted alike. The colors range from a light earth 
color to a dark earth color. The exception to this rule is the protected space under 
portales, or in church-derived designs, inset panels in a wall under the roof, in 
which case the roof overhangs the panel. These spaces may be painted white or a 
contrasting color, or have mural decorations;  

(c) Solid wall space is always greater in any façade than window and door space 
combined. Single panes of glass larger than thirty (30) inches in any dimension are 
not permissible except as otherwise provided in this section;  

(d) The rule as to flat roofs shall not be construed to prevent the construction of 
skylights or installation of air conditioning devices, or any other necessary roof 
structures, but such structures other than chimneys, flues, vents and aerials, shall 
be so placed as to be concealed by the firewall from the view of anyone standing in 
the street on which the building fronts;  

(e) True old Santa Fe style buildings are made of adobe with mud plaster finish. 
Construction with masonry blocks, bricks, or other materials with which the adobe 
effect can be simulated is permissible; provided, that the exterior walls are not less 
than eight (8) inches thick and that geometrically straight façade lines are avoided. 
Mud plaster or hard plaster simulating adobe, laid on smoothly, is required; and  

(f) It is characteristic of old Santa Fe style commercial buildings to place a portal so 
that it covers the entire sidewalk, the columns being set at the curb line.  
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Historic Districts Review Board, Case #2025-0010124-HDRB 
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(2) Recent Santa Fe Style  
Recent Santa Fe style intends to achieve harmony with historic buildings by retention of 
a similarity of materials, color, proportion, and general detail. The dominating effect is 
to be that of adobe construction, prescribed as follows:  
(a) No building shall be over two stories in height in any façade unless the façade shall 

include projecting or recessed portales, setbacks or other design elements;  
(b) The combined door and window area in any publicly visible façade shall not exceed 

forty percent of the total area of the façade except for doors or windows located 
under a portal. No door or window in a publicly visible façade shall be located 
nearer than three (3) feet from the corner of the façade;  

(c) No cantilevers shall be permitted except over projecting vigas, beams, or wood 
corbels, or as part of the roof treatment described below;  

(d) No less than eighty percent of the surface area of any publicly visible façade shall 
be adobe finish, or stucco simulating adobe finish. The balance of the publicly 
visible façade, except as above, may be of natural stone, wood, brick, tile, terra 
cotta, or other material, subject to approval as hereinafter provided for building 
permits;  

(e) The publicly visible façade of any building and of any adjoining walls shall, except 
as otherwise provided, be of one color, which color shall simulate a light earth or 
dark earth color, matte or dull finish and of relatively smooth texture. Façade 
surfaces under portales may be of contrasting or complimentary colors. Windows, 
doors and portals on publicly visible portions of the building and walls shall be of 
one of the old Santa Fe styles; except that buildings with portals may have larger 
plate glass areas for windows under portals only. Deep window recesses are 
characteristic; and  

(f) Flat roofs shall have not more than thirty (30) inches overhang.  
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Primary façade diagram:  248 Rodriguez St.  

Non-contributing/ non-primary facades-  
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Historic Cultural Properties Inventory (HCPI) Base Form (FORM 1) 
Historic Preservation Division, New Mexico Department of Cultural Affairs 

Date of Form: January 7, 2025   

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

1. Name of property:

José and Rosalia Ortiz Property 
Shed  

2. Location:

248 Rodriguez Street  

Downtown and Eastside Historic District –

Santa Fe   

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

4. County: Santa Fe
Parcel # 11933824

5. Property Type:
_x Buildings: Shed
__ Structures:
__ Site     __ Object

6. Date of Survey:
March 6, 2025

7. Previous Survey Date(s):
__Yes:
__x_No:

8. Name of Project:
HDRB Status Evaluation

9. Lat/Long:
35.6872741,-105.9260488

10. Photo Information: Giulia Caporuscio, photographer.    Photo 1: View north and west elevation, facing northeast 

11. Brief Description of the Property:

A small storage shed is positioned on a graded pad overlooking an arroyo. Based on aerial photographs, the 
shed was likely constructed between 1966 and 1973. This timeframe is supported by its construction technique, 
building materials, and the surface scatter found nearby. At the time of its construction, the property was 
owned by José and Rosalia Ortiz, whose home is located across the arroyo at 537 ½ Rodriguez Street. The 
hillside property has since changed ownership and is now linked to a lot to the north at 246 Rodriguez Street. 
The shed does not hold any status within the Downtown and Eastside Historic District. 

Continued on Page 5. 
12. Who uses the property? Storage

13. Construction Date:
Date: Between 1966 and 1973
_ x_Known    __ Estimated   Source: aerial photographs 

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

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

  

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

17. Surveyor:  
(your name, address, telephone number, and 
any group affiliation) 
 
John W. Murphey  
Architectural Historian  
Architectural History Services  
505-577-7593/707-583-7819 
John@archhistoryservices.com 
 
For: Steven Barrett and Katharine Arnold  
 
 
 

18. Owner (if known) and other 
knowledgeable people: 
 
Current owner: Steven Barrett and Katharine 
Arnold  
 
 
N/A 

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

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

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

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

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

 
 

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

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

1. Name of property:  
 
José and Rosalia Ortiz Property  
Shed  
 
 

2. Location:  
 

248 Rodriguez Street  

Downtown and Eastside Historic District 
– Santa Fe   

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

4. County: Santa Fe 
 

5. Date of Survey: March 6. 2025  

ARCHITECTURAL AND CONSTRUCTION DETAILS: 

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

7. Number of Stories:        __ N/A 

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

8. Foundation:         __ N/A 

             _x_ Not visible __ None  
             __  At Grade   __Raised:   
Materials: _x_ Concrete: _  Stone 
Other:   
Notes 

9. Roof:               __ N/A 

Shape: _x_Flat  __Gabled 

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

10. Window Types  
  

Operation   Material    Glazing Number 

Sliding  Aluminum  1-1 2 

 
Note: Based on visibility and access during survey 

11. Door Types  
 

Type Style Material Number 

Single-Leaf           ½ Light & 
Panel   

Wood  1 

 

 12. Chimneys _x_ N/A 
 
 
 

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

14. Other Significant Features N/A 

15. Modifications:    x        __ No known modifications 
   
#1 Uknown.  
 
 

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

Page 363 of 461



4 
 

16. Primary Architectural Style              __ Not Applicable 

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

17. Documents Available and Their Locations 
 

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

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

 

 S I T E:  
 

18. Attached or Associated Properties  

Are associated properties eligible for listing: N/A 

 
19.Site Plan: Portion of 2018 survey plat. Courtesy of Zia Surveys. 
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Historic Cultural Properties Inventory (HCPI) Detail Form (FORM 2) 
Historic Preservation Division, New Mexico Department of Cultural Affairs 

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

1. Name of property:  
 
José and Rosalia Ortiz Property  
Shed  
 
 

2. Location:  
 

248 Rodriguez Street  

Downtown and Eastside Historic District 
-Santa Fe   

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

4. County: Santa Fe 
 

5. Date of Survey: March 6, 2025  
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Architectural Description Continued 
  
Setting  
 
The structure rests on a graded pad on a 30º slope, above a sand wash that drains into 
Arroyo Saiz. It sits below a modern Northern New Mexico-style house (246 Rodriguez 
Street), constructed in the 1980s with additions made in the 2000s (Photo 2). It is 
accessed by a graded gravel drive which also serves as storage for materials used in a 
landscaping business (Photos 3 & 4).  
 
Structure  
 
The shed is oriented 255º southwest, with its only entry on the west elevation (Photo 5). 
The roughly 104-square-foot building is constructed with a frame structure sheathed in 
fiberboard and finished with stucco, showing a time-diagnostic brocade texture.  
 
The construction technique is visible through a cut on the south elevation (Photo 6). It 
consists of a layer of fiberboard nailed to the studs, covered by a metal lath to hold the 
stucco. There is no indication of insulation. The layering suggests it was constructed on a 
small budget and not intended for human habitation.  
 
Based on an exploration 6” below ground level, the shed sits on a mixed poured 
concrete and rubble stone foundation (Photo 7).  
 
A flat roof that extends out on the south and east elevations protects the structure.  
 
West 
 
The west elevation is fenestrated with a 32-inch-wide glass and four-panel wood door. 
While the door appears old due to weathering, the interior reveals that the panels are 
made of plywood (Photo 7). This door model was still being sold by Sanbusco (No. F-
117) in the 1960s.1 The remnants of a screen door suggest an effort toward human 
comfort. 

 
1 Santa Fe Builders Supply Company, “Building Materials, Catalog B,” (Santa Fe, c.1967), Section A, 5.  
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Historic Cultural Properties Inventory (HCPI) Detail Form (FORM 2) 
Historic Preservation Division, New Mexico Department of Cultural Affairs 

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

1. Name of property:  
 
José and Rosalia Ortiz Property  
Shed  
 
 

2. Location:  
 

248 Rodriguez Street  

Downtown and Eastside Historic District 
-Santa Fe   

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

4. County: Santa Fe 
 

5. Date of Survey: March 6, 2025  
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South  
 
The roof extends over the south side, providing protection for a window (Photo 8). The 
window is a horizontal sliding aluminum unit, which is diagnostic of the shed's 
construction period (Photo 9). The elevation has the aforementioned damaged area, 
along with a round opening holding a modern wall thimble, suggesting the shed was 
once used for human habitation. 
 
East  
 
The east side of the building has a shallower overhang than the south side and has a 
similar aluminum sliding window (Photo 10). 
 
North  
 
The north elevation faces the slope and has no fenestration. It is covered with a rough 
gray coat of stucco, suggesting that this side of the building was not intended to be 
visible at the time of construction (Photo 11). Ironically, it is now the most visible side of 
the building. 
 
Interior  
 
The interior is one space currently for storage. It has no ceiling, and the roof 
construction is exposed (Photo 12). The room is spanned by 1 ½” x 5 ¼” joists arranged 
at 16” on-center. Sheets of plywood create the decking. Recent white drywall is tacked 
to the studs; there is no source of electrical lighting. Recently installed white drywall has 
been attached to the studs.  
 
A notable feature is the circuit breaker box located in the southeast corner (Photo 13). 
Cutler-Hammer "Safety Breaker" box panels were introduced in the mid-1960s. The 
minimum number of breakers suggests that the structure had only basic electrical 
needs, likely consisting of a single light and an outlet suitable for powering a radio or 
small heater. 
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For HPD Office use only:                           Please complete HCPI FORM 1 before completing FORM 2 
 HCPI No.__________             District No.________                                            ___NRHP  ___SRCP      Criteria __A __B __C __D 

1. Name of property:  
 
José and Rosalia Ortiz Property  
Shed  
 
 

2. Location:  
 

248 Rodriguez Street  

Downtown and Eastside Historic District 
-Santa Fe   

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

4. County: Santa Fe 
 

5. Date of Survey: March 6, 2025  
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Site  
 
The site features several segments of CMU blocks that are exposed at ground level. The 
purpose of these blocks is unclear (Photo 14). Ground debris along the south elevation 
includes broken window glass, fragments of planting pots, and aluminum pull-tabs — a 
possible time indicator of the shed’s construction era (Photo 15). 
 

Historical Overview 

 
Most of the land above Palace Avenue remained undeveloped through the early 20th 
century. Its sloped terrain, poor soil, and the seasonal impacts of the arroyo were not 
conducive to settlement.  
 
L. Bradford Prince, an attorney and the 14th Governor of New Mexico Territory, owned 
a considerable part of Fort Marcy Hill, including land now crossed by Hillside and 
Rodriguez streets (Fig.  1). Settlement began to move up the hillside after the taming of 
Arroyo Saiz in the 1930s, which, along with its tributaries, had defined where people 
could construct homes.  
 
The first evidence of the parcel holding the shed comes from a plat made for Felix A. 
Armijo in 1953 (Fig. 2). The tract that would later hold the subject structure was 
acquired in 1960 by José and Rosalia (Rose) Ortiz, who lived in the home across the 
arroyo, addressed at the time as 527 Hillside Street. The deed was recorded three years 
later.2 
 
José Valentino Ortiz was born in 1915 to Policiano and Gregorita Ortiz. Census records 
show he grew up in Rio en Medio, a traditional Hispanic community along the river of 
the same name in northern Santa Fe County. He married Rosalia Trujillo, a resident of 
Rio en Medio, in the early 1940s, and the couple relocated to Santa Fe a decade later. By 
the mid-1950s, they and their seven children were in the house across the arroyo, which 
was deeded to them in 1957 (Photo 16). The family would grow to eleven children.  
 

 
2 Quitclaim Deed, Felix A. Armijo and Jose Alfson Armijo to Jose V. and Rosa Ortiz, recorded January 28, 
1963, Book 198/Page 52, Instrument # 262470, Santa Fe County, New Mexico.  
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Both José and Rose, as she was popularly called, worked. City directories show that José 
did blue collar work. During the period when the shed was constructed, they both 
worked at the Catholic Maternity Institute and Clinic, a charity-based maternity home 
on Palace Avenue. Rose worked as a nurse’s aide, while José served as a watchman.3  
 
In 1987, José and Rose deeded the subject lot, now populated with the shed, to their 
son, Ruben Ortiz, and his wife, Debra.4  
 
José Valentino Ortiz died in 2007 at 91. Rosalia followed him three years later, passing at 
the age of 85. Their son Vincent M. Ortiz continues to live in the family home, now 
addressed as 537 ½ Rodriguez Street. The tract holding the shed went out of family 
ownership in 2018, when it was deeded to the current property owner.   
 
Use of the Structure  
 
According to the current owner, the shed may have served as a “bunkhouse” to 
accommodate the additional children of the Ortiz family, particularly the daughters who 
were close in age.5 The breaker box and windows on the east and south sides suggest 
the structure may have been intended for temporary human habitation. However, the 
lack of wall insulation indicates it was not designed for year-round use. In later years, 
the shed served as an art studio for a neighbor. The wall thimble may coincide with this 
new purpose. 
 

 
 
 
 

 
3 R.L. Polk & Co., Santa Fe City Directory, 1968 (Dallas: R.L. Polk & Co., 1968), 343 and 346.  
4 Warranty Deed, Jose V. and Rosa Ortiz to Debra E. and Ruben R. Ortiz, recorded May 28, 1987, Book 
582/Page 459, Instrument # 623452, Santa Fe County, New Mexico.  
5 Conversation with property owner Steven Barrett, March 6, 2025. Barrett learned of the story after 
speaking to Vincent Ortiz, José and Rose’s son, who lives across the arroyo at 337½ Rodriguez Street. 
Murphey left a note at Ortiz's residence seeking further information, but as of March 10, there was no 
response. 
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Evaluation of Historical Status 
 
The shed is barely 50 years old and does not possess any architectural or traditional 
construction significance. In addition, it is separated from its associated property 
through different ownership. 
 
For these reasons, the recommendation is to designate the shed at 248 Rodriguez Street 
as Non-Contributing to the Downtown and Eastside Historic District.  
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Illustrations 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Figure 1: General location of subject property circled. 
William White, “Owners of Land Within the Santa Fe Grant Outside the City Limits,” 
1897-98. 
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Figure 2: Subject tract highlighted in relation to the Ortiz residence. 
James C. Harvey, “‘East Portion’ of Tract of Land Subdivided for Felix A. and J. A. 
Armijo,” October 5, 1953. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 371 of 461



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

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

1. Name of property:  
 
José and Rosalia Ortiz Property  
Shed  
 
 

2. Location:  
 

248 Rodriguez Street  

Downtown and Eastside Historic District 
-Santa Fe   

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

4. County: Santa Fe 
 

5. Date of Survey: March 6, 2025  
 

 

12 
 

 
Figure 3: Overlay of November 10, 1958, aerial photograph on current satellite map. 
Note shed is not present.  
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Figure 4: Overlay of May 2, 1966, aerial photograph on current satellite map. 
Note shed is not present.  
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Figure 5: May 11, 1973, aerial photograph. 
Note presence of shed.  
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Figure 6: Close-up of 1973 aerial.  
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Survey Photographs 
(All images taken by John W. Murphey on March 6, 2025) 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Photo 2: View from parking court of 246 Rodriguez Street. Camera facing south. 
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Photo 3: View from driveway of 246 Rodriguez Street. Camera facing southeast.  
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Photo 4: West elevation and immediate setting. Camera facing northeast. 
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Photo 5: West elevation. Camera facing northeast. 
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Photo 6: Break in south elevation revealing construction technique. Camera facing 
north.  
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Photo 7: Exposure of foundation, consisting of poured concrete and rubble.  
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Photo 7: Interior of west door.  
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Photo 8: West and south elevations. Camera facing northeast.  
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Photo 9: Aluminum sliding window on east elevation. Camera facing northwest.  
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Photo 10: East elevation. Camera facing southwest.  
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Photo 11: North elevation. Camera facing southeast. 
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Photo 12: Interior of shed. Camera facing northeast.  
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Photo 13: Breaker box on east wall.  
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Photo 14: Low foundation wall. Camera facing northeast. 
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Photo 15: Surface debris found around shed. 
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Photo 16: 537 ½ Rodriguez Street, the former José and Rosalina Ortiz House. Camera 
facing southeast.  
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Photo 17: View of shed from the arroyo near the 537 ½ Rodriguez Street. Camera 
facing southeast.  
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DATE: April 8, 2025 

TO: Historic Districts Review Board 

  

VIA: Heather Lamboy, Planning & Land Use Department Director 

Maggie Moore, Assistant Land Use Director MM 

Gary Moquino, Historic Preservation Division Manager 

  

  

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

  

 

2025-010102-HDRB, 423 W. San Francisco St. ½ Unit: A, Downtown and Eastside Historic 

District, Non-contributing. Ellen Yarrell, owner, requests status review and primary façade 

designation(s) if applicable. 

 

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially): 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends the historic status of the main residential structure and garage be upgraded to 

contributing with the main structure’s east and south facades and garage’s west façade designated 

as primary identified in the Primary Façade Diagram as numbers two and three (main structure) 

and four (garage), per 14-5.2(C) Designation of Significant and Contributing Structures. 

 

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY: 

 

CITY SUBMITTALS  

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

APPLICANT SUBMITTALS 
 

        Proposal Letter 
 
        Site Plan/Floor Plan 
 
        Elevations 
 
       Photographs 
 
         Other:  
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The single-family residence and garage at 423 W. San Francisco Street ½ Unit: A, are listed as 

non-contributing to the Downtown and Eastside Historic District. The main residential structure 

was constructed around the 1880s on a 0.08-acre parcel and comprised of approximately 1,093 sq. 

ft. of heated space. The main residential structure was built in the Vernacular and Spanish Pueblo 

Revival design style as seen by the rectangular building shape, adobe block construction material, 

and recessed three over one window.   

 

Mr. John Murphey has provided a detailed summation of the property in his 2025 Historic Cultural 

Properties Inventory (HCPI) survey form. The archival research identified in the Sanborn maps 

showed the west addition occurred pre-1930s with an addition to the west and east on the main 

residential structure sometime between 1930-1948 (2025:3). The garage structure was constructed 

sometime post-1948. Window and door alterations have and a latilla portal have been recorded on 

the south and west facades in the 1990s. The north façade is currently a painted mural cinderblock 

wall associated with 126 N. Guadalupe Street Concrete Jungle Smoke Shop parking area.  

 

The property is uniquely situated on the landscape and is not publicly visible from W. San 

Francisco Street or N. Guadalupe Street. The main residential structure and garage meet the criteria 

for contributing status with the character defining features identified as the east and south facades 

on the main structure and west façade on the garage. 

 

 

Figure 1. Vicinity Map. 
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There are currently no known previous status evaluations, Board cases, Historic Cultural 

Properties Inventory (HCPI), or Historic Building Inventory (HBI) survey forms completed on the 

subject property.  

 

 
 

APPLICANT’S REQUEST: 

The applicant requests status review and primary façade designation(s) if applicable. 

 

RELEVANT CODE CITATIONS:  

14-5.2 HISTORIC DISTRICTS 

(A) General Provisions    

(1) General Purpose  
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In order to promote the economic, cultural, and general welfare of the people of the city 

and to ensure the harmonious, orderly and efficient growth and development of the city 

, it is deemed essential by the governing body that the qualities relating to the history of 

Santa Fe, and a harmonious outward appearance, which preserve property values and 

attract tourists and residents alike, be preserved, some of these qualities being:  

(a) The continued existence and preservation of historical areas and buildings;  

(b) The continued construction of buildings in the historic styles; and  

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

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

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

(Ord. No. 2004-26)  

(1) Purpose and Intent  

It is intended that:  

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

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

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

undertaken;  

(b) Changes to structures that have acquired historic significance in their own right 

shall be retained and preserved, recognizing that most structures change over time;  

(c) Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of 

craftsmanship that characterize a structure be preserved; and  

(d) New additions and related or adjacent new construction be undertaken in such a 

manner that if removed in the future, the original form and integrity of the historic 

property and its environment would be unimpaired.  

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

Districts  

(a) Status Designation  

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

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

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

located in the Historic Districts.  

(b) Board Authority to Review Status Designation  

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

status for a structure with no status designated.  

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

evaluation of data provided through survey or other relevant sources of 

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

"noncontributing."  

(e) Appeals (Ord. No. 2009-42 § 16)  
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Decisions made by the historic districts review board may be appealed to the 

governing body as set forth in Section 14-3.17.  

(f) Restoration of Status  

If a property owner makes changes to a structure without the proper city approvals 

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

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

(4) Compliance with General and Specific Design Standards Required  

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

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

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

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

(5) Exceptions  

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

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

exception does not exceed the underlying zoning.  

(a) Height  

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

underlying zoning district requirement, the applicant shall first receive an 

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

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

consideration of the proposed variance.  

14-12 Significant Structure: 

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

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

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

designated as significant: 

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

or global level; or 

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

the National Register of Historic Places. 

 

14-12 Contributing Structure: 

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

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

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

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

integrity remains. 

 

14-12 Noncontributing Structure: 

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

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

 

14-12 Primary Façade: 
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One or more principal faces or elevations of a building with features that define the character 

of the building's architecture. 

 

14-12 Historic Compound 

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

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

than one lot. 

 

(D) General Design Standards for All H Districts    

In any review of proposed additions or alterations to structures that have been declared 

significant or contributing in any historic district or a landmark in any part of the city, the 

following standards shall be met:  

(1) General  

(a) The status of a significant, contributing, or landmark structure shall be retained and 

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

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

historic materials or alteration of architectural features and spaces that embody the 

status shall be prohibited.  

(b) If a proposed alteration or new construction will cause an adjacent structure to lose 

its significant, contributing, or landmark status, the application may be denied.  

(2) Additions  

(a) Additions shall have similar materials, architectural treatments and styles, features, 

and details as the existing structure, but shall not duplicate those of the existing 

structure in a manner that will make the addition indistinguishable from the existing 

structure.  

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

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

standards set forth in this section.  

(c) Additions are not permitted to primary façades.  

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

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

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

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

architecturally practicable, new additions shall be attached to any existing 

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

contributing portion.  

(e) The height of additions:  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

the existing rooftop to the highest point of that story.  

(3) Remodeling to Increase Height; Rooftop Appurtenances  

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

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

structures, see paragraph (2) above.)  

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

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

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

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

mechanical equipment if publicly visible shall not be added.  

(4) Porches and Portals  

Existing porches or portals shall not be enclosed.  

(5) Windows, Doors, and Other Architectural Features  

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

of contributing structures:  

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

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

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

opening shall be widened or narrowed.  

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

historic documentation supports its prior existence.  

(iii) No existing opening shall be closed.  

(b) For all façades of significant, contributing and landmark structures, architectural 

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

than replaced. In the event replacement is necessary, the use of new material may 

be approved. The new material shall match the material being replaced in 

composition, design, color, texture, and other visual qualities. Replacement or 

duplication of missing features shall be substantiated by documentation, physical 

or pictorial evidence.  

(6) Roofs  

The existing roof styles and materials shall be maintained or replaced in kind if 

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

when they are an existing or historical feature of the structure.  
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(8) Archaeological Resources  

Discovery of archaeological resources made during the historic districts review process 

shall be referred to the archaeological review committee.  

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

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

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

within this chapter.  

(a) Applicability  

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

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

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

§ 16)  

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

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

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

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

feet in height.  

(c) Height  

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

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

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

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

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

streetscape.  

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

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

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

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

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

streetscape.  

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

be limited to the allowable building height within the applicable 

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

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

8.10(H).  

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

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

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

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

allowable height of the applicable streetscape measured from 
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natural or finished grade, whichever is more restrictive. This 

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

stepbacks from the street.  

(d) Pitch  

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

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

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

pitch extant in the streetscape.  

(e) Scale  

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

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

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

addition is proposed.  

(f) Massing and Floor Stepbacks  

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

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

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

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

applicable streetscape and preservation of the historic and characteristic visual 

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

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

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

back.  

(E) Downtown and Eastside Design Standards    

The governing body recognizes that a style of architecture has evolved within the city from 

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

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

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

materials and frequently with added decorations.  

(1) Old Santa Fe Style  

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

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

is more specifically described as follows:  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

the level of the floor of the second story. Façades are flat, varied by inset portales, 
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exterior portales, projecting vigas or roof beams, canales or water-spouts, flanking 

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

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

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

gateways in freestanding walls;  

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

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

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

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

contrasting color, or have mural decorations;  

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

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

not permissible except as otherwise provided in this section;  

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

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

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

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

the street on which the building fronts;  

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

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

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

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

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

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

that it covers the entire sidewalk, the columns being set at the curb line.  

(2) Recent Santa Fe Style  

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

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

to be that of adobe construction, prescribed as follows:  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

characteristic; and  

(f) Flat roofs shall have not more than thirty (30) inches overhang.  
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Primary Façade Diagram: 423 A W. San Francisco Street 

Primary: 

Non-primary: 
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Historic Preservation Division, New Mexico Department of Cultural Affairs 

Date of Form: March 10, 2025    
 

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

1. Name of property:  
 
Rosina Chavez House  
 

2. Location:  
 

423 A West San Francisco Street  

Downtown and Eastside Historic District 

Santa Fe   

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

4. County: Santa Fe 
    Parcel # 10468150 

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

 

6. Date of Survey:    
    February 27, 2025  

7. Previous Survey Date(s): 
__  Yes:  
No: _x_ 

8. Name of Project:  
    HDRB Status Evaluation  

9. Lat/Long:  
    35.689145,-105.9446937 

10. Photo Information: John W. Murphey, photographer.             Photo 1: View of south elevation. Camera facing northeast.  
 

11. Brief Description of the Property:  
An old adobe building is located north of West San Francisco and hidden from public view. The central core 
of the building and its most important feature may date to the 1880s. Lower rooms are attached to the 
central block, some complementary, others distracting. Including the central core, the building holds four 
rooms arranged in a line, made of adobe, hollow clay tile, and frame construction. In total, the building 
encloses approximately 1,093’ of heated space. Most of the fenestration was replaced in the early 1990s 
during renovation. This work also changed the internal configuration of the central core and added a ramada 
across the façade. The property includes a post-1948 garage. Currently, the dwelling and the garage are 
designated Non-Contributing to the Downtown and Eastside Historic District. 
Continued on Page 5. 
12. Who uses the property? Residence  

13. Construction Date:  
Date: Central Block, potentially 1880s, with subsequent additions. 
_ _Known    _x_ Estimated      Source: historic maps, Sanborn Fire Insurance maps, aerial photographs   

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

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

  

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

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: The Yarrell 2021 Management Trust  
 
 
 

18. Owner (if known) and other 
knowledgeable people: 
 
Current owner: The Yarrell 2021 Management  
Trust 
N/A 

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

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

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

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

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

 
 

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

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

1. Name of property:  
 
Rosina Chavez House  
 

2. Location:  
 

423 A West San Francisco Street  

Downtown and Eastside Historic District 

Santa Fe   

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

4. County: Santa Fe 
 

5. Date of Survey: February 27, 2025 

ARCHITECTURAL AND CONSTRUCTION DETAILS: 

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

7. Number of Stories:        __ N/A 

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

8. Foundation:         __ N/A 

             _x_ Not visible __ None  
             __  At Grade    __Raised:   
Materials: _x_ Concrete: _  Stone 
Other:   
Notes 

9. Roof:               __ N/A 

Shape: _x_Flat  __Gabled 

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

10. Window Types  
  

Operation   Material    Glazing Number 

Single-Hung Wood  1/1 2 

Single-Hung Vinyl  1/1 2 

Single-Hung Vinyl  3/1 2 

Fixed Sash  Wood  6 2 

Casement  Wood  1-1 1 

Casement Wood 6-1  
 

11. Door Types  
 

Type Style Material Number 

Single-Leaf           15-light    Wood  2 

Single-Leaf           4-light over 2-
panel  

Wood  1 

Single-Leaf           4-light over 3-
panel  

Wood  1 

Garage  Outswing  Wood  2 
 

 12. Chimneys _x_ N/ 
 

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

14. Other Significant Features N/A 

15. Modifications:    x        __ No known modifications 
   
#1 Date: Pre-1930, west addition to central block; Sanborn maps 
#2 Date: 1930-1948; west and east additions to central; Sanborn maps and aerials. 
#3 Date: c.1990s; replacement of windows and doors and introduction of ramada-style porches; construction photos and material 
evidence.  
 
 

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

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

17. Documents Available and Their Locations 
 

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

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

 

 S I T E:  
 

18. Attached or Associated Properties  

Are associated properties eligible for listing: N/A 

 
19.Site Plan: Portion of 1995 survey plat. Courtesy of Rick Chatroop. 
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 HCPI No.__________             District No.________                                            ___NRHP  ___SRCP      Criteria __A __B __C __D 

1. Name of property:  
 
Rosina Chavez House  
 

2. Location:  
 

423 A West San Francisco Street  

Downtown and Eastside Historic District 

Santa Fe    

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

4. County: Santa Fe 
 

5. Date of Survey: February 27, 2025  
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Architectural Description Continued 
 
Setting  
 
The subject building, recognized in this survey as the Rosina Chavez House (Fig. 1) is 
located on the north side of West Santa Francisco Street, near its intersection with 
North Guadalupe Street. It is situated down a 170’ long gravel driveway and is out of 
view (Photo 2). It is surrounded by a mix of buildings that are both historic and modern. 
Some of these tie directly to its genealogy; others are recent and removed contextual 
buildings associated with the house.  
 
Starting at the street is the renovated Erwin residence, which is contemporaneous with 
the core block of the subject dwelling, but altered (Photo 3). Further down the driveway 
on the right (east) is a line of apartments constructed in the 1940s (Photo 4). On the left 
(west) are modern buildings operated by Zona Rosa Vacation Rentals. At the end of the 
driveway is a recent structure that destroyed the original Trinidad Chavez house, which 
was historically part of the subject property. 
 
Dwelling  
  
The subject building sits at the east end of the driveway along a narrow 0.08-acre parcel 
originally part of a larger lot fronting North Guadalupe Street (Photo 5). The building 
spans approximately 70’ along the north lot line as a string of four volumes of different 
construction periods and materials. The oldest of these, Room 3, potentially dates to the 
1880s and is the historical and most architecturally significant piece of the structure.  
 
South Elevation and Interior (from west to east) 
 
Room 1 – Bathroom  
 
The building begins at the west end with Room 1, likely the youngest and least visually 
appealing addition (Photo 7). Constructed after 1948, this room is approximately 56 
square feet and contains a bathroom. It is made of hollow tile construction (Photo 8) 
and was updated during the 1990s renovation. The room has a single opening with two 
replacement wood casement windows, each with six lights (Photo 9). The presence of 
two electric meter boxes suggests the building was once divided into two separate 
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dwelling units. As with the rest of the house, the stucco has a brocade finish typical of 
the 1960s and 70s. 
 
Room 2 – Bedroom  
 
The next room to the east historically served as a kitchen during the Rosina Chavez 
period. This approximately 114-square-foot room is constructed of adobe and is 
depicted on the 1930 Sanborn Fire Insurance map, the first map to cover the area, as a 
small garage (Fig. 5). Its exterior features a doorway with an older four-light over two-
panel wood door (Photo 11), which is visible in one of the pre-renovation photos when 
the space was still used as a kitchen (Photo 12). Adjacent to the east is a set of non-
original wood casement windows with single lights. The room has clay tile flooring 
(Photo 13); its viga ceiling has plaster coving between the beams, which was likely 
added during renovation (Photo 14). 
 
The threshold of the east door rises 7 ⅛” to align with the floor of the central block, 
indicating that Room 2 was likely an addition. 
 
Room 3 (Central Block) – Kitchen and Living Room  
 
Projecting out approximately 4’ from the kitchen, the central block is the building’s 
oldest and most significant piece (Photo 15). It presents a strong example of late 19th 
and early 20th-century vernacular construction with its tall profile, adjacent doors, and 
what may be brick coping under built-up stucco. Its construction is of traditional adobe 
brick covered with multiple layers of stucco, suggesting an older vintage (Photo 16). 
 
The façade features a pattern of alternating window and door openings, possibly 
reflecting its design as two separate dwellings (Photo 17). The doors installed during the 
renovation are 15-light units (Photo 18), while the windows are 1/1 replacement wood 
sash. The window openings have heavy lug sills, each having a depth of 7 ½ inches. 
Photographs taken during the renovation show that entries originally had glass and 
wood panel doors. The 9 ½” deep jambs suggest that the door openings may date from 
the historic period. 
 
The interior, measuring 104 square feet, features an informal kitchen nook in the 
southwest corner created during the renovation (Photo 19). Historically consisting of 
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two rooms, the central block’s interior was opened during the renovation to create a 
combined kitchen and living area (Photo 20).  
 
The renovation included removing the interior dividing wall and ceiling (Photo 21). The 
vigas and rough-sawn boards were painted white, and skylights were added to the roof, 
resulting in a light, airy, and anachronistic sala-like space (Photo 22). The flooring 
consists of 3⅛” wood strips that change color at the point where the core was divided 
into two rooms (Photo 23). 
 
Room 4 – Bedroom and Bath  
 
The last room is set back 40” from the core block and has a lower roof height (Photo 24). 
Constructed after 1948, the volume appears to be made of concrete blocks. The 
entrance to the outside is through an older four-light, three-panel wood door, which is 
flanked by 1/1 vinyl sash windows (Photos 24 & 25).  
 
An additional opening on the east elevation contains a 3/1 wood-hung sash window 
(Photo 26). Both this window and the units on the south elevation are flush with the 
wall, indicating non-adobe block construction. Its single room measures approximately 
114 square feet and has wide board flooring (Photo 27). The southeast corner of the 
room is occupied by a corner bathroom addition which takes up a significant portion of 
the space. 
 
North Elevation  
 
The back side of the building faces a parking lot associated with North Guadalupe Street 
(Photo 28). None of the rooms have openings on this façade. The exterior walls of 
Rooms 3 and 4 are covered with murals (Photos 28 & 29). The remaining elevation is a 
solid painted wall facing a private residence (Photo 30). 
 
Garage  
 
Squeezed into the southeast corner of the property is a garage that, based on Sanborn 
maps, was erected after 1948 (Photo 31). It faces west with a low-pitch gable roof and is 
partially dug into the ground. It has two 48 ½” wide, outward-swinging, screw-
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assembled wood doors at the front. There are two 6-light sash windows separated by a 
mullion on the north elevation (Photos 32 & 33). 
 

Historical Overview 

 
A Rectangle on a Map 
 
In 1884, a German-born engineer, Hugo Hartmann, sketched a rectangular building at 
the back of a long lot fronting Jefferson Street (Fig. 2). The name of the owner of the lot 
holding the house is hard to decipher but could be Jesus Lucero. The owner's name is 
immaterial, as the lot and its owner would change following the arrival of the Denver & 
Rio Grande Railroad three years later.  
 
The new railroad, running down the center of Jefferson Street, transformed the 
landscape. Within a few years, the land fronting its tracks was subdivided into frontage 
parcels populated with new buildings. This appears to be the case of the rectangle 
Hartmann drew in 1884. Its lot was subdivided, with the possible Lucero home no longer 
having direct access to Jefferson Street. With this development, its orientation turned 
south, becoming a “back” house on West San Francisco Street. 
 
Pino and Chavez  
 
The first clear understanding of the house— possibly the rectangle shown on the 
Hartmann map — comes with the Norman King map of 1912 (Fig. 3). Here, the rectangle 
is accessed by a driveway off West San Francisco Street and is shown to be owned by 
Petrilino Pino. It is adjacent to land on the west owned by Trinidad Chavez. The two 
property owners shared something in common — a young woman named Refugio. 
 
In 1902, Petrolino Pino, a railroad watchman, married Refugio Chavez, the oldest 
daughter of Trinidad and Candelaria Chavez. The couple established a home east of the 
Chavez property, presumably on the lot holding the subject building. The federal census 
of 1910 recorded Petrolino and Regufio residing in a separate household adjacent to the 
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Chavez property. The census noted they had three children, but none were recorded as 
part of the household.1  
 
While no obituary was located, public records suggest Petrolino died before 1930. The 
census of that year documented Refugio in a household with her mother and an 
adopted child named Candelaria.2 Refugio and her mother are shown to own separate 
homes, indicating they live adjacent to each other though they were counted as a single 
household. City directories begin to identify the subject property with the 425 West San 
Francisco Street address.  
 
A Sanborn Fire Insurance map published in the same year as the census displayed the 
house but did not provide an address (Figs. 3 & 4). Based on the street addresses 
indicated on the map, the house would be presumably identified as "425," as this 
number is absent.  
 
The insurance map captures the subject building in its clearest form to date. At the 
center is the core adobe block, a one-story building with windows facing south. Adjacent 
to the west is an adobe garage with windows facing west. A larger adobe garage with no 
windows is attached to the east, though sitting on a separate property, the land 
formerly owned by Lucero.  
 
Refugio continued living on the property, which city directories identify as 425 West San 
Francisco Street. The 1940 census recorded her heading a household at this address.3 It 
included her adopted daughter, Candelaria, and three grandchildren, with the youngest 
being an infant. Candelaria worked as a housekeeper in a private home, with Refugio, 
now at age 59, presumably watching over the children during the day. The 1940 city 
directory listed Bernarda Archuleta, a widow, living as a renter at 425 ½ West San 
Francisco Street.4  

 
1 U.S. Census Bureau, Year: 1910; Census Place: Santa Fe Ward 3, Santa Fe, New Mexico; Roll: T624_918; 
Page: 9a; Enumeration District: 0225; FHL microfilm: 1374931. 
2 Ibid., U.S. Census Bureau, Year: 1930; Census Place: Santa Fe, Santa Fe, New Mexico; Page: 1A; 
Enumeration District: 0011; FHL microfilm: 2341134. 
3 Ibid., Year: 1940; Census Place: Santa Fe, Santa Fe, New Mexico; Roll: m-t0627-02452; Page: 3B; 
Enumeration District: 25-18. 
4 Hudspeth Directory Company, Hudspeth Directory Company, Santa Fe City Directory, 1940 (El Paso: 
Hudspeth Directory Company, 1940), 333. 
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At some point in the 1930s or ’40s, a house and set of apartments were constructed on 
an empty lot south of what is assumed to have been Refugio’s home. These appear on 
the 1948 Sanborn map as 425 and 425 ½ West San Francisco Street, with the subject 
house again shown without a street address (Figs. 6 & 7). This complicates 
understanding the property’s lineage until Rosina Chavez acquired the subject home.  
 
Rosina’s Home  
 
Rosina Chavez gained the subject property through marriage to Manuel Chavez, 
Refugio’s younger brother.  
 
Rosina was born in Galisteo in 1902 as Eutimia Chavez, the oldest daughter of Margarito 
and Maria Chavez. She grew up in the village where her father was a barber.5 After her 
mother’s death, the family moved to the mining town of Cerrillos. Margarito initially 
worked as a shoemaker, subsequently opening a barber shop.6 Eutimia attended school 
and likely watched over her younger siblings. She later worked as a waitress at the 
town’s hotel.  
 
By the mid-1930s, Eutimia had married Manuel Chavez and moved to the property at 
425 West San Francisco, presumably sharing the building with her sister-in-law, Refugio 
Chavez. They later moved to another property on Alto Street, where her father had 
relocated, but moved back to the Chavez property on West San Francisco Street by 
1942. 
 
The 1944 city lists Eutimia living alone at 425 ½ West San Francisco Street. She was now 
going by the first name Rosina. She worked in the laundry at Bruns Military Hospital on 
Cerrillos Road.7 Her husband, Manuel Chavez, a World War I veteran and carpenter, 
died four years later, on July 2, 1948.  

 
5 U.S. Census Bureau, Year: 1910; Census Place: Galisteo, Santa Fe, New Mexico; Roll: T624_918; Page: 6b; 
Enumeration District: 0230; FHL microfilm: 1374931. 
6 Year: 1920; Census Place: Cerrillos, Santa Fe, New Mexico; Roll: T625_1080; Page: 2A; Enumeration 
District: 133. 
7 Hudspeth Directory Company, Hudspeth Directory Company, Santa Fe City Directory, 1944 (El Paso: 
Hudspeth Directory Company, 1944), 99. 
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The Sanborn map of the same year shows the evolution of property and the subject 
house. It has the same footprint as the building drawn eighteen years earlier, except for 
a frame extension made to the west side of the garage (Fig. 7).  
 
Rosina remarried Alfonso Ruiz, a metal worker, in the early 1950s. Ruiz filed for divorce 
in 1955.8 City directories, however, suggest they remained married, living in the home at 
425 ½ West San Francisco Street until the late 1950s. 
 
An aerial from 1958 captures the house during this period (Fig. 8). By this time, the 
property boundary had extended eastward into the lot where the abutting garage once 
stood. This structure had been demolished and replaced by a small addition set back 
from the core block (Room 4). The west end of the house had received a small volume 
— the space now containing the bathroom (Room 1). In the southeast corner sat a 
separate building, now the garage. 
 
Based on city directories, Rosina continued living on the property, changing her name 
back to Chavez. She worked in several cafeterias, including at Carlos Gilbert Elementary 
and Santa Fe High School. Toward the end of her career, she received training as a 
nurse’s aide, working in that position until the early 1980s.9 
 
In 1986, at the age of 84, Rosina deeded her property to herself and her two nieces.10 
The deed describes a three-room adobe house with a driveway, clearly identifying the 
property in question. Three years later, Rosina and her nieces sold the land to Dona 
Cost.11 After the sale, Rosina moved to California to live with one of her nieces. Rosina 
Eutimia Chavez passed away in 1992 in Chico, California, at the age of 90. Her remains 
were returned to New Mexico, where she now rests in a white marble crypt at Rosario 
Cemetery overlooking U.S. Highway 285. 
 

 
8 “Divorce Suits Filed,” Santa Fe New Mexican, May 3, 1955, 3. 
9 This is based on a review of city directories, from 1963 to 1983. 
10 Quitclaim Deed, Rosina Chavez (Eutimia Chavez) to Rosina Chavez, Irene Herne, and Mary T. Brandau, 

recorded June 6, 1986, Book 552/Page 905, Instrument # 594244, Santa Fe County, New Mexico.  
11 Warranty Deed, Rosina Chavez, Irene Herne, and Mary T. Brandau to Dona J. Cost, recorded September 

27, 1989, Book 660/Page 391, Instrument # Instrument # 594244, Santa Fe County, New Mexico.  
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Changes  
 
Dona Cost had more in mind than buying a small adobe. The North Dakota native had 
also purchased properties holding the house fronting West San Francisco Street, which 
had been converted into a restaurant, as well as the line of apartments and the dwelling 
behind it. Cost renovated these acquisitions into vacation rentals.12  
 
Photographs from this period show Rosina's old house undergoing significant 
renovations. The ceiling of the central room was removed, exposing the vigas, and the 
adobe walls were cut to accommodate new electrical conduit. A room that had 
previously served as the kitchen was converted into a bedroom. Older doors and 
windows were replaced with new ones, and a rustic ramada was installed across the 
façade of the main block. 
 
In 1995, most of Cost’s vacation homes were transformed into the Placita San Francisco 
Compound, a condominium complex. However, Rosina's former house, then addressed 
423 ½ West San Francisco Street, was not converted.  
 
In 2001, Cost transferred ownership of Rosina's renovated home to her daughter, Holly 
Cost, and her husband, José Gutierrez. The house was eventually sold outside the 
family. 
 
 

Evaluation of Historical Status 
 
Due to its hidden location, the Chavez house has been overlooked in previous surveys 
and has apparently never been recorded. However, applying the standard 50-year 
threshold for historic significance, the house qualifies as Contributing, as the current 
ground plan was in place by 1958. As such, both the house and the garage meet the 
criteria for Contributing eligibility. 
 
When considering the appropriate primary façade for the house, a different threshold 
applies. Given that the central block may date from the 1880s and represents a building 

 
12 Amy Cost, telephone conversation with John W. Murphey, February 27, 2025.  
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form and door and window pattern typical of that period (Fig. 10), it seems fitting to 
designate the south elevation of this section (Room 4) as the primary façade.  
 
While the lesser appendages are of age and reflect accretive growth, they do not hold 
the same level of significance as the central block. 
 
The garage’s primary façade seems logically to be the west elevation.  
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Illustrations 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 1: Undated (likely late 1980s) photograph of Rosina Chavez.  
Courtesy of Ellen Yarrell.  
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Figure 2: Hugo Hartmann, “Map of the City of Santa Fe, N.M.,” 1884. 
Highlighted building may be the subject structure.  
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Figure 3: N. L. King, “Map of the City of Santa Fe,” 1912. 
Highlighted lot and house indicated to be owned by Petrilino Pino. Note Trinidad 
Chavez property stood adjacent to the west.  
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Figure 4: 1930 Sanborn Fire Insurance map. Subject property highlighted. 
The property was owned by Refugio Chavez during this period.  
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Figure 5: 1930 Sanborn Fire Insurance map. Subject property highlighted. 
Note what is assumed to be Room 2 was a garage.  
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Figure 6: 1948 Sanborn Fire Insurance map. Subject property highlighted. 
Note development of the of the residence and apartments to the south.  
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Figure 7: 1948 Sanborn Fire Insurance map. Note frame structure where Room 1 
stands today.  
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Figure 8: November 10, 1958, aerial photograph. 
The current building footprint appears to be in place by this time. 
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Figure 9: September 11, 1978, aerial photograph. 
Reverse direction perspective of property. 
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Figure 10: Copy of photograph of what has been described as the original Trinidad 
Chavez House. Courtesy of NMCRIS. 
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Survey Photographs 
(All images taken by John W. Murphey on February 27, 2025) 
 
 
 

  
Photo 2: View down entry drive. Subject property not visible. Camera facing north.  
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Photo 3: Altered former Erwin House, also attributed as the Trinidad Chavez House, 
although this does not appear to be accurate. Camera facing northeast. 
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Photo 4: Residence and apartments constructed between 1930 and 1948. Camera 
facing northeast.  
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Photo 5: Subject property. Camera facing northeast.  
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Photo 6: West end of subject building, holding Rooms 1 and 2. White building to the 
left, replaced the Trinidad Chavez House. Camera facing north.  
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Photo 7: Room 1. Camera facing north.  
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Photo 8: Room 1. Interior showing tile construction behind the plumbing access door. 
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Photo 8: Room 1. Window. Camera facing north.  
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Photo 10: Room 2. Camera facing north.  
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Photo 11: Room 2. Door and window. Camera facing north.  
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Photo 12: Room 2. 1990s renovation photograph. Camera facing west. 
Courtesy of Heidi Cost.  
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Photo 13: Room 2. Interior. Camera facing west.  
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Photo 14: Room 2. Interior, ceiling. 
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Photo 15: Room 3 (Central Block). Camera facing northeast.  
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Photo 16: Exterior exposure of Room 3 at east wall, showing multiple layers of stucco 
and plaster.  
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Photo 16: Room 3. Tin or galvanized metal canale.  
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Photo 17: Room 3. Fenestration pattern. Camera facing north.  
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Photo 18: Room 3. West door. Camera facing north.  
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Photo 19: Room 3. Interior. Camera facing east.  
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Photo 20: Room 3. Installation of kitchen at southwest corner. Camera facing 
southwest. Courtesy of Heidi Cost.  
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Photo 21: Room 3. 1990s renovation photograph. Camera facing southeast. 
Note conduit cuts in the adobe walls, removal of ceiling, and older window and door.  
Courtesy of Heidi Cost.  
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Photo 22: Room 3. Interior ceiling.  
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Photo 23: Room 3. Interior, change of floor coloring and shoe molding.  
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Photo 24: Room 4. Camera facing north.  
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Photo 25: Room 4. Door. Camera facing north.  
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Photo 26: Room 4. East elevation. Camera facing west.  
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Photo 27: Room 4. Interior, frame bathroom enclosure. Camera facing south.  
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Photo 28: Subject building. North elevation at North Guadalupe Street parking lot. 
Camera facing southwest.  
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Photo 29: Room 3. North elevation, viga ends highlighted.  
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Photo 30: Room 2. North elevation. Camera facing southwest.  
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Photo 31: Garage. West elevation. Camera facing east. 
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Photo 32: Garage. North elevation. Camera facing south.  
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Photo 33: Garage. North elevation. Window. Camera facing south.  
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