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Memorandum

To: Members of the Governing Body

From: Theresa Gheen, Assistant City Attorn% /TE %

Via: Kelley Brennan, City Attorney %

Re: Case # 2016-10. Appeal of the Historic Districts Review Board's Decision on
January 26, 2016, Concerning Contributing Historic Property Located at 1379
Canyon Road in the Downtown and Eastside Historic District as Case #H-15-100.
Kurt A. Sommer and Eric Enfield, Agents for Dean and Allyson Rogers, Request
that the Governing Body Rescind the Conditional Approval to Install a Vehicular

Gate With Fenestration.
Date: April 6, 2016 for the April 13, 2016 Meeting of the Governing Body
L. THE APPEAL

On February 8, 2016, Dean and Allyson Rogers (Applicants or_Appellants) filed a
Verified Appeal Petition (Petition) appealing the January 26, 2016 Decision (the Decision) by
the Historic Districts Review Board (HDRB) conditionally approving the replacement of a
vehicle gate at 1379 Upper Canyon Road, provided it had some visibility at the top. (Petition
with attachments is provided as Exhibit A).

II. HISTORY

1379 Upper Canyon Road, known as the Belloli House, is a listed contributing building
built in 1936 in the Downtown and Eastside Historic District with the south elevation designated
as primary. In 1988, the garage underwent a major remodel and the vehicle gate at the south
street frontage yardwall was installed facing Canyon Road.

On October 27, 2015, the HDRB postponed action pending redesign of Applicants’
application to replace the existing vehicle gate in the same location which has an inverted arch,
or U-shape at the top, and the same opening dimensions (15 wide). (See Exhibit B, 10/27/15
Staff Report; id. p. 10, 20; Exhibit C, 10/27/15 Minutes; Exhibit D, 11/10/15 Corrections to
Minutes) The existing vehicle gate provides visibility through the inverted arch, with the lowest
point in the center at 5’ 6, reaching a height of 8’ on each side. The proposed design did not
have an arch; instead, it was straight across the top at a height of 7° 6”. The current arch
provides a view of the private driveway beyond the gate, and the top of the thick columns and
roof tiles that exhibit the singular stylistic features that supported the original designation of
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contributing status of the residence. At the hearing, Historic Preservation Division (HPD) staff
distributed to the HDRB an email from a neighbor dated 10/23/15 objecting to the design based
on the proposed gate’s uneven appearance. (Exhibit E) HPD staff recommended approval of the
design. During the October 27 hearing, the HDRB commented that the proposed gate was too
complex a design and did not match the rest of the doors visible from the street. (10/27/15
Minutes, p. 24) Lack of visibility (fenestration) in the proposed design was not discussed.

On January 12, 2016, the HDRB heard the Applicants’ proposed redesign, which was an
attempt to correct the complexity and other issues discussed in the prior hearing. Like the design
proposed initially, the redesigned gate was to be straight across the top to a height of 7° 6”. HPD
staff recommended approval of the redesign. (Exhbit F, 1/12/16 Staff Report') The HDRB voted
3 to 1 to approve the redesign, but with the condition of the addition of some visibility at the top
of the gate. (Exhibit G, 1/12/16 Minutes; Exhibit H, 1/26/16 Corrections to Minutes) HDRB
also required that the light fixtures be taken to HPD staff for approval; however, Appellants have
not appealed that condition and it is not a subject of this appeal. ‘

The HDRB approved the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law at its meeting on
January 26, 2016. (Exhibit I, Findings) As a basis for the decision, the Findings specifically
quoted the Wall and Fence Guidelines, which states, “[f]enestrated gates should be encouraged
as opposed to solid gates.” (Id., p. 2; Exhibit J, Guidelines)

HI. BASIS OF APPEAL; ISSUES

Claims: The HDRB’s actions were arbitrary and capricious and not in accordance with law for
the following reasons;

(1) the HDRB did not base its decision on City ordinance;

(2) the intent of the redesign is to match the home’s current gate and fagcade, whereas gate
fenestration would make the gate visually inconsistent with other existing gates on the
property; and

(3) gate fenestration would not provide visibility to the historic part of the property.

IV. RELIEF SOUGHT

Appellants ask the Governing Body to grant their appeal, vacate the HDRB’s decision and
approve the redesigned vehicle gate without the requirement of fenestration.

V. ISSUE RAISED BY THE APPEAL; ANALYSIS
Claim 1: The HDRB did not base its decision on City ordinance.

Appellants argue that the HDRB erred in that the condition for gate fenestration is not based on
City ordinance. The implication is the HDRB acted arbitrarily or not in accordance with law.

Under SFCC § 14-5.2(C)(3)(a), the HDRB “shall review all applications for . . . alteration . . . in
the historic districts . . . based on the standards set forth in this Section 14-5.2” except where the
City Code provides for review by staff. SFCC § 14-5.2(C)(3)(b) provides in relevant part that
“[t]he historic board may approve an application for alteration . . . on the condition that changes
relating to exterior appearance recommended by it be made in the proposed work.” In other
words, City Code permits the HDRB to review, approve, with or without conditions, or deny, all
or some of a proposed design to assure overall compliance with applicable design standards.

' The HPD staff report dated January 12, 2016, is incorrectly dated October 27, 2015 on page 2 of Exhibit F.
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At least since 1999, when the HDRB adopted its Wall and Fence Guidelines, the HDRB has
encouraged visibility through gates and fences. The Guidelines are consistent with the purpose
and intent of the Historic Districts Ordinance (SFCC §14-5.2). The Guidelines further the goal of
“promot[ing] the economic, cultural and general welfare of the people of the city” and ensuring
“the harmonious, orderly and efficient growth and development of the city . ...” SFCC § 14-
5.2(A)(1). A similar recital is made within the first paragraph of the Guidelines — that the
Guidelines’ purpose and intent are to “promote continuity and harmony of design elements that
compromise the streetscape in the Santa Fe Historic Districts . . . .” The Guidelines later provide
that “[f]enestrated gates should be encouraged as opposed to solid gates.” (Guidelines, p. 2)

That the preference for gate fenestration is not stated in City Code is irrelevant. The HDRB is
generally within its discretion when it requires design elements that further the purpose and
intent of the Historic District Ordinance and that are not in conflict with it. That the specific
condition at issue has been codified in Guidelines in effect for almost seventeen years indicates
the HDRB’s requirement for gate fenestration is not arbitrary. In fact, it is consistent with
HDRB’s long-standing tradition of requiring gate fenestration.

Appellants argue that the HDRB failed to notify them during the first hearing that fenestration
was a consideration in the postponement for redesign. The implication is that the HDRB acted
arbitrarily in raising this consideration for the first time in the second hearing, after Appellants
expended time and financial resources on a redesign. The first proposed gate was of a similar
height as the redesigned gate and also lacked fenestration. In the first hearing, the HDRB
disapproved of the proposal's complexity and lack of harmony with other visible gates. At the
second hearing, several HDRB board members acknowledged that the redesign addressed those
issues.

The legal definition of an “arbitrary and capricious” action is a “willful and unreasonable action,
without consideration and in disregard of facts or circumstances.” McDaniel v. New Mexico Bd.
of Medical Examiners, 1974-NMSC-064, 411, 86 N.M. 447, 449. While Appellants may have
wished the HDRB had not required as a condition some visibility at the top of the gate,
Appellants’ opinion does not mean the HDRB’s actions were done “without consideration” or in
violation of Chapter 14 requirements. Instead, the HDRB, according to the record, collected and
considered many facts in this case; held two public hearings and received oral and written
comment in the matter. The HDRB is not required to inform an applicant of every reason why a
design is disapproved. When a proposed design is made, there may be aspects of the design that
overshadow other aspects. For example, if a proposed wall were to be neon pink, the color might
be clear grounds to require a redesign, while other design aspects, though not addressed, might
also be problematic. To require the HDRB to note every reason for a redesign would
unnecessarily bind its hands to act in the City’s best interest and may lead to unwelcome and
irreversible results.

Regardless as to whether the HDRB acted within its authority, this is a de novo review, pursuant
to SFCC §14-2.2(F). This means that the Governing Body decides based on all the facts after
independently weighing the evidence. The Governing Body may decide that considerations of
efficiency and fairness weigh in favor of vacating the HDRB’s decision and granting the
Appellants’ Petition.

Claim 2: Fenestration would make the gate visually inconsistent with other gates on the
property.
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Appellants argue the HDRB's condition for gate fenestration would not harmonize with the other
gates on their property. As noted above, it is within the HDRB's discretion to determine whether
a proposed design would further the Historic District Ordinance’s general purpose and intent of
harmonious outward appearance. SFCC § 14-5.2(A)(1). Whether an applicant disagrees with the
HDRB's decision on the matter, especially as it relates to other gates on the Applicant’s property
rather than to what is publicly visible, is irrelevant and an insufficient ground for appeal.

Claim 3. Gate fenestration would not provide visibility to the historic part of the property.

It has been the long-standing tradition of the Board to require gate fenestration, after weighing an
applicant’s reasonable privacy interests with the public interest of visibility of stylistic features
of contributing structures. In this case, the visibility would be to the Appellant’s nonhistoric
garage and driveway and to the top of the thick columns and the roof tiles of the contributing
building. There is also no pedestrian walkway along the streetfrontage in question.

On October 14, 2015, the Governing Body ruled on HDRB appeal, Case No. 2015-80, in which
preserving view corridors was a central issue. In the Governing Body’s Findings of Fact, it
noted that “[t]he [District] Court, in Teme, concluded as a matter of law that ‘[n]either the
[HDRB] nor the Council has the power or authority under [Code] as adopted to preserve “view
corridors” . .. ”” (citing Teme, Ltd., a limited partnership, d/b/a The Inn at Loretto v. City of
Santa Fe, et al., First Judicial District Court, D-101-CV-1994-02322 (March 18, 2000) (Teme)).
In Teme, an applicant proposed to construct a retail building next to the historic Loretto Chapel,
which would impair the view of St. Francis Cathedral. The District Court’s opinion in Teme
was based in part on its conclusion that the proposed building would not cause the Loretto
Chapel to lose its historic status and, as noted above, that the Code doesn’t allow the HDRB to
regulate “view corridors.” After considering Teme, the Governing Body granted the appeal to
allow the proposed building, which would partially block the view of a contributing structure,
and found the structure would retain its contributing status and be partially visible elsewhere.

The Code has not changed since the District Court’s decision in 7eme, and according to HPD
staff, the Appellant’s contributing building is unlikely to lose its contributing status even without
visibility through the gate.

If the Governing Body wishes to uphold the HDRB’s decision, it is recommended to do so on the
alternate grounds discussed for Claim 1, namely that the HDRB acted within its discretion in

requiring design elements that further the purpose of and do not conflict with SFCC § 14-5.2.

VL CONCLUSION

Option 1. If the Governing Body concludes the HDRB acted in accordance with law and not
arbitrarily or capriciously, the Governing Body may deny the appeal and affirm the HDRB’s
decision.

Option 2. If the Governing Body concludes the HDRB did not act in accordance with law or
acted arbitrarily or capriciously, the Governing Body may grant the appeal and either (1) approve
the Application without the condition of visibility in the vehicle gate, but maintaining the
requirement for light fixtures to go to staff for review, or (2) remand to the HDRB for further
action in accordance with the direction of the Governing Body.
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“*Two originals of this form must be filed. The Land Use Department Director or his/her designee will enter the date
ang #ime of receiptand initial both originals. See Section 14-3.17(D} SFCC 2001 for the procedure.** :

Appellant Information

Name: Rogers Dean and Allyson -
Last First M1
Address: 1000 Cordova Place . - #455
Street Address i Suite/Unit #
Santa Fe NM 87505
City Stafe ZIP Code
Phone: {505) 820-9299 E-mail Address: deanrogersl957&€sbcglobal .net
Additional Appellant Names: B
Correspondence Directed to: (1 Appellant [X] Agent : [ ] Both
E . Agent Authorization (if applicable) g
We: Dean and Allyson Rogers .
authorize  Kurt A Sommer . and\Erlc: Enfield . __ to act as my/our agent to execute this application.
Signed: J )uw\[/) ‘nwv\ pate: _ 2-4~ b
Signed: W \')Z/\/)\ Date: 2" "\ - I b’
o \_/ Subject of Appeal j

Project Name: 1379 Canyon Road

Applicant or Owner Name:  Dean and Allyson Rogers.

Location of Subject Site: 1379 Canvon Road . -
Case Number: H-15-100 B _ Permit Number (if applicable):
Final Action Appealed:

[ Issuance of Building Permit [T} Other Final Determination of LUD Director
Final Action of Board or
Commission (specify): [T] Planning Commission [T] Board of Adjustment 1 BCD-DRC X HDRB

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001):

The approval included conditions not accepted by applicant -

Basis for
_Appeal: [ ] The facts were incorrectly determined [ 1 Ordinances/laws were violated and/or misrepresented

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken:
HDRB adoption of Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law -~

January 26, 2016

] Check hele if you have ahached a copy of the final act[on that is bemg appealed
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r Description of Harm —]
Describe the harm that would result to you from the action appealed from (attach additional pages if necessary):

The requested design change is not required by the ordinance, and the intent of
the redesigned gate is to match the home's current gates and facade., See attached
Exhibit A of photos and gate designs. Secondly, this gate is not being installed
on the historic portion of the house. Finally, refer to EXhlblt B.

[ - Explain the Basis for Appeal B 1
Please detail the basis for Appeal here (be specific):

See attached Exhibit B,

f- - - Signature and Verification - -~ o0 ]

! hereby certify that the documents submitted for review and consideration by the City of Santa Fe have been prepared to meet the
minimum standards outlined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Failure to meet these standards may result in
the rejection or postponement of my application. | also certify that | have met with the City’s Current Planning staff to verify that the

attached proposal is in co liance W/t /a C/ty s zoning requirements.
Appellant Signature: f /,,,,\,___ L O e, @~ Date D= /G
Z,-’, ( — (¢

(

et

Agent Signature:

A’r"':?bvu\
State of N‘E’W'T\ﬂmw )

Martcopa ) ss.
County of Saﬁm_Fe@
We &M 9& QO(‘J}&!’& ay\& A\\u\SQh W (\Zo@@r& , being first

duly sworn, depose and say: e have read the foreg&ng appeal petitionsind know the contents thereof and
that the same are true to myfour own knowledge.

2

Petitioner/s: )
1]

I ol Olipy
v /

Signature Signature

<

DA A oG A Alifson RO £

Print Name Print Name

Subscribed and sworn to before me this ‘Oi‘day of F%bwr%g

Melynda Marie Pierre-Louis
Notary Public

My commission expires:

Maricopa County, Arizona 041221 '

My Comm. Expires 09-17-18
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EXHIBIT A

Photos of current gates on the Residence and proposed initial and revised gate designs
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EXHIBIT B
Basis for the Appeal

The initial presentation to the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) was on October 27,
2015. Staff recommended approval of the initial design and it was noted by the architect, Eric
Enficld, the garage was built in 1988 and the proposed gate opens onto the court in front of the
non-historic garage. Several of the Board members, among other comments, indicated the
proposed design was not consistent with the streetscape and postponed action on the case and
requested a redesign of the gate. Staff’s presentation did note that the current gate in place
includes a reverse arch design which provides an area of public visibility into the parking court
but no Board member requested in the redesign or in its comments of a concern for lack of
visibility into the property from the initial design nor did they request such an “opening” be
included.

Upon presentation of the revised gate design at the Board’s meeting on January [2, 2016, staff
recommended approval of the redesign and after discussion, the Board approved the design with
“the condition that there is some visibility put in the top part of the gate” despite this requirement
not being included in the initial review by the Board. No recitation to the authority of the Board
to require such an opening was cited.

A request to the City Attorney’s Office for the basis of the Board’s authority to require an
opening, or “fenestration” as they later referred to it, produced a document titled “WALL AND
FENCE GUIDELINES SANTA FE HISTORIC DISTRICTS [ADOPTED 24 AUGUST 1999]
(the “Guidelines”). These Guidelines are not adopted as part of the City’s Land Development
Code nor are the published on the Land Use Department nor the Historic Preservations
Division’s website page. As such, they are not enforceable against the property owner, as they
are merely guidelines,

Additionally, as shown in the photos included as Exhibit A, requiring a gate design with a
“fenestration” would mean that the proposed gate is not visually consistent with other existing
gates on the property.

As noted in the presentations to the Board, the gate is not located on the historic part of the
residence nor does it provide visibility to the historic part of the property.

Finally, the Board’s request for an opening on the gate to provide visibility of a historic property
should not be applicable to the property as there is no sidewalk, public or pedestrian walkways
and therefore the Board’s stated goal to provide some visibility of a historic property is not
achieved. There is no street scape and such a requested change does nothing to add to the historic
ambiance of the property.
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Project description: Architectural Alliance, agent for Dean and Allyson Rogers, owners,
proposes to replace a 15 wide vehicle gate at a height of 7°6” on a contributing

residential property

Case number: H-15-100
Project Type: HDRB

PROJECT LOCATION (S):
PROJECT NAMES:

OW — Dean and Allyson Rogers
Santa Fe, NM 87505

AP — Architectural Alliance
Santa Fe, NM 87505

PROJECT DATA:

HISTORIC DISTRICT {
HISTORIC BUILDING STATUS
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-EAST
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-NORTH
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-SOUTH
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-WEST
HISTORIC DISTRICT INVENTORY NUMBER
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION

PROJECT TYPE (NEW, ADD, ETC.)
USE, EXISTING

USE, PROPOSE

HISTORIC BUILDING NAME

1379 Canyon Road

1000 Corona Place #455
505-820-9299

612 Old Santa Fe Trail

© 505-988-5269

Downtown & Eastside
Contributing
No

No

Yes

No

H-1187

pre 1940
Remodel
Residential
Residential
NA

EXHIBIT
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Gty off Samta e, New Mesdieo |

memo

DATE: October 27, 2015
TO: Historic Districts Review Board Members

FROM: David Rasch, Supervising Planner in Historic Preservation'DF\

CASE # H-15-100 ADDRESS: 1379 Canyon Road
Historic Status: Contributing
Historic District: Downtown & Eastside

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Sequentially):

CITY SUBMITTALS APPLICANT SUBMITTALS
_x__ Case Synopsis __X_Proposal Letter
____ District Standards & Yard wall

& fence standards. ______Vicinity Map
__x___Historic Inventory Form __X__ Site Plan/Floor Plan
_____Zoning Review Sheet __X __Elevations
_____Other: _ X Photographs

_____ Other:

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of this application which complies with Section 14-
5.2(C) Regulation of Contributing Structures, (D)(9) General Design Standards, and (E)
Downtown & Eastside Historic District.




BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

1379 Upper Canyon Road, known as the Belloli House, was constructed in the
Spanish Colonial Revival style in 1936. Major remodeling, including the construction of
a garage in 1988, is present. The building is listed as contributing to the Downtown &
Eastside Historic District and the south elevation is designated as primary.

The applicant proposes to replace a vehicle gate with another vehicle gate in the
same location and opening dimensions in the street frontage yardwall. The existing
bileaf gate has vertical wooden boards in a reverse arch design that creates an area of
public visibility into the parking court. The 15" wide x 7' 6" high replacement gate will
feature wooden boards in a basket-weave design in a dark walnut stain. The gate will
roll behind the yardwall. In addition, the wooden header will be removed and light
fixtures that match existing conditions will be installed.
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ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES: STYLE, MATERIALS, AND CONDITION
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NEW MEXICO HISTORIC BUILDING INVENTORY - SANTA FE ResURVEY 1993 (concluded)
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'NEW MEXICO HISTORIC BUILDING INVENTORY - SANTA FE RESURVEY 1993 (concluded)

IDENTIFICATION
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September 29, 2015

VIA HAND DELIVERY

David Rasch

City of Santa Fe

200 Lincoln

Santa Fe, NM 87501

RE: REVISED 1379 Upper Canyon Rd.

Dear David:

Enclosed you will find our submittal documentation and drawings for the existing residence
located at 1379 Upper Canyon Rd. We propose to remove the existing gate and wooden cover over
the gate at the driveway and install a new gate. The new gate will be finished to match the existing
garage doors, and will be 7°-6” tall. That finish 1s a dark walnut stain.

Thank you for your time and consideration. Please contact us if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Eric P. Enfield, ATA
ARCHITECTURAL ALLIANCE, INC.

Cc: Dean and Allyson Rogers
File

612 Old Santa Fe Trail Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505 505.988.5269 Fax 505.986.1270
email: architecturalalliance@archallinc.com website: www.archallinc.com
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SUMMARY INDEX

HISTORIC DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD

October 27, 2015

ITEM ACTION TAKEN PAGE(S)
B. Roll Call Quorum Present 2
C. Approval of Agenda Approved as amended 2
D. Approval of Minutes

October 13, 2015 Approved as amended 2-3
E. Findings of Fact & Conclusions of Law Approved as amended 3
F.  Communications None 3-4
F. Business from the Floor Comments 4-5
G. Action ltems
1. Case #H-15-085 Approved as presented 5-9
538 East Palace
2. Case #H-12-101 Postponed to next meeting 9-16
401 Old Taos Highway
3. Case #H-15-025 Approved as recommended 16-19
345 Plaza Balentine
4. Case #H-15-099 Approved as recommended 19-22
559 Camino del Monte Sol
5. Case #H-15-100 Postponed to next meeting 22-25
1379 Canyon Road
6. Case #H-15-101 Designated contributing 25-30
433%. West San Francisco Street
| Matters from the Board Comments 30
J. Adjournment Adjourned at 7:57 p.m. 30-31
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There were no other speakers from the public regarding this case.

Action of the Board

Member Roybal moved in Case #H15-099 at 599 Camino del Monte Sol, to approve the application
per staff recommendation. Member Katz seconded the motion.

Member Powell wanted to allow the width to be increased by up to two feet at their discretion.
Member Roybal accepted it as a friendly amendment and the motion passed by unanimous voice

vote.

5. Case #H-15-100. 1379 Canyon Road. Downtown & Eastside Historic District. Architectural Alliance,
agent for Dean and Allyson Rogers, owners, proposes to replace a 15" wide vehicle gate at a height of 7'6”
on a contributing residential property. (David Rasch).

Mr. Rasch gave the staff report as follows:

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

1379 Upper Canyon Road, known as the Belloli House, was constructed in the Spanish Colonial
Revival style in 1936. Major remodeling, including the construction of a garage in 1988, is present. The
building is listed as contributing to the Downtown & Eastside Historic District and the south elevation is
designated as primary.

The applicant proposes to replace a vehicle gate with another vehicle gate in the same location
and opening dimensions in the street frontage yardwall. The existing bileaf gate has vertical wooden
boards in a reverse arch design that creates an area of public visibility into the parking court. The 15" wide
x 7' 6" high replacement gate will feature wooden boards in a basket-weave design in a dark walnut stain.
The gate will roll behind the yardwall. In addition, the wooden header will be removed and light fixtures that
match existing conditions will be installed.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of this application which complies with Section 14-5.2(C) Regulation of
Contributing Structures, (D)(9) General Design Standards, and (E) Downtown & Eastside Historic District.

Mr. Rasch said the garage was built in 1988 so it is non-historic and the gate will open into the court in
front of it.

Questions to Staff

Chair Rios asked if Mr. Rasch knew the age of the gate there now.

Historic Districts Review Board October 27, 2015 Page 22



Mr. Rasch didn’t know.

Chair Rios said apparently it was in harmony with the other gates and asked him to tell the Board more
about that.

Mr. Rasch showed the existing gate with the reverse arch and clavos. He showed the other gates on the
property with clavos.

Member Katz asked how old the yard wall is.
Mr. Rasch said it was historic and this was built later to match the historic part.

Applicant’s Presentation

Mr. Eric Enfield (previously sworn) said the wall was built in 1988, including the gate, and there is a cap
over the gate that he proposed to remove which would reduce the height of the gate. The Board previously
approved this design. You can see that the garage doors were built on the property with the recent addition.

Mr. Rasch said it is shown on page 17.

Mr. Enfield said his client is trying to match the garage doors with the gate. The enclosure over the gate is
9’ high with wood shingles. They are tearing that off and simplifying it. The pedestrian gate there was also built
in 1988. The gate that wasn't built in 1988 is at the entrance and was actually the carriage entrance into the
courtyard and opens all the way. That is the only original gate. And then the guest house on the other side to
the east was also an addition in 1988. And that has a gate with clavos on it. So the only original gate for this
house is the central gate in middle of the wall. And the wall for the garage that steps down was built in 1988.

The letter from the neighbors [attached as Exhibit 1] was confusing to him. They thought was part of the
historic wall but it isn’t. It was actually added in 1988, They talk about the appearance not matching the historic
Santa Fe wall. But the portion where they were putting the gate on is not historic. When he came to the Board
with this addition, it required some negotiation with those same neighbors that sent the letter to make sure he
had no visibility and didn't impact their view of the river canopy and that his addition was lower than anything in
front. And they also wanted him to site the solar panels so they were not visible from their front porch. What is
surprising is that they never communicated with him about the letter. This was the first time he saw the letter.
In addition to talking about the historic wall which isn't, they also talked about the wooden boards for the gate
way being different because he didn’'t have the vertical strips but this gate matches the garage doors that were
previously approved by the Board. That design matches the original front door of the Gloey Mansion design.
So there is historical integrity with the design. That is what the front doors look like when walking into the
courtyard. He used that for the garage gates, for the front doors to the new addition in the back. They talked
about eliminating the metal nails that are part of the design of the current gate and match some of the
pedestrian entrances and the large shuttered window. But the two entrances of the three pedestrian gates are
from 1988. He wouldn't mind putting clavos on them but the original door didn’t have them.

The light sconce is actually based on the historic design inside the courtyard. The neighbors are also
concerned about light bleed but by code he is required to shield the light source which he planned on doing
because the sconces actually have mica in them so they will have a soft glow. There are few occupied houses
without lights showing on that street.
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He was not sure why they didn't show up at the meeting and they didn’t contact him.

He guessed they wanted to write the letter but not discuss it with him. That was unfortunate because his
clients have been good neighbors. Itisn't a major thing to replace this gate. He hoped the Board drove by and
saw the quality of those doors. He believed the gate does meet the ordinance.

Questions to the Applicant

Chair Rios asked what the height of new gate was.

Mr. Enfield said itis 7' 6"

Chair Rios asked how high the inverted arch was on the old gate.
Mr. Enfield said it is about 5’ 6”.

Member Katz said, “You don’t see the garage doors. You see all the other doors. The current gate
matches everything you see as you drive by. But what you are proposing doesn’t match the rest of the doors.

Why is that a good idea? If you drive by, you wouldn't see the doors.”
Mr. Enfield didn’t know what the reason to see in is.

Member Katz said he was trying to point out that driving by you wouldn’t see those gates at he garage and

you would see the pedestrian gate to the left , you would see the main pedestrian entrance, you would see the
other pedestrian entrance that is to the right and they all match the current gate.

Mr. Enfield said the inverted arch with metal grill on top doesn’'t match anything except the clavos.
Member Katz thought the pattern of the wood will match better.

Member Biedscheid asked if the end of the primary stops at the wall

Mr. Enfield said that is the 1988 addition.

Public Comment

Ms. Beninato (previously sworn) said she appreciated that the proposed entry gate near the gate is not in
a historic wall but questioned whether it is harmonious with the streetscape. She thought it is very distracting
and a vertical design would be more in keeping. Even though slightly lower, it doesn't feel as open as the other
one. She would urge a more vertical design that is more in keeping. Even though the doors meet the design
on the interior, a more simple exterior but opening into complexity and it didn't necessarily replicate the
architect’s intention and they couldn’t tell what that really was but a simpler design would be more in keeping.

_ Chair Rios agreed with Member Katz that the existing gate is more compatible with the existing gate there

Jnow.
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Member Bayer asked Mr. Rasch to show what the main pedestrian gate looked like that was on page 12.
Mr. Rasch showed the picture and that of the other gates.

Mr. Enfield commented on the design. The client really likes the entry door design so he designed the gate
to match the front door. If the Board approved the design with the condition that he removed the subject
confusing center horizontal and vertical pieces and turned it simply into a 15 panel gate with vertical wood
instead of including the more complex design, that is part of the original house but isn't visible, then that would
be more compatible with the verticality the Board is looking for and he would try to convince his client o acceptw

“the change.

Action of the Board

Member Katz moved in Case #H-15-100 at 1379 Canyon Road, finding that the proposed design is not
compatible with the streetscape and with the other doors and gates on this property and therefore would move
to deny the application. The motion died for lack of a second.

Member Roybal moved in Case #H-15-100 at 1379 Canyon Road, to approve the application with the
condition that as proposed by the architect, the center part would be changed to be more vertical. The motion
died for lack of a second.

Member Katz moved to postpone Case #H-15-100 to the next available meeting pending a redesign.
Member Roybal seconded the motion and it passed by a 3-2 majority vote with Member Powell and
Member Biedscheid dissenting.

Mr. Katz excused himself from the meeting and left.
6. Case #H-15-101. 433%. West San Francisco Street. Westside-Guadalupe Historic District. Peter

Buehner, agent/owner, requests a historic status review of a contributing and non-statused residential
structures. (David Rasch).

Mr. Rasch gave the staff report as follows:

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

633 %2 West San Francisco Street is a lot that is located down a private driveway from the public
way and it contains three free-standing residential structures (A, B, and C respectively traveling north, see
aerial map). Unit A is listed as contributing to the Westside-Guadalupe Historic District. Units B and C do
not have historic statuses assigned.

The Historic Cultural Property Inventories (HCPI) included with this report are:
1985 for all 3 structures: 1996 Unit A; 2015 Unit A; 1996 Unit B; 2015 Unit B; 1996 Unit C; and 2015 Unit C.

The 1984 HCPI form estimates the date of construction for the three structures as A-1933-39; B-

1939-43; and C-post 1945, Unit A is recommended for contributing historic status and Units B and C for
non-contributing status due to non-historic age at that time.
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MINUTES OF THE

CITY OF SANTA FE

HISTORIC DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD

November 10, 2015
A. CALL TO ORDER

A regular meeting of the City of Santa Fé Historic Districts Review Board was called to order by Chair
Cecilia Rios on the above date at approximately 5:30 p.m. in the Nambé Room at the Civic Conference
Center, Santa F¢é, New Mexico.

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

MEMBERS PRESENT:
Ms. Cecilia Rios, Chair
Ms. Meghan Bayer

Ms. Jennifer Biedscheid
Mr. Edmund Boniface
Mr. William Powell

Mr. Buddy Roybal

MEMBERS EXCUSED:
Mr. Frank Katz, Vice Chair

OTHERS PRESENT:

Ms. Theresa Gheen, Assistant City Attorney

Mr. David Rasch, Historic Planner Supervisor

Ms. Lisa Martinez, Land Use Department Director
Ms. Lani McCulley, Historic Preservation Staff
Mr. Carl Boaz, Stenographer

NOTE: All items in the Committee packet for all agenda items are incorporated herewith by
reference. The original Committee packet is on file in the Historic Planning Department.

C. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Historic Districts Review Board Minutes November 10, 2015 Page 1
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Member Roybal moved to approve the agenda as presented. Member Boniface seconded the
motion and it passed by unanimous voice vote.

D. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: October 27, 2015
Member Biedscheid requested the following corrections to the minutes:
On page 14, 2" paragraph, 2 sentence should say, Aif the motion is for partial demolition.@
On page 25, under Questions to the Applicant, tenth line, insert Afagade@ after Aprimary.@
On page 30, last paragraph before Action of the Board, two references should be 1996, not 1966.

In the next sentence, replace Aphoto@ with Abuilding at 433 rear and at the end of the sentence it should
read, Aas part of the compound with very similar simple detail.@

On page 30 in the motion, it should say Member Katz was not present for the vote.
Chair Rios requested the following changes to the minutes:
On page 7, 31 paragraph from the bottom substitute Aasked@ for Asaid. @
\ On page 24, 3 paragraph under Questions to the Applicant, insert 2of the gate was...a
) In the 7t paragraph, Member Katz said in the first sentence insert Athe@ for Ahe.@
In the last sentence, the second Agate@ should be Agates,@ not Agate.@
Ms. Gheen requested changes on the summary index.

401 Old Taos Highway was approved with conditions and 535 East Palace was approved as
recommended.

Member Roybal moved to approve the minutes of October 27, 2015 as amended. Member Powell
seconded the motion and it passed by majority voice vote with all voting in the affirmative except
Member Boniface who abstained.

E. FINDINGS OF FACT & CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Case #H-15-085, 538 East Palace Case #H-12-101, 401 Old Taos Highway
Case #H-15-025, 345 Plaza Balentine Case #H-15-099, 559 Camino del Monte Sol

Historic Districts Review Board Minutes November 10, 2015 Page 2
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Case #H-15-100, 1379 Canyon Road Case #H-15-101, 4332 West San Francisco Street

There were no requested changes from the Board.

Member Biedscheid moved to approve the findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law as
presented. Member Roybal seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice vote.

F. COMMUNICATIONS

There were no communications.

G. BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR

Present and sworn was Ms. Stefanie Beninato, P.O. Box 1601, Santa Fe, who said she again wanted to
bring out to the Board the problems she sees on getting recommendations from staff. The Case Law clearly
says that all witnesses in an administrative hearing have to be under oath and doesn’t say except for staff
members. And the City Ordinance requires all witnesses who testify in front of a quasi-judicial hearing to
also be under oath. “l know that you, Chair Rios, would like to think that you are the universe in that the City
Council is willing to look only at what you, the Board, decide. But if you actually listen to them and listen to
what you are doing, they divide you and the staff and they have gone with the staff's recommendation, not
your recommendations. So | know that you might want to argue with me but | would appreciate it If you do that
off-line rather than on-line. Because | think if you want to have people participate in this process, you don=t
then try to jump all over them in their comments from the floor. So again, my suggestion that staff doesn’t
make recommendations; that they simply tell you that the application is compete and that if you are going to
have them testify to facts as to what is in an application; whether it does things more than just to meet the
submittal requirements, that you put that person under oath. And if precedent is referred to, that case has to
be entered into the record, it can't just be referenced as you know there was precedent. And most of you
don=t even have any institutional memory as to precedent and so it would be meaningless to you to be
referencing cases that you don=t have in front of you. They are not part of the record. And again, these are all
bases for appeals. | am not trying to be critical of any particular person. I'm just hoping the Board can operate
more efficiently, legalese sustainably so that your decisions are not overturned when the City Council B and
they love to do this B divide you and the staff. Because your staff is getting off on saying, my opinion is not the
one that counts; it is the Council's vote that counts. They are the ones that are the experts that you put on the
Board. It is their decision that counts. If the staff said that, it would be a different story.”

There were no other speakers from the public.

H. ACTIONITEMS

1. Case #H-15-077. 829 West Manhattan Avenue. Westside-Guadalupe Historic District. Jan
Jayet, owner/agent, requests an historic status review of a contributing accessory structure,
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RASCH, DAVID A.

From: . ellen dupuy <dupuy.ej@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, October 23, 2015 11:26 AM

To: RASCH, DAVID A,; Bill Dupuy

Subject: Fwd: Objections to plans for 1379 Canyon Road
David Rasch

Historic Preservation Division
City of Santa Fe

Re: the Historic Design Review Board hearing on "gateway" construction changes at 1379 Canyon Road, to be
heard October 27, we have these objections: ”

The elevation drawing as submitted presents design concepts substantially different from the existing
"gateway:" These concepts differ significantly from the current design and would present an uneven
appearance along the entire length of an historic Santa Fe wall for the following reasons:

a. The proposal depicts wood boards for the gateway placed in a design pattern substantially different from
the vertical strips used on the current gate, a design also used identically now on the several pedestrian
entrances.

b. The submitted proposal eliminates the "metal studs" that are part of the design of the current gateway and
which now match the metal studs on the several pedestrian entrances and a large shuttered window.

c. The submitted proposal includes two exterior light sconces on either side of the "gateway," a concept that
does not exist in the current design. Light sconces also do not exist anywhere else along historic wall.

As for a non-historic issue, as neighbors directly across the street from the proposed new light sconces, we fear
the exterior lights could be left on at all hours of the night, presenting us with additional light pollution. They
have many lights on in their interior courtyard which we see on all through the night.

Thank you and the HDRB for considering these objections.

Sincerely,

Bill and Ellen Dupuy
1380 Canyon Road
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Project description: Architectural Alliance, agent for Dean and Allyson Rogers, owners,

proposes to replace a 15’ wide vehicle gate at a height of 7°6” on a contributing

residential property

Case number; H-15-100
Project Type: HDRB

PROJECT LOCATION (S):
PROJECT NAMES:

OW — Dean and Allyson Rogers
Santa Fe, NM 87505

AP — Architectural Alliance
Santa Fe, NM 87505

PROJECT DATA:

HISTORIC DISTRICT

HISTORIC BUILDING STATUS
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-EAST
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-NORTH
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-SOUTH
PUBLICLY VISIBLE FACADE-WEST
HISTORIC DISTRICT INVENTORY NUMBER
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION

PROJECT TYPE (NEW, ADD, ETC.)
USE, EXISTING

USE, PROPOSE

HISTORIC BUILDING NAME

1379 Canyon Road

1000 Corona Place #455
505-820-9299

612 Old Santa Fe Trail
505-988-5269

Downtown & Eastside
Contributing
No

No

Yes

No

H-1187

pre 1940
Remodel
Residential
Residential

NA
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Gty off Samta I, New Mesdico |

memao

DATE: October 27, 2015
TO: Historic Districts Review Board Members

FROM: David Rasch, Supervising Planner in Historic Preservation D (&

CASE # H-15-100 ADDRESS: 1379 Canyon Read
Historic Status: Contributing
Historic District: Downtown & Eastside

REFERENCE ATTACHMENTS (Seqguentially):

CITY SUBMITTALS APPLICANT SUBMITTALS

X __ Case Synopsis x__Proposal Letter

District Standards & Yard wall

& fence standards. _____Vicinity Map
__X___Historic Inventory Form __x__ Site Plan/Floor Plan
_____Zoning Review Sheet __x__Elevations
____Other: __Xx _Photographs

_____ Other:

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of this application which complies with Section 14-
5.2(C) Regulation of Contributing Structures, (D)(9) General Design Standards, and (E)
Downtown & Eastside Historic District.




BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

1379 Upper Canyon Road, known as the Belloli House, was constructed in the
Spanish Colonial Revival style in 1936. Major remodeling, including the construction of
a garage in 1988, is present. The building is listed as contributing to the Downtown &
Eastside Historic District and the south elevation is designated as primary.

On October 27, 2015, the Board postponed action on an application to replace a
vehicle gate with another vehicle gate in the same location and opening dimensions in

the street frontage yardwall pending redesign.

Now, the applicant proposes to remove the existing vehicle gate. The gate will
be 7' 6" high x 15" wide and finished to match the garage doors behind the gate in dark
walnut stained wood. The gate will roll behind the yardwall. In addition, the wooden

header will be removed and light fixtures that match existing conditions will be instailed.
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November 23, 2015

VIA HAND DELIVERY
David Rasch
City of Santa Fe
200 Lincoln
Santa Fe, NM 87501

RE: REVISED 1379 Upper Canyon Rd.

HDRB Case Number H-15-100
Dear David:

Per the letter from you referencing the Board meeting on October 27, 2015, enclosed you
will find our revised drawings for a proposed new gate at the existing residence located at 1379
Upper Canyon Rd. We propose to remove the existing gate and wooden cover over the gate at the
driveway and install a new gate. The new gate will be finished to match the existing garage doots,
and will be 7°-6” tall. That finish is a dark walnut stain.

Thank you for your time and consideration. Please contact us if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Eric P. Enfield, ATA
ARCHITECTURAL ALLIANCE, INC.

Cc: Dean and Allyson Rogers
File

612 Old Santa Fe Trail Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505 505.988.5269 Fax 505.986.1270
email: architecturalalliance@archallinc.com website: www.archallinc.com
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1. Case #H-15-100. 1379 Canyon Road. Downtown & Eastside Historic District. Architectural
Alliance, agent for Dean and Allyson Rogers, owners, proposes to replace a 15’ wide
vehicle gate at a height of 7’6” on a contributing residential property. (David Rasch).

Mr. Rasch gave the staff report as follows:

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

1379 Upper Canyon Road, known as the Belloli House, was constructed in the Spanish Colonial
Revival style in 1936. Major remodeling, including the construction of a garage in 1988, is present. The
building is listed as contributing to the Downtown & Eastside Historic District and the south elevation is
designated as primary.

On October 27, 2015, the Board postponed action on an application to replace a vehicle gate with
another vehicle gate in the same location and opening dimensions in the street frontage yardwall pending
redesign.

Now, the applicant proposes to remove the existing vehicle gate. The gate will be 7' 6" high x 15' wide
and finished to match the garage doors behind the gate in dark walnut stained wood. The gate will roll
behind the yardwall. In addition, the wooden header will be removed and light fixtures that match existing
conditions will be installed. '

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of this application which complies with Section 14-5.2(C) Regulation of
Contributing Structures, (D)(9) General Design Standards, and (E) Downtown & Eastside Historic District.

Questions to Staff

Member Katz asked if Mr. Rasch took a picture of what one could see through the current gate.

Mr. Rasch didn't.

Member Boniface asked what the allowable wall height is on that street.

Mr. Rasch referred to page 12 and said regarding the maximum wall height thét Staff did not do a
height calculation but the Board has usually allowed vehicle gates to harmonize with existing or adjacent

walls.

Member Boniface noted the application said the light fixtures would match existing fixtures but there
are no photographs of existing light fixtures.

Mr. Rasch thought that design was shown on pages six and seven.

Historic Districts Review Board January 12, 2016 Page 4
EXHIBIT
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Member Boniface thought those were the lights on the neighbor's property.

Chair Rios said they could ask the applicant.

Member Katz noted that the picture on page 12 showed some columns. He asked if that looked like
the original study that was the basis for getting the basis for the application. The columns shown are an

important part of the building and asked if his statement was correct.

Mr. Rasch agreed. It also reveals the tiles which are both Spanish Colonial attributes of this
contributing building.

Chair Rios asked how much taller the proposed gate will be than the existing one.
Mr. Rasch thought it would match the wall height.
Chair Rios thought it is taller than the existing gate.

Mr. Rasch added that it doesn’t have that “swoop.”

Applicant’s Presentation

Mr. Eric Enfield, 612 Old Santa Fé Trail was sworn.
Regarding the lighting question, he had a photograph, that showed the original wrought iron fixture that

was designed by Mr. Belloli. It is inside the courtyard. He looked for a photograph he had taken that could
not find it. Be said it was supposed to be in the packet.

Questions to the Applicant

Chair Rios asked him if the proposed fee is higher than the existing gate.

Mr. Enfield said it is not.

Member Katz thought it looked to be shorter.

Mr. Enfield agreed that it is shorter by a little bit. The highest point of the gate is a cap over the gate

that is about nine and half feet high. He is proposing to remove that. The gate he is proposing is 7'6" high.
The difference is that the other gate is 8 feet high at the top of the swoop.

Mr. Enfield clarified regarding the historic nature of this house, that nothing that can be seen through
the gate is historic. Itis all new construction that was done in the 1970s. Those columns are not original;
the tile is not original; the building is not original. It was done in the 1970s by Victor Johnson. So none of

Historic Districts Review Board January 12, 2016 Page 5
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that is the historic portion of the house. The historic portion of the house does not even start at that.

Mr. Enfield pointed it out on the displayed drawings. He said he did the wall is new so the gate is not at
a historic portion of the wall. He explained that when the last addition was built, they stockpiled some of the
old tile to be used in the future. They are also making custom tiles to match the old historic tiles exactly in
size, shape, and color, including variation of color. So the tiles that are beyond the gate are also new from
two years ago.

Chair Rios asked Mr. Enfield why the owner wants a solid gate as opposed to a portion being see-
through.

Mr. Enfield said that's what the owner told him to do. He pointed out that when he was before the
board last time, there was no discussion about whether it was solid or not. The Board said that it was over
detailed and asked him to simplify the design. The Board also suggested that he consider what was done
adjacent on both sides of this property. And that was why he came back with a simplified design. It is
basically for panels.

Public Comment

Ms. Stefanie Beninato, P.O. Box1601, was sworn. She appreciated that the architect came back and
simplified the gate. However, it does visually stop you. It would be more visually enticing to invite your eye
to go into the yard. The squareness of it really blocks; it keeps you out rather than invites you in.

Ms. Nicoletta Monroe, 701 Dunlap Street, was sworn. She said this is her first meeting with the Historic
Review Board. She said her first impressions of the drawings might be incorrect because she could not
see a photograph of the new gates. She could only see the old gate. To her, it did not look like Santa Fe
style. It looks like it is Italianate or something ornate. While it might be attractive and beautiful, it looks like
something that belongs in Bel Air in California. It doesn't look like something in Santa Fe. She agreed with
Ms. Beninato that details of the home should be attractive and inviting, especially the gate should have
some type of importance. She said on Dunlap Street where she lives there are some heavily designed
gates that are ugly. They are like imposing with eight or 9 feet tall beams, flanked by another beam. And
they overpower the house that they are in front of and they are hideous. This could be gorgeous. But she
could not tell because she did not have a visual reference. She asked if the architect had a photo of this
date.

Mr. Enfield said he did not.
Ms. Monroe asked him if he was referencing another home.

Mr. Enfield said he was not. He indicated it was similar to a gate, two homes to the left of it. He made
further statements which were inaudible.

Historic Districts Review Board January 12, 2016 Page 6
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Ms. Monroe said she understood and then saw a photo. She asked Mr. Enfield if that was the gate he
is building or not. She asked him how many gates were on this street.

Member Katz said it is not appropriate for the public to be asking the applicant questions.

Chair Rios asked the City Attorney to comment on this, in reference to her line of questioning towards
the architect.

Ms. Gheen asked Ms. Monroe to please address her questions to the Board and the Board will
respond.

Ms. Monroe said the comment might not even be relevant because it could be that his choice is fine
and it does conform to Santa Fe style. But she would be afraid to mix these styles like Italianate or
something more ornate that belongs in another community and it might be very beautiful and another
community. Here, we have to be more reserved.

There were no other speakers from the public regarding this case.

Chair Rios said in reference to this application, that she thought the submittal is rather simplistic,
which, for Santa Fe, is very appropriate. She asked him to submit the visual to Mr. Rasch as part of the
application.

Member Roybal thought the gate was beautiful.
Mr. Enfield made several other comments away from the microphone and were not audible.

Member Katz commented that it has been his experience while on the Board, to not have solid gates
that block a view of the interior of the building. And he understood that to be somewhat of a balancing
issue if this were the gate to the living courtyard in front of the building where they would be sitting outside
and such, he could understand that. But this is a gate basically to the garage, driveway. So he thought it
was appropriate to require that there be some openness in the top part of the gate to provide a glimpse
provided now with the swoop. It could just be windows in the top part of each of the panels, which he
thought would achieve that.

Member Katz wondered how other members of the Board feel about that.

Member Boniface tended to agree with him. The fact that this is not a private area would allow for
some type of public viewing of that space. He actually found that the singularity of these columns, the
uniqueness of this building... Every time that he has given by this house in the upper canyon area, it has
always intrigued him. It is so different. So he would like to see a little more of what is behind there. He
doesn't like the swoop and would like to see something that has a little more openness to it. He suggested
maybe some type of pickets or T is within the data itself.

Historic Districts Review Board January 12, 2016 Page 7
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Action of the Board

Member Roybal moved in Case #H15-100 at 1379 Canyon Road, to approve per staff
recommendation of the submitted gate. The motion died for lack of a second.

Member Katz made a motion in Case #H15-100 at 1379 Canyon Road to approve the gate on the
condition that there is some visibility put in the top part of the gate — not even as much as a third in
each of the panels.

Member Boniface seconded the motion and requested a friendly amendment that the light
fixtures be taken to staff. Member Katz accepted the amendment as friendly.

The motion resulted in a 2-1 voice vote with Member Roybal dissenting.
Chair Rios asked if she needed to vote.
Mr. Rasch said she could vote against it to kill the motion but that was the only way she could vote.

Mr. Boaz disagreed. He indicated that with two of four members voting in favor, it was not a majority of
_ Board members present but that if she voted in favor, the motion would pass by majority vote.

Chair Rios voted in favor of the motion and it passed by majority voice vote.

Mr. Enfield had a question on procedure. His client told him he was taking this to City Council and
asked if he could appeal an approval based on the condition of approval.

Mr. Rasch said he could.
Mr. Enfield said it is going to City Council because his client doesn’t agree with the condition.

Mr. Enfield reminded the Board that the last time he came with this case, the Board had specifically
said the Board felt the gate was overdesigned and told him to come back with a simplified design. There
was no discussion about having to have a see-through in the gate. The only time that has ever come into
the Board's conversations, and Mr. Rasch confirmed it with him, is when it is a contributing or significant
structure behind the gate and the Board doesn’t want to shield historic details. That is the precedent that
he heard from the Board before. So he was surprised. There is nothing in the Code that says the gate has
to be see-through.

Chair Rios said the Board has been recommending that to applicants whenever they have tall gates to
make it more friendly by having a portion of them be see-through.

Mr. Enfield said “recommending” but...
Chair Rios said that is part of the motion in reference to the suggestions that were made when he was

before the Board last time.
Historic Districts Review Board January 12, 2016 Page 8
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Mr. Enfield said he did simplify the gate.

Chair Rios said that doesn’'t mean the Board is going to point out every solitary thing, exactly how he
should design it, because that is on the applicant.

Mr. Enfield said it made it hard for him to respond, if there is a new set of comments when coming into
the second meeting.

Member Katz said Mr. Enfield has obviously discussed this with his client since he was so clear that he
is appealing this requirement. This is not a surprise regarding this requirement of openness.

Mr. Enfield said it is a surprise because he has never had the Board do it except on a historic structure
before.

2. Case #H-16-002A. 450 Camino Monte Vista. Downtown & Eastside Historic District.
McDowell Fine Homes, agents for Joe Esposito, owner, requests historic status reviews
and primary elevation designations if applicable for a contributing residential structure and
two non-statused accessory structures. (David Rasch).

Mr. Rasch gave the staff report as follows:

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

450 Camino Monte Vista is a single-family residential structure that was constructed before 1949 in the
Spanish-Pueblo Revival style. The rectangular building features rounded and battered walls, exposed
wooden headers, an inset portal on the north, a sculpted fireplace and chimney on the west, and historic
windows. The north elevation garage door has been sensitively infilled. A series of three additions have
greatly expanded the footprint and a Cultural Properties Inventory from 2007 suggests a range of dates for
the additions without substantiating the source of the estimated dates. A 1966 aerial image of the property
shows that the east and south additions were in place by that time, while the last addition on the south is
not of historic construction date. The building is listed as contributing to the Downtown & Eastside Historic
District. Primary elevations have not been established.

Two free-standing sheds on the south side of the residence do not appear on the aerial image and are
therefore of non-historic date of construction. These structures have no historic status designation.

The applicant requests historic status designations with primary elevations, if applicable.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Board designate the original north and west fagades of the residence as
primary and the two non-historic free-standing accessory structures as non-contributing. Staff defers to the
Historic Districts Review Board January 12, 2016 Page 9
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MINUTES OF THE

CITY OF SANTA FE

HISTORIC DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD

January 26, 2016
A. CALL TO ORDER

A regular meeting of the City of Santa Fé Historic Districts Review Board was called to order by Ms.
Cecilia Rios, Chair, on the above date at approximately 5:30 p.m. in the City Council Chambers at City
Hali, Santa Fé, New Mexico.

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

MEMBERS PRESENT:
Ms. Cecilia Rios, Chair
Mr. Frank Katz, Vice Chair
Ms. Meghan Bayer

Ms. Jennifer Biedscheid
Mr. Edmund Boniface

Mr. William Powell

Mr. Buddy Roybal

MEMBERS EXCUSED:

OTHERS PRESENT:

Mr. David Rasch, Historic Planner Supervisor

Ms. Sobia Sayeda, Planner Technician Senior
Ms. Theresa Gheen, Assistant City Attorney

Ms. Lisa Martinez, Land Use Department Director
Mr. Carl Boaz, Stenographer

NOTE: All items in the Committee packet for all agenda items are incorporated herewith by
reference. The original Committee packet is on file in the Historic Planning Department.

C. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Historic Districts Review Board January 26, 2016 Page 1
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Mr. Rasch said Case #2 at 547 Hillside is postponed due to zoning problems.

No motion was made to approve the Agenda.

D. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: January 12, 2016
Chair Rios requested the following changes to the minutes:

On page 2, she did not make the motion. Member Roybal volunteered to be the maker of the motion.
[Stenographer’s note: Actually no one made the motion but Member Boniface seconded it.]

On page 3, 10t paragraph should read, “Chair Rios thanked Mr. Rasch for another very informative
presentation, stating presentations are beneficial to the Board and the public.”

On page 5, under Questions to the Applicant, where it should read, “Chair Rios asked the applicant if
the proposed gate is higher than existing gate.”

On page 8, the 13t paragraph should read, “Chair Rios said the Board has been recommending that
tall gates have see-throughs, making the gates more friendly and more inviting. Then it says Mr. Enfield
said recommending but should say “... was used in the Board's previous motion.”

On page 24, 2nd paragraph it should read, “Chair Rios was questioning whether there is a law that
realtors must be inform property owners of the property’s historic status.”

Member Boniface requested the following change to the minutes:

On page 7, last sentence it should say “pickets or latillas within the gate itself.”

Member Roybal moved to approve the minutes of January 12, 2016 as amended. Member
Boniface seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice vote except Member Biedscheid
abstained.

E. FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Case #H-15-100. 1379 Canyon Road.

Case #H-16-002A. 450 Camino Monte Vista.

Case #H-16-003. 425 Sandoval Street,

Case #H-16-004. 311 East Palace Avenue.

Case #H-16-005. 202 Chapelle Street.

Member Katz moved to approve the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law as presented.
Member Roybal seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice vote except that Member
Historic Districts Review Board January 26, 2016 Page 2
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Biedscheid and Member Powell abstained.

F. BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR

Mr. John Eddy, 227 East Palace Avenue was sworn. He inquired about the status of the Hinojos house
on Palace Avenue which has had a lot of recent activity there. He asked for the status of the current permit
there and the work that is ongoing. He clarified that, although a member of the Old Santa Fe Association,
he is not appearing or testifying for OSFA but reminded the Board that they have a very strong interest in
that house and will be watching it closely and excited that new owner is undertaking a restoration of it.

Member Katz said he, too, was wondering if that project would come through the Board as they restore
it.

Mr. Rasch reported that shortly after the building was damaged by fire, he gave administrative
approval to rebuild the damaged areas in-kind so that it would look exactly as it was before the damage on
the exterior. That approval was still valid when the current owner applied for a permit and the permit
complied with the aesthetic requirements on the exterior. So all he knew was that they were going forward
with that.

Chair Rios asked if it should not have come before the Board.

Mr. Rasch said they usually do fire damage without the Board’s review if it is going to be replaced in-
kind so it would look exactly like it did. He said he does that administratively a lot.

He added that it is like the portal damage on Palace Avenue that the car rammed into. It was also done
administratively because it would be replaced in-kind. He is assuming the Board's vote would be to do it.

Chair Rios said that is interesting and asked if he is keeping an eye on it.

Mr. Rasch said there is a permit in place so an interim historic inspection to measure the height and
opening dimensions before plastering is done and then a final historic inspection. So there are two
inspections from the Historic Division but if we something going awry, we need to know sooner than later.

There were no other speakers from the public.

Chair Rios introduced Ms. Sobia Sayeda as new Planner Technician.

G. COMMUNICATIONS

Mr. Rasch said he didn’t prepare a study session for this meeting and he had no other
communications. He did announce that one February meeting will be in the Convention Center.

Chair Rios announced that anyone disagreeing with a decision of this Board has a right to appeal to
the Governing Body. :

Historic Districts Review Board January 26, 2016 Page 3
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City of Santa Fe
Historic Districts Review Board
Findings of Fact and Conciusions of Law

Case #H-15-100

Address - 1379 Canyon Road

Agent’s Name — Architectural Alliance
Owner/Applicant’s Name ~ Dean and Allyson Rogers

THIS MATTER came before the Historic Districts Review Board (“Board”) for hearing on January
12, 2016.

1379 Upper Canyon Road, known as the Belloli House, was constructed in the Spanish
Colonial Revival style in 1936. Major remodeling, including the construction of a garage in
1988, is present. The building is listed as contributing to the Downtown & Eastside Historic
District and the sauth elevation is designated as primary.

On October 27, 2015, the Board heard Applicant’s proposal to remove the existing
vehicle gate with another vehicle gate in the same location and opening dimensions in the
street frontage yardwall. The exiting gate has an inverted arch — a swoop — at 5’ 6” high, which
affords some visibility into the parking court. The design proposed on October 27 was gate
with a basket weave design and which eliminated the swoop. The Board postponed its decision,
to give the Applicant an opportunity to submit a simpler design with more verticality.

On January 12, 2016, the Board reviewed the redesign of the proposed vehicle gate. In
the redesign, the Applicant proposed a vehicle gate with more verticality with a height of 7' 6"
and 15' wide, and finished to match the garage doors behind the gate in dark walnut stained
wood. The gate will roll behind the yardwall. In addition, the wooden header will be removed
and light fixtures that match existing conditions will be installed.

FINDINGS OF FACT

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

2. Zoning staff determined that the Application meets underlying zoning standards.

3. Staff Recommendation: Staff recommended approval of the Application as complying
with Section 14-5.2{C) Regulation of Contributing Structures, (D)(9) General Design
Standards, and {E) Downtown & Eastside Historic District.

4. The project is subject to requirements of the following sections of the Santa Fe Land

Development Code:
X__ Section 14-5.2(D){9) General Design Standards, Height Pitch Scale and

Massing {of any structure).
_X_ Section 14-5.2(D) General Design Standards
X__ Section 14-5.2(C), Regulation of Significant and Contributing Structures
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5. The property is located in the following district and subject to the related sections of the
Santa Fe Land Development Code:

__X_Downtown and Eastside Historic District (Section 14-5.2(E))

6. An Exception Request was Applicable to this Application:

X__ No Exception Request Applicable

7. Under Sections 14-2.6{C), 14-2.7(C)(2), 14-5.2(A){(1), 14-5.2(C)(2){a-d & f) and 14-
5.2(C)(3)}{b), and Section 14-5.2(D) the Board has authority to review, approve, with or
without conditions, or deny, all or some of the Applicant’s proposed design to assure
overall compliance with applicable design standards.

8. Under 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 exhibits, satisfactory to the Board, have been submitted.

9. The Board has long required that gates to walled contributing structures permit some
degree of public visibility of the stylistic features of the structure, balanced against the
owner's reasonable desire for privacy.

10. The Board’s long-standing practice is consistent with the “Wall and Fence Guidelines:
Santa Fe Historic Districts” adopted by the Historic Design Review Board on August 24,
1999, which states in part, “[flenestrated gates should be encouraged as opposed to
solid gates.”

11. The swoop in the existing gate permits limited visibility into the parking area, allowing
public view of the top of the thick columns and the roof tiles that exhibit the singularity
of the stylistic features that supported the original designation of status as contributing
and mark the unigueness of the building.

12. The limited public visibility and the nature of the area viewed, a garage parking area,
weigh in support of requiring that the limited visibility of the structure be maintained.

13. The Applicant’s agent stated that the owners did not want public visibility through the
gate.

14. The information contained in the Application, and provided in testimony and evidence
establishes that all applicable requirements 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 approved the Application.
a. X__ Additional Conditions, which are:
That the design incorporate some visibility in the top part of the gate, and
that light fixtures shall be taken to Staff for approval.

Finding of Fact Form
HDRB Case #15-100
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IT IS SO ORDERED ON THIS 26" DAY OF JANUARY 2016, THE HISTORIC DISTRICTS REVIEW

BO?RD\OF THgg;,I'V OF SANTA FE.
(De s Touy

Chairperson

FILED: , ,
ARLlakpla ¢ /\J
CZo/anda Y. Vigil R

ity Clerk

APPROVED AS-;TO FORM

g

Lzl A
Assistant G{y Attorney

Finding of Fact Form
HDRB Case #15-100

p-3

[ 206.({

Date:

1 XT [l

Date:

[ 26/ %

Date:
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WALL AND FENCE GUIDELINES
SANTA FE HISTORIC DISTRICTS

[ADOPTED 24 AUGUST 1999]

Purpose and intent: These guidelines are offered to promote continuity and harmony of design
elements that comprise streetscape in the Santa Fe Historic Districts, including, but not limited to walls,
fences, open space and landscaping and their connectivity to the primary structures(s) on the property
and the physical character of the street or public fagade of the property. These guidelines are
consistent with the purpose and intent, and standards in the Historic Districts Ordinance [Section 14-70

SFCC 1987}

SCALE:

Walls shou!d_,not extend for more than 50 feet in a single, horizontal plane without a plane change of at
feast one foot.

Wall heights should modulate a minimum of 8 inches, ar one block course, at least every 25'.
Walls should include openings such as gates, windows and nichos at appropriate intervals.

Walls and fences in excess of 4 feet in height and having street frontage or visibility shall be brought to
the HDRB for review and approval prior to submission for building permit review. Where there is a
conflict between this guideline and the allowable height as calculated under Section 14-70.20 SFCC
1987, the latter shall prevail. [This supersedes the HDRB's 8/13/96 policy requiring the same for walls
or fences in excess of 3 feet in height. It encourages the construction of lower privacy walls that still
allow the structure on the site to make a contribution to the streetscape, and provide for a view shed
into the property. This is recommended in response to the proliferation of inappropriately high yard
walls that have been and are being constructed throughout the city's historic districts, causing an
impact on the historic and visual character of the historic districts.]

Wall heights should be carefully regulated by the HDRB standards as caiculable for the particular
streetscapes [Section 14-70.20 SFCC 1987]; and should be restricted so as not fo increase the
allowable height for the streetscape by more than 20%.

Solid fences should be stepped back and modulated the same as walls.

Fences with fenestration, such as coyote fences, may continue in an unrestncted horizontal distance at
the same height and in the same horizontal plane. .

SETBACK:

Unfenestrated walls and fences (e.g. cedar stake, ponderosa slat) should setback from the front
property line an average of 1 foot for every 10 feet of horizontal length of the wall. This could be
accomplished in a single plane or with step backs as outlined above.

Open fences (e.g. wire and post, picket) or fenestrated fences (e.g. coyote) may be constructed without
setback at the front property line, unle by the underlying zoning.
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Walls with openings comprising 20% of the surface area of a single plane may be constructed at the
property line, unless restricted by the underlying zoning.

Side or rear walls or fences may be constructed at the property line as per that allowed by the
underlying zoning.

Walls or fences within existing compounds should be restricted to privacy barriers to enclose
courtyards, parking and private areas; and should be connected to and not extend more than 25 feet
from the main structure. However, walls or fences should not be connected to significant structures.
Desired connections may be made to significant structures by way of other means [e.g. Landscaping].
These treatments will help maintain traditional compound common elements, such as open space and
the ability to communicate with neighbors, and therefore assist in the preservation of the character of

existing compounds.
MATERIAL, TEXTURE AND COLOR:

Walls should be predominantly of the same material, texture and color as the main structure(s) to be
located on the property, or may be of material indigenous or traditional for the area such as river rock,

limestone, flagstone or slate.

Fences should be of the material, texture and color of fences typical of the existing streetscape or
design vernacuiar if applicable to a particular H-District or streetscape.

GATES:

Vehicular gates should be permitted only at entrances to private driveways or compounds and set back
in accordance with the undertying zoning. '

Vehicular gating of subdivisions or other large-scale developments is strongly discouraged, and may be
prohibited [See City of Santa Fe 1989 General Plan].

Gates should be designed to complement the wall or fence treatment containing them with respect to
scale, height, material, texture and color. Fenestrated gates should be encouraged as opposed to solid

gates.

LANDSCAPING (Suggested Options)

Walls and fences in excess of 50’ in length should install landscaping along the exterior fagade within
the suggested setback or step back. '

Landscaping on top of or over a wall is encouraged to provide for additional screening if desired from
the interior of the property.

Terracing of walls is encouraged and should be landscaped.

The use of native, drought resistant plant material is encouraged in all wall, fence or terrace
landscaping.
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City of Santa Fe, New Mexico

200 Lincoln Avenue, P.O. Box 909, Santa Fe, N.M. 87504-0909
www.santafenm.gov

Javier M. Gonzales, Mayor Councilors:
Peter N. Ives, Mayor Pro Tem, Dist. 2

Patti]. Bushee, Dist. 1

Signe I. Lindell, Dist. 1

Joseph M. Maestas, Dist. 2
Carmichael A. Dominguez, Dist. 3
Christopher M. Rivera, Dist. 3
Ronald S. Trujillo, Dist. 4

Bill Dimas, Dist. 4

Project description: Architectural Alliance, agent for Dean and Allyson Rogers, owners,
proposes to replace a 15’ wide vehicle gate at a height of 7°6” on a contributing residential

property

Case number: H-15-100
Project Type: HDRB

PROJECT LOCATION (S): 1379 Canyon Road
PROJECT NAMES:

OW - Dean and Allyson Rogers 1000 Corona Place #455
Santa Fe, NM 87505 505-820-9299

AP — Architectural Alliance 612 Old Santa Fe Trail
Santa Fe, NM 87505 505-988-5269

BOARD ACTION

This is to certify that the Historic Districts Review Board (HDRB) acted on your request at their
hearing on January 12, 2016. The decision of the Board was to approve your application with the
conditions that staff shall approve the exterior light fixture designs before a construction permit
application is submitted and that the gate shall have some visual access through it, in a small
amount. For further information please call 955-6605.

Sincerely,

emremaretr

David Rasch
Supervising Planner, Historic Preservation Division

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 constructiou permits.
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City of Santa Fe, lvew Mexico
200 Lincoln Avenue, P.O. Box 909, Santa Fe, N.M. 87504-0909
www.santafenm.gov

Javier M. Gonzales, Mayor Councilors:
' Peter'N. Ives, Mayor Pro Tem, Dist.

Patti]. Bushee, Dist.

Signe I. Lindell, Dist.

Joseph M. Maestas, Dist.
Carmichael A. Dominguez, Dist.
Christopher M. Rivera, Dist.
Ronald S. Trujillo, Dist.

Bill Dimas, Dist.

B W W N, N

Project déscription: Architectural Alliance, agent for Dcan and Allyson Rogers, owners,
proposes to replace a 15 wide vehicle gate at a height of 7°6” on a contributing residential

property

Case number:; - H-15-100
Project Type: HDRB

PROJECT LOCATION (S): 1379 Canyon Road
PROJECT NAMES:

OW — Dean and Allyson Rogers 1000 Corona Place #455
Santa Fe, NM 87505 505-820-9299

AP — Architectural Alliance A . 612 Old Santa Fe Trail
Santa Fe, NM 87505 . 505-988-5269

BOARD ACTION

This 1s to certify that the Historic Districts Review Board (HDRB) acted on your request at their
hearing on October 27, 2015. The decision of the Board was to postpone action on the
application pending redesign of the gate. For further information please call 955-6605.

Sincerely,

David Rasch
Supervising Planner, Historic Preservation Division

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.
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HISTORIC DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD APPLICATION
PROJECT LOCATION: 13 77 [waq OA (QJL

HISTORIC DISTRICT: Downtown & East51de [V}/ Don Gaspar Area| | Westside-Guadalupe [ ]
(from attached map) Historic Transition [ ] Historic Review [ | Landmark (outside of historic districts) [ |

PROJECT PROPOSAL: ﬂ/ EW 61 ATE. (N EXIST7/C  OPE/IITIG~

CONSTRUCTION COST: $
g0 o
BASE FEE: $ 2 57) ==  +EXCEPTION: $ +POSTER: $ _0215“) = TOTAL:$ 275

(base fee = ¥ of 1% of construction cost, not to exceed $2,000 and not less than $250)

(each exception has an additional fee of $350)  ($25 per poster with one (1) poster per street frontage)

OWNER: et § /)*&U&S oo KRoobrs PHONE #:__ 505~ %20- 2 99
OWNER MAILING ADDRESS: /000 Cakogih _FPuder  BEES

CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE: _ OAWTA- #¢ , }iT 37505

EMAIL:

APPLICANT: _ANec it 1 necriea 241/01//41’\105///(10 PHONE#: T 855-526 T
MAILING ADDRESS: A (2 010 SmurA A= TRAL
CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE:_© ATA & NM 75045

; 7
EMAIL: Aufutéf@ c‘l//‘Cka«//J/Uc. C v~

PREAPPLICATION MEETING: Date: 1.1 7 ( § Case Planner: . %\’ 0‘ LQG! 5‘/&)

7 /// )‘ e % %
PRELIMINARY ZONING REVIEW: Date: Y Planner:_ 72t [/ AD Yn g 5

(You must schedule a meeting with Zoning Planner prior to the HDRB submittal deadline date: Worksheet will not
be reviewed on the HDRB submittal deadline day/Preliminary Zoning Review Form must be submitted with

proposal)

AFFIDAVIT TO AUTHORIZE AGENT (IF APPLICABLE)
I am,/We are the owner(s) and record title holder(s) of the property located at: | 3 7? ( ? A )L I fg D o

I/We authori EK,LC _EqL)F 1ELD) /4///4 to act as my/our agent to execute this application.
Signed: f (>‘ « ] Date: Cf - ;Z Sﬂ = 4 g
Signed: - Date: -

** ALL signatures on this page must be original signatures (no copies, no digital signatures)
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Address: )3 la ? CM/\/(A).O 1 < A
Hearing Date: O ('L/P ;27 { =/ O/ 5

I have received the public notice poster(s) and I agree to post notice of the proposed project on the site
fifteen (15) days prior to the Historic Districts Review Board hearing. I am aware that a decision of the

HDRB may be appealed by any aggrieved party within fifteen (15) days of the adoption of Findings and
Conclusions.

Inirl, W/l/“ “ ﬂ/m/xi |

Signature of Appk@r{t/Owner Date

Broelle Brol pnain
Printed Name Appﬁcant/ Owner
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TRANSMITTAL

PROJECT: 1379 Upper Canyon Rd. JOB NO: 10-28
TO: David Rasch

City of Santa Fe
FROM: Hunter Redman DATE: November 24, 2015

WE TRANSMIT:
X HEREWITH UNDER A SEPARATE COVER VIA
FOR YOUR:
APPROVAL X USE REVIEW AND COMMENT
INFORMATION RECORD
THE FOLLOWING:
X DRAWINGS SPECIFICATIONS CD
SUBMITTALS SHOP DRAWINGS OTHER
COPIES DATE DESCRIPTION
1 11/23/2015{Revised Drawings and Letter
COPIES TO: REMARKS: Please call with questions
FILE
SIGNED BY:

612 Old Santa Fe Trail Santa Fe, NM 87505 505-988-5269 Fax: 505-986-1270
email: architecturalalliance@archallinc.com  website: www.archallinc.com
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Pre!” ninary Zoning Review Vorksheet
City of Santa Fe Land Use Department

fContactPerson Phone Number (%fg%_ 52 97
/Zomng District:_ R— 2 SRR LT

:Overlay |:| ESCarpment |
fin) Flood. Zone* -
' D Other ) E BT

:Lot Coverage 5 L%
el DOpen Space Requlred

N ,:,Setbacks : v, .
v , ‘ LD Proposed Front : Mmlmum Z
jSubmlttals Revrewed w1t PZR ERTMEIE R B S ’2 Front?"l‘
. : R Proposed Rear:” : Mmlmum / 5
SO L ; Record D Development Plan o Bulldm_g.Plans P10 osed Srdes L R _ Mlnlmum Z

D : Exxshng Srte Plan' o Proposed Srte Plan D Elevatlons R ‘ ST

Herght Proposed S
-’.TMaAnn nHelght or R
IR Regulated by Historic Drstrlcts Ordlnance
5 a8 Regulated by Esca1 tent DlStI‘lCt SR

-Supplemental Zonmg Submlttals Requlred for Burldmg Permrt
: B! Zero Lot Llne Afﬁdavrt o

_Access and VlSlblllty Ei Art ':'al or Collector** : e R I
=) V1srb111ty Trlangle Requrred SR -Parkmg Spaces E k
S ‘i*Proposed i Accessxble

.Use 'Of'Strne't'ilre: ;ﬂRemdentral

‘o Commer01al Type of Use 5 ;_-Mrnlmum i
‘Terram D 30% slopes i ' f‘BleCle Parkmg**' e
’ ‘Proposed: - Minimum:_

* Requlres an add1’c1onal revrew conducted by Techmcal Rev1ew Dlvrsron
ducted by the Traffic: Engmeermg DLvrsron

e Commermal Requrrement

THIS REVIEW DOES NOT GRANT ZONING APTROVAL FOR BITT.DING PIRMIT. TINAY, ZONING REVIEW WILL BE PERFORMED AT THE
TIME OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION. _

H UNTEE ‘??Bﬂ/‘*‘fvu A4 [COWNER )sdPPLICANT CAGENT]

PRINT NAME
hereby certifies that the information provnded for preliminary zoning review is accurate and will not be modified without consulting

La%taff ior to submittal for Historic Districts Review Board review.
- ~— ‘7/2 [ / /5

SIGNATURE "/ DATE

Original color form must be submitted with Historic Districts Review Board (HDRB) application packet.
Revised {-{4-13 86



September 24, 2015

VIA HAND DELIVERY

David Rasch

City of Santa Fe

200 Lincoln

Santa Fe, NM 87501

RE: 1379 Upper Canyon Rd.

Dear David:

Enclosed you will find our submittal documentation and drawings for the existing residence

located at 1379 Upper Canyon Rd. We propose to remove the existing gate and wooden cover over
the gate at the driveway and install a new gate. The new gate will be finished to match the existing

garage doors. That finish is a dark walnut stain.

Thank you for your time and consideration. Please contact us if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Eric P. Enfield, ATA
ARCHITECTURAL ALLIANCE, INC.

Cc: Dean and Allyson Rogers
File

612 Old Santa Fe Trail Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505 505.988.5269 Fax 505.986.1270
email: architecturalalliance@archallinc.com website: www.archallinc.com
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Prépared By, and Return To: : o opooalic
SRR l:tDELtTY;tgt,.v.qth.t.“...wURANCECO.

:":Abuquerque,NMBTHZ SR

- 1379 Canyon Road...

Witness our hdnds and seals this

R,
Notary Public

My Commission Explres: Steveq Rlemann
(SEAL) "%%}RK pvsuc

Wumamy Deéd - Joint Tenan& (4-99)

248

-

Return To: F‘I’OBDO bl')Z b Prb

Ftdaity Naﬂonal Tite kmranec Co.
8500 Menatd Bivd NE #8-150

GF# FTO00081T26:FNT2T -

TTOZ/CT/T0 TE@EODHY . HEFEIO

WARRANTY DEED
: (Jomt Tenants)

Francts I. Mullin, lll and Carol L. Multtn, husband and wtt‘a

forconmderatlon paid, grantto- .. f L :
Attyﬁon Rogers and Dgan Roger‘s, wife and husband as Jmm’} 7[{44/ -L;

as Jotnt tenants the t’ottowtng dosortbed reat estate In Santa Fe County New Me>dco

All that tract of land delineated on ptat enmled Piat of Survay for Francis I. Muliin and Carot L. Mumn
*. filed'in the office of tha County Clerk, Santa Fe County, New Mexlco on May 27,

1994, in Plat Book 275, page 40, a3 Instrument No 864495

Togethermth rights pursuant to the Comactrve Perking Easement Agre_ement ﬂted for record as

Instmment No. 1801725, recoms ot Santa Fe County, New Mex]co

" with wamanty covenants

SUBJECT TO Patent,’ msewatmns, restrtcttons and easements ot' record and to taxes for the year 2011,
and subsaquent years, : :

]5 dayOf i /P"’—"“?%;, _. ' ) ";0 I/

_‘n, Wl e

‘STATEOF ﬂéw ﬂ?é«ma -

:;COUNTYOF ﬁ% f

" OFFICIAL SEAL

OUNTY OF SANTAFE ) .o WARRANTY DEEDD| - -
TATE OF NEW MEXICO }ss - S PAGES:1 |

© IPHerehy Cetify That This Instrameat Was Filed for
* [Récord On The 13TH Day Of Jaauary, A.D., 2011 at 03:52:38 PM
- JAnd Was Duly Recorded as Instrument # 1623538
’ OfThe Records OfSnnta Fe Courity

1—

FONMOR25 rehw
: Wltness My Hand And Seal OF Office
o :Valerie Espinoza
.DCPH.LY - COMONTOYA (‘nunty Clerk, Santa Fe, NM

L
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CUTHRRITOAIAL ABSTE Y& TITLY CORPANYE,INC,

: FILE NO, LIR4I0%
. N:w Masicy S(IWMI'; . ,l’ﬂ-RﬂV. .':-‘5 WARRANTT nﬂﬂm ! K 3 ) N
Mue W Marjon, a married woman dealing in her sole and separate propexty...........
........................ . for consideration pdd grant, .,
to . Francis. I..Mu]ljn. LI sad .Carol L. .Mullin, .,husband and wifer.......... FOTRMTRU T
.............. - s essssetgeneeneianssrerereeinnrer L 0D 1723..,, ..
wlmlclddrcull . Ix.7 .......‘.......‘........... creeseristes
Santa F .......... veneas e terrareitraneias Ceveniena +«+0.County, New Mcxieo:

the following ducrlbc‘d rcnl estate tn.

Legial Deseription attached hereto as Exhibit A:

with warranty covenants, ) ’
this....tgf ........... «.dayof.... m(}y. ..... .l9.??..ﬁ/..
et ﬁ}'n/u_ £ X}z AL (5ea)

WITNESS........ hand....... and scal.......

ACENOWLEDGEMENT ron'n'l'rv'iuz. rzﬁwom
STATE" (923 NEW EXICO }
55,

| tm‘r\ncnz »(astcinowlcdgcdberoremczhu .
\"‘.5&';,&2._« w*,.. 7, A RO SO e B

(Sed) waw : o .
h Acmommmm TOR CORPORLTION

o
B 'qrATE or!r N,swmx‘co ‘ }
\ 53,
&un&i&a SO RN
i The(’&'rc:el’nkfnstrun)cnwnsncknowlcdgod beforemethis.cvivaernen,.. day of o iieevrnanienns Ceveerteeeniieen 19 0y
-th_.‘.%_.’.’..‘...., (:,.' ........... e esiese et ettty teabnaranres PR s heterasentrtenrtesetsaras
i "-.l - * (nemae of O(M«) fultle of officwe}
[ ] PR P v siabeteatatrennnaant i at e e et rcraartarar et or e et et etasactnetrrtnttranathers
{naroc ul corparstion) {niate of nogrpor
corporation, on behalf of sald corporation.
My commission expires: .
(Seal) PN R TR AREIEIERIY '

ORI T T ";‘_""T-: 5&$¢ ))%12-‘7

BTAZ TV L.

}harine cniithy Uil ks a4l 4
el i . AD.
10 £ at m. and

P fsge

:II. .
PEERRTON

Cowwcwks«mu!-u Ul NM
MM'%/ EL

191 fecorder's Un Oaly




EXHIBLIT *A¥ | 108 17 29

Two tracte of land on Canyon Road, City and County of Santa Fe, New Mexico, more
particularly describad as followst :

Tract | at 1379 Canyon Roads
Beginning at the southwest corner of the tract, from whence M H. #12, Line WSH2 in Canyon

Koad bearaj
S 37° 59* 44" E 15.24 feet, thence from sald point and place of beginning

along the following bearings and distances)

N 15° o1 57¢ 193,14 faat to the northwnat corners
S 75° 57* 52¢ 104.17 feet to a point;

N 89° 12' 46" 72.87 feet to & pointy

§ 82° 27" 46" 74.56 faet to the northeast corner;
S 14® 59° 48" 109,80 feat to the southeast corner;
S 79° 51" 40¢ 69.17 fast to a pointy

§ 76 54' 04" 71.53 faet to a pointy

S 78° 27" 49 90,21 faat to the point of beginning.

As ghown on plat of survey by Morris A Apodaca, dated May 18, 1994, entitled "Plat of
Mullin 1379 Canyon Rd. Santa Fe County, New

Survay .for Francis I, Mullin & Carol L.
Maxico", as Survey No. LS-94-052, recorded in tha Dffice of the County Clerk, Santa Fe

County, New Maxico, in Plat Book 275, page 040, as Documant No. 864 485, on May 27, 1994.

Tract 2 at 1380 Canyon Road;
Beginning at & point on the nori:herly boundary of the tract, from whence M H. #12, Line

WSH2 in Canyon Read beats;
N 4 E 57.96 feet, tnence from said point and placa of beginning
along the following bearings and distancesj

E 197.70 feet to the northeast cornerj
S 11° 03* 25" E 99.92 faet to a point; '

S 11° 06' 00" E 461.61 feet to the sautheast corner
S 66° 48" 55" W 103.09 feat to the scuthwest cornery
N 26° 30" Q0" W 583,48 feet to the northwest corners
N 70° 21' 56" E 59.14 feat to tha point of beginning.

N 75" 28° 36"

Az shown on plat of ﬁurvey by Morrie A. Apodacs, dated May 18, 1994, entitled "Plat of
Survay for Francis I. Mullin & Carol L. Mullin 1300 Canyon Road Santa Pe County, New
Mexico", as Survey No. LS-94-052-A, raecordsd in the 2ffice of the County Clark, Santa Fe

County, New Mexico, in Book 275, page 039, as Document No. 864 494, on May 27, 1994.
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- WARRANTY DEED

LYGY. JOHNSTONE. .a_single. voman.

t

whose addrees le. £19. Burnett. . Companisa., .. BQl cherxy ﬂtrce; Suxte 1500 ......
oo e Fort Worth, Texss 76102 . e e e s s e e e oo o
the following described real ¢stato{f ...c. e e o SANTA FF e b e s e e e e e e .County, Naw Mexico:
R certain tract of land ilying and beincs situate within the City of Santa Fe
Grant, Santa Fe County, New Mexico being within 1379 Canyon Road and being

more partjcularly described as follows:

Beginaing at a point from whence a sanitary sewer manhole No. 12, of lipe
W5H2, bears 5, 37 deg. 59' WIv E,, a distance of 15,28 feet; thence from
said point of beginning, N, 16 deg. 21* LT §,, B distance of 190.6V feet %o
8 point; thence S, T4 deg. 05' 53" E., a distance cf 104,99 feet to a point;
thenc2 N, 89 deg, 08' 59" E., & distance of 73,10 feet to a point; thence S,
85 deg. 16' 00" E., & distance of TH,10 feet to a point; thence S, 15 deg.
05' 00" E,, a distance of 109,80 feet to a point: thence S, 79 deg. 46' 28"
W.., & distance of 70,00 feet to a pofnt; thence S. 76.deg. 31' 26" W,, a
distance of 71,00 feet to a point; thence S. 80 deg. 33! 53" .s @ distance

of 86.03 feet to a point and place of beginning,

As shown onh that certain plat entitled "Plat of Survey® for Lucy Johnstone
dated November 20, 1985 by Morris A. Apodaca, N.M.P.L.S. No. 5300 recorded
in Book 538 Misc., page 284 to 2U6, records of Santa Fe County, New Mexico.

SUBJECT TO: Restrictions, reservations and/or easements of record,

.

with warranty covenants,

WITNESS W o - this. . 1St . dayoet .. September....... ., 10.88.
..,.m(sﬂn Ce e i e e e o (Seal)
wee{Seal) ... e ....(Seal) "

' ACKNOWLEDGMENT FOR NATURAL PERSONS

STATE OF NEW MEXICO 2 )
N .18

COUNTY OFSANTA.. FE JRRR—— SOUURT
The foregoing lmtrumenl was ncknowledged before me

by,.... Lucy Johnstone
. (‘h.-nu ‘or Naeses of Pcmn nr Pc-nou Aekmwl

My commisaion expires: 10/30/85
(Seal) - _—

- (e 5330 ACKNOWLEDGMENT FOR CORPORATION
FOR RECORDER'S USE ONLY e
SOUNTY OF SANTA FE ;39 STATE OF NEW MEXICO
STATE OF NEW MEXICO COUNTY OF.. 5s
Hwawumwmmmhhmwngwamw
forrgoord pathe _ \ __ dayof __)__;QAD
ol ey 2 09 ()"1 o'clock ___ 1 dey of.......
end uduu uoordodhbook__(gaf_“;_ 1 by
paps of the rgoords of .
SaniaFe Gounty.
W?tnm my Hand and Seal of Offics -
Jona G, Ammljo a.. . £ v
.Tmty Clark, Sarta Fo Co;r% é 4 - ; _
OV A7 244C ,g/ (Seal) % % AR S s

........... := 2
l l ﬂyir © COPYRIGHT WARNING: Raprodut(kvh oF this form prior to Togsl usa
. A a viclatlon of the Fadsral Copyright Lew.

Fup.




H536H 8" .
WARRANTY DEED

SANTA Fi ABSTRACT, LIMITED, a New Moxico Corpovation

) , for consideratinn pard, grant
te  LUCY JOINSTONE, o sigple woman

wheate peldress e
Cuunty, New Mexieo

e fallawing duncrilind et pxtute in Saula P

The following desceribed lot, plece aud parcel of land situate, lying and
belng  in the City and County of -Santa bke and State of  New  Mexico, more
Lo-wit:

particularly described as f(ullows,

Commencing at a point localed on the North side of Canyon Road within Hlock
Bli-L of the 1933 0ffficial Map of the City of Santa Fe, from whieh pointL the
deme of the Capital Buildiag bears North 83 deg,. 51f West thence South 74
deg. 55' West along the North sidec of Canyon Road, a distance of 90 fecet Lo
the Southwest corner of tbe tract here described; thence North 15 deg. 05!
West 197.9 feet to & point on Lhe bank of the Santa Fe River and Lhe
Northwest corner of the tract here desceribed;. thence South 74 deg. 53" East

08' Easl 73,1 feet; thence South £5 deg.

104.4 fect; thence North H9 dc¢g.
16'. Etast 7H.1 feet to .the Northcast corner of tract here described; thence

South 15 deg. 05' East 109,86 feetl to the Soulheast corner of the tracl here
described and the Northerly side of Canyon Hoad, thence South 79 deg. 00°
West 70 feet; thence South 76 deg. 45' West 71.0 feet to the point and place

of beginning.
the South

being bounded on the Norih by the Santa Fe River; on
of

Said property
and on the East and West by properties now or formerly

by Canyon Road;
Emiterlo Rivera.
Restrlctxona rescrvutlons and/or easements of record and rhnt fﬁl%dl”'
mortpage dated Fehruary 6, 1984 and recorded in Mortgape Hodk ~’mq _pnge
804, reccrds of Santa ke CGoualy, New Moxico.

SUBJECT TO:

with warranty covensnts,

WITNESS. hund and aeal this S L duy of November , 1885

(Seat) SANTA FE ABSTRACT, LIMITED .. _{Seul)

(Senly By:

ACKNOWLEDGMENT FOR WATURAL PERSONS

STATE- OF NEW MEXICO

BS.
COUNTY OF..
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this. . day of 19 .
(Name or Namen uf Persaty or Fernana Acknowledeing)
My commission expires: P
{Sen : Natary Publlc
- SE0, 71k .
ACKNOWLEDGMENT FOR CORPORATION
FOM RFECORDER'S URE ONLY . , .
COUNTY OF SVO,HEA }I:CEO 333 ) STATE OF NEW MEXICO . ‘HK.
STATE OF NEW MBS COUNTY OF  SANITA FE .

wené was lllg&

I hereby certify that this Inst
The "’""K"‘“K inatrument was Arknawlcdged before me this? ) l z=

jor recof on(hc day of =<
!‘9 > . .o'cloc m. “Novenb a5
snd wag dul mcmdmﬂnunk Bl day of.... e NOVEMDET | s cer v o 1882
nof ta Fe Counfy.
a of the rocords o San ?Olln(e y by ,,. J Michael Byatt.. . . . .
Arerine n.,,“ . (Nlmc of Officer}

Wltnoss my Hand and St -
‘\u

1E VIGIL PLi ... . .
™ Pr%f&i o ﬂ Santn .Fe, Abstract, Limited .
{Nsme of Corparatlon Atlna-luddln'l

.o rporation, on beh if l aid cor| t
E}n& 3 o?p alf of & corporation.

D&lﬁ:’u&dln ;:’:p.’. ﬂ
(S"m‘,}_ g? z’; Nalnry ubllc » A
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536546
_WARRANTY DEED

by Shejla Gaieda, Parsonsl Re pnmn(.ll(\«

The Estate of Julian Gaveia, deccasced
o for connrderntion pand, graom

e Santa Fe Alintract, Limited | a New Mexico Corporat ion

whase nddress i

the (.-l!.-u'mr desecsbnd renl estute m Counly, New Mexee

tot,  preece and patee s of Jaud situate,  [yjug  and

Countly of Sania Fe ant Dtale of  New Mexice, wmore
follows, Lo-witl:

The fullowing dener jued
being 1o Lhe Clly o
particularly desceribed o
Morth sid- ! Canyon Road withiu flock

Fe, from which point tte
i

Commencing at a point fucated on the

8.l of the 19334 Official Map of the Clty of Simnta
dome of the Capital building bears Horth 83 dep. H1' Wesl theance Souutih
deg. 55! West along the ‘North side of Canyon koud, & distance of 90 feetl to
the Southwest correr of the tract here deseribed; thence North 16 deg., 05'
West 197.9 feuvt Lo & point on the bank of tne Santla  Fe  River und  the
Northwest corner of the tract here described;  thenee South 74 dep, 64' has

104.4 lect; }hvnce Noerth €9 deg. 08t East 73.1 fuect; thence South 4% deg.
16' FEast 74.1 fectl to the Northeasl corner of truclL herc described; Lhencc
South 1% deg. 0nt East 109.8 feetl Lo the Southeast corner of the truct here
described and the Nurtherly side of Canyon HRoad, thence South 79 deg. 00!
West 70 fect; thence South 76 deg. H5* West 71.0 feet to the point and place

of beginning.
on the South

being bounded on the North by the Santa Fe Kiver:
of

Said property
by Canyon Road; and on the East and West by properties now or formerly
Emiterio Rivera. '
.

.“'-l‘

-' * '
Roqtrxcnons‘ rescrvations and/or casements of record and khnt ccrtaﬂt,
murteage dated Febpuary 6, 1984 and recorded 1n Murtgage ﬁauk 389 pagn

804, records of Santa Fe (,uunty, New Mexico. ,,,,‘

SUBJECT TO:

with wakranty covetts )
November X 1w 89
. .

|, WITNESS hund
I,I\;, E 11./',,' A ,{
wihiby el il

thix day of
’I‘hc Ey tnt(

4 Julia Garcia
<A
/)(s yby: 2 %f Seal)
/ \“‘/f) eal) hc1la Garc a, Pcrso 1 Re}vres tSJte{Ivc

wand qu/

(Sunly

(Seal)
ACKNOWLEDGMENT FOR NATURAL PERSONS
STATE OF NEW MEXICO )
county or. BERNALILLO {r
L Thc oTeRoinK ihulrunu.nl wns ncknowlcdgcd before me this. lﬁth . day of November - L1985,

"bg_\
'_ TRame or ‘Names uf Persan tr Teesnna Arlmlnlrdlll\l
5 1"1\‘1“7 ﬁxm 8/12/89 kﬁzu )n’ /f e
(*- - \,‘ b . : Natery Publie
. ! u f S?o 7/5
ACKNOWLEDGMERT FOR CORPORATION

K '_ k (
R Ll
- W‘m\ ng’pu‘nzns URE ONLY STATE OF NEW MEXICO
’ soaaeet’ B8,
Yiw n"v l1"0. SANTA.FE ;53 COUNTY OF. .
t:IATE OF NEW MEXICO. R
1 heraby cerlity that this tnstrumant wes filcd The foregolng Inatrument was acknowledged before me thia
tor record on the_2-2. doy Mﬁ@l—)—v-—-l o ;ﬁ:b- ARY Of.e vorvrs e o e W30,
*clo
19 BY. e e e .
(Neme of Officers

al
and wag duly recordod In tiook ..
payoe _g_é of the racoids of Sunta Fe County,
wWitnoea my Hand and Soal of Oflice
ANGLE VIGIL PEREZ

Coun! Clcrk &unla Fe County, N.M.

Loty

it o Geeet " "(Mame of Carporation Acknowiedging!

e o Tt o ..corporation, on behalf of suid corporation.
My commlenion expires:

{Sealy L.

Rotary Fublle
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[* WARRANTY‘ DEED

- WITNESS my.. . band
- - . (Seal)
ACKNOWLEDGMENf FOR MATURAL PERSOYN'S
STATE OF NEW MEXIGO : '
, . Santa Fe s,
CEQUETY QF 6t o
. _‘“\\ :, * The fv ingtrpment was, ackpowledged before me. this ! dity of ['Gbnkwy
1o ?emNogg e, a smg e woman : )

[N

eepene st s s dae s e

: ANNE NOGGLL, a'smglf—, woman R .. - e :

LT consmorahou pmnl ant .

”LIA,Aa marrled'man dealmq in his sole and s.parate property

whose nddress i5. ... e oL an e e T i

ths fnllowmp described real estute m . Santa FC: e e . e e Count}, New Mexuo. o .
The following described-16t, piece and parcel of land sn*uc.te lylng and bei fng in the
City-and County of Santa Fe ‘and State of Nrw Mexico, more particularly d&ccnbed as

follows, to—w:.t.

Commencing at'a point. located cn the North Sde of Canyon Road w1t1un Block 84-L of
the 1933 Official Map of the City of Santa Fd¢, from which point the ‘dome of the
Capital Building bears North 83° 51' West thence South 74°55' West along the North
side of Canyon Road, a distance of 90 feet to the Swuttiwest comer of the tract, here-
Aescribed; thence North 15° 05' West 197.9 feet to a point on the bink’ of ‘the Santa . -
Fe:River and the Northwost cormer of the tract here described ; thence South 74°53" .
_East 104.4 feet; thence North 839°08' East 73.1 feet; thence ‘;outh 85°16' East 74.1.
feet to the Northeast corner of tract here described; thence South 15°05' East -
109.8 feet to the South east comer of the tract here described and thé Northerly
side of Canyon Road, thence South 79°00' West 70 feet; thence South 76°45° Wesr
71. 0 feet to ths- point and place of beginning.

1d property being bounded on the North by thé Santa Fe River; on the South by f‘anyon
Fbod dnd oh the East and West by properties’ now or formerly of Emiterio Rivera. e

SUBJECT TO: Restrictions, reservations and essements of record, if any_."_ ‘

with warranty covenants,

\\EL

.(Nlmc ur Ne\ma ot l' o e Porest Ackie 4luh,|uu:“/ . i . i

. : M3 wmnnwu :1 exl!lrcs' 8/2]-/84 ‘ ) A I o
. f\ ‘/( ‘f" L-‘ - VJ Ckl OSLX)):H Nutney Public
A . L - e e
o e B3Y, 60 - ACKNOWLEDGMENT FOR CORPORAT!ON
ﬁ:‘ NE"I \bmg mumnwm 1IN ONLY - .\’[‘,\‘l‘b. ol NHV MEXICO ! -
e ur —corermerT )SS . “ . - _' FoL
J‘/\IL_‘ o KR ) . COUNTY Ul' ' \l}‘“ ;
{ -ty B D iyt was fioxt i d .
! Hohgolt . o T A Thae fureoing: nMrimwm_ Wag ukuuwluh:cd he fun ML thm .
R Ll» e
A RN T le I ulo,«[_P_., . dayof .. T . : T
: v\ut,x_lyrc.r iz i book LTS, B/ N by ) S D T
wn %L«o( \he racords of Santa Fa County. - et e fQ.,h,,.,., i
‘anaR mv,{nnll and Soalnt Oflica L et ol . o k R
Lo CLVIOILPEREL . ' rrm-l.lf()mcur\ ""I ELEOS ..-.rnw.n Achmmlwlxlnﬂ
ouuly C[U‘k S‘m‘ 1Fe Cuumy, N. M . n- < cnr(mrLrhm\ an hulu\lf af \md Lnr[\ur \Q.mn
- o C . |‘(1A1nﬁﬂ' Illuirpn(n un| L o
1 [ . ./\S‘( [4) . :
1 (‘“ .n = s o3 UDOP‘“Y My ummnm?muqu uee d('\‘
CeNET (s u) ‘\“' S
CooaL \\\ -
\ \\\\\‘ ~
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CIT. JF SANTA FE THIS INSTRUMENT, Made this_.. Tweuty-secont _day of
’ 0 ’ . Hovenber A. D, ni hundeed _thizty-seven
Georgs G, Hellall et al iy betwesa the City of Suata Fe, a municipal
corporation, in the County of Santa Fe, in the State of New Mexico, and
—Xrank Andrewa . . Mayor, and
= B Ju Xhornton s Clerk, of said «ity,
STATE OF NEW MEXICO, ¢ parties of the first part, and
County of Santa Fe. } 5. 55568 ‘ ——-S80xee 0. Bellali and Yalanda Rellall. o
I hereby certily that this instrument was filed for record of the second parts partae.
on the ... -1 day of January } WITNESSETH, That whereas, under and pursuant te an Act of
A.D. 1538 st 21835 glelock Ao M., and duly Congress entitled, “An Act to Settle the Title to Real Estate in the City
recorded on the o X2 day of . _JanMary ... of Santa Fe, New Mexico,” approved April 9th, A, D, 1900, said part. 188
A. D, 1938 . of the sccond part ba_¥8___ dily appited, as the daimantg. . and
Mareerat D. Ortiz ownem ... of that . cerfain tracl— of land and real estate here-
. County Clerk inafter described, for a conveyance and quit claim thereof to ...,
By. Frances L. Lucero under the provisions of waid Act of Congress, and ha.xa .. duly pre- °
Depisiy, sented a praper deed thiarefor, ta be executed wnder the
pravisions of szid act; and

AT SR e A R

it

' WHEREAS, said truct. of Jand and real estate ....—16_.__ climed as....thelr _ individual holding__ of said second partA28..

and the same and every part thereof ha¥®-... been in the possession of the said second part des. ax_{d/[x‘cdcocssors in title in the manner pro-
vided in said act, for the full period of ten ycars befare the passage of said act; and

W HEREAS, said second partias /23 entitled, under the provisions of said Act of Congress, to
of said tract—. of land and real estate from the said parties of the first part;

NOW, THEREFORE, ia ideration of the premises, and by virtue of the authority of the said act, and to fully carry out and execute
the trust created in and by szid act, said partics of the first part, have rcleased, relinquished, conveyed and forever quit clainwed, and by these
prescats do release, relinquish, convey aud forever quit claim unto the £aid part__ of the second part and to —._fhelx _ heirs and assigns
forever, all the following described tract_. and lot . of land and rcal estate, situate, lying and being in the City and County of Santa Fe,
i the State of New Mexico, and within the present survey of the Santa Fe Grant, as the same appears on file in the General Land Office in
Washington and iu the office of the Surveyor General for the District of New Mexico, znd in said Act of Congress, approved April 9th, 1900,

and more particularly bounded and described as follows, to-wit:

8 yance. and quit claim

Conmencing et & point lacated on the Morth side of Canyon Bosd within B ock 2h-1

of the 1933 Ofricial Map of the City of Sente Fe, from vhich psint the dame of the cepitel
tullding beers North 83® 51! West; thence,South 7H® 55' West along the Morth side of
Canyon Foad, & distance of 90 foet to the Southwest corner of the tract here descrided;
thence Horth 15° 05' West 1397.9 feet to & pnint on the bank of the Sante Fe River and the
Northwest corner of the trsct haere described; thence South T4® 53 East 104.4 feet; thence
Morth 83° Q' East 73.1 feet; %hence South 85° 15% East TY.1 feet to the Northsast corner
of %the tract hers described; thence South 15 05' East, 109.8 feet to the Southeast corner
of the tract here described and the Northerly sile of OQanyun Homd; thenceSouth 79% QOF
Yest TO feet; thence South 76° N ;! West, 71.0 faet to the point and place of beginning;

Said property being tounded on the North by the Sacte Fe River; .on the South by ...
*.Cartyon Rond ;- and ‘o7 “the East and Weak' by propertiss mow s+ farmorly of Emtterio Rivera.
Provided, however, that this Deed shall in no way &ffect or impair eny existing lien or
liens for unpald sewer or paving assessments &gainst the property hereinabove deseribed,
&rd such liens shell continve to exist and be in fw) fovce end effect ta the extent of
the unpaid améunt therson to all intents and purpsses es though this Doed hed never been

executed and delivered. .

Together with ali and singular the tenements, hereditaments and appurtenances theceunto helonging or in anywise appertaining, and the reversion
and reversions, remainder and remainders, rents issucs and profits thereof; and also al! 1ad singular, all the  ht, title and interest therein which
said first parties now have or may hercafter acquire under and by virtue of said Act of Congress o of at  atent_...... issued by the United
States.
TO HAVE AND TO HOLD, All and singular, the above mentioned and described premises with the appurtenances and privileges there-
unto belonging, ot in anywise appertaining unta the said part_3.€2 _ of the second part __thelr _. heirs and assigns, focevar.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the said City of Santa Fe, by its nuyor and derk, has duly signed its name hereto and hereto caused its seal
to be duly affixed, snd the said mayor and clerk for themselves, as provided in said act aforesaid, have hereunto signed their names and affixed

thei the day and year first above written,
cir seals the day 4 THE CITY OF SANTA FE,
And by (ped) R. L. . Tharnton . Clerk. By. (8gd)  Frank Andrewg— Mayor.
(agd) R. L. Thornton (SkaL) e ABgR) Prenr Andvews . (Sear;
Clerk, City of Santa Fe. Mayor, City af Santa Fe,

STATE OF NEW MEXICO, }
S

County ot Santa Fe.

On this 22nd day of Novanber A. D. 19.31_, before me personally appears oo e

Froank Andrews Mayor, and Bt _Tharnton Clerk,
 of the City of Santa Fe, New Mexico, to me known to be the persons described in and who exccuted the foregoi & instrument for themselves
as such mayor and clerk and in behalf of said City of Santa Fe, New Mexico, who being duly swom oa their respective caths did severally say

each for himself and net one for the ather, the said Fronk Andrevs that he is the mayor, and the said

R, L. Thornton that he is the clerk of said city and corporation, and that the seal affixed to said in-
atrument is the corporate seal of said city and corporation, and that said fustrument was signed and sealed in behalf of said city and corporation
by authority of its councl, and the said Fran: Andrews Mayor, and R. L. Thornton 4 Clevk, o afore
said, acknowledge said instrument to be the free act acd deed of said city and corporation, and that they executed the foregoing instrument in
benalf of said city and corporation, and they acknowledge that they executed the same 33 the free act and deed of said city and corporation.

and that Ury executed the same a4 theic (ree act aid deed, 53 such nwyor and clerk, under and in pursuance of the Act of Cong s, approves
5

Aptil 9, 1900, entitled, “An Act to Settle the Title to Real Fstate in the City of Sante Fe, New Mexico.”
IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed my official seal, the day and year last above written.
1900 {sed) Muriel Bowen

Notary Public.

My Tesi i - Mey 14
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Date: 7/ )D’S Name: //waéf@//%&/ﬂ/ Phone: ?%%’52@7

Email: Alt/Cell:

Work Site Address: 4, 2 A7 (Ceem c;ovm kc/ Verified on ArcGIS [J

Historic District: Don Gaspar Area 1 Downtown and F

Ed

Historic Review [ Transition [ Westside-Guadalupe [
Historic Status C HCPI#
Date of Construction: Source: Red Flag (over 50 years old) [
Alterations with Dates: Previous HDRB Case:

Proposed Work: Vel Q‘\ e C&j%() o, 4
éx Lc/r/ or &9

Meet with Planner On-Site E{ In-Office [ Drive-by L[]
Date/Time: Date/Time: Date/Time:
HDRB Hearing Required @/ Resolve w/Administrative Approval [

Assigned to: }7\]\“‘*0\

Special Instructions:

Requires: Building Height Calculation [l Wall/Fence Height Calculation [

Field Notes:

Street Frontages

Follow-Up:
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TRANSMITTAL

PROJECT: 1379 Upper Canyon Rd.

TO: David Rasch

City of Santa Fe, Historic Department

FROM: Hunter Redman

JOB NO: 10-28

DATE: September 9, 2015

WE TRANSMIT:
X HEREWITH

FOR YOUR:
X APPROVAL

INFORMATION

THE FOLLOWING:

UNDER A SEPARATE COVER VIA

USE

RECORD

REVIEW AND COMMENT

X DRAWINGS SPECIFICATIONS CD
SUBMITTALS SHOP DRAWINGS X OTHER
COPIES DATE DESCRIPTION
1 9/9/2015|Gate Permit Drawings & Letter
COPIES TO: REMARKS: Please call with questions
FILE
SIGNED BY:

612 Old Santa Fe Trail Santa Fe, NM 87505 505-988-5269 [ax: 505-986-1270

email: architecturalalliance@archallinc.com

website: www.archallinc.com
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