Planning and Development
Clyde “C.B.” Strain, Director

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
AGENDA
Wednesday, June 9th, 2021, 6:00 p.m.
PUBLIC NOTICE: In accordance with the public health order issued by the New
Mexico Department of Health, the meeting will be physically closed to the public;
however, it will be accessible to the public via the following technology service:
Facebook Live Stream through the City of Gallup’s Facebook page:
https://www.facebook.com/CityOfGallup
Members of the public may call in with questions and/or comments before or during
the meeting at (505) 863-1240. Please leave your name and a return phone number.

***
***

Call to Order / Roll Call
Approval of May 12th, 2021 Meeting Minutes

PUBLIC HEARINGS

Request by Gallup Christian Center, Inc., property
owner for the Rezoning of 7.341 acres M/L FROM Rural Holding Zone (RHZ) Zone
District TO Heavy Commercial (HC) Zone District. The properties are generally located
at 2133 Cipriano Road and an Unplatted Tract of Land NE of 2133 Cipriano Avenue.
ITEM ONE: CASE # 21-00500001:

INFORMATION ITEMS

ITEM TWO:

City Council Actions Taken

ITEM THREE:

May 2021 Building Permit Activity Report

***

Open Floor

***

Adjourn

110 West Aztec Avenue • Gallup, New Mexico 87301 • phone 505.863.1240 • email cstrain@gallupnm.gov

Planning & Zoning Commission
May 12th, 2021 Minutes
Virtual Meeting
The regular meeting of the Planning and Zoning Commission was called to order at 6:00 p.m. by
Chairman Kent Wilson. Chairman Wilson stated that the meeting was being held virtually via video
and telephone conferencing. The meeting was also being live streamed for the public through the City
of Gallup’s Facebook page.
Upon roll call, the following were present:
Chairman K. Wilson
Commissioner K. Mackenzie-Chavez
Commissioner F. Pawlowski
Commissioner M. Long
Commissioner J. Cresto
Commissioner K. Spolar
Chairman Wilson asked if any Commissioner had a conflict of interest for any agenda item and if so
to recuse him/herself prior to discussing the particular item.
Upon roll call, the following votes were:
Chairman K. Wilson (No)
Commissioner K. Mackenzie-Chavez (No)
Commissioner F. Pawlowski (No)
Commissioner M. Long (No)
Commissioner J. Cresto (No)
Commissioner K. Spolar (No)
Presented to the Chairman and Commissioners for their approval were the minutes of the April 14th,
2021 regular meeting. Commissioner Long motioned for approval of the minutes as presented.
Seconded by Commissioner Cresto. Motion Carried.
Upon roll call, the following votes were:
Commissioner M. Long (Yes)
Commissioner J. Cresto (Yes)
Commissioner K. Mackenzie-Chavez (Yes)
Commissioner F. Pawlowski (Yes)
Commissioner K. Spolar (Yes)
Chairman Wilson asked the Madam Secretary to state the names of the individuals attending the virtual
meeting. Upon roll call the following were present:
CB Strain, Planning and Development Director
Barry Butler, Applicant & Property Owner
Chairman Wilson administered the oath required by State Law for public forum for each of the
individuals listed above.
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Chairman Wilson stated that anyone wishing to speak limit their comments to three minutes and not to
duplicate a previous point; they will have one opportunity to testify. Chairman Wilson also notified
the Commission that there may be individuals calling in from the public to make comments.
ITEM ONE: CASE # 21-00800001: Request by Butler Brothers, LLC, property owner for a
Variance from Section 10-3-C-T1biii of the City of Gallup Land Development Standards regulating
the location of an Accessory Storage Structure in areas between the façade of the principal structure
and street frontage. The property is located at 1900 E. Historic Highway 66; more particularly
described as Block 14 Lots 1 Thru 24, Zecca East 66 Addition.
Chairman Wilson: Commissioners before staff presents, I wanted to point out to the commissioners
this is the first true Variance that we had come before the commission in over three years. Prior to that
our experience as serving as commissioners have been going to the New Mexico Zoning Official
Conferences and training that we received, we found out that the term “Variance” is probably the most
misunderstood term that we use in Planning & Zoning Meetings by both Commissioners and the
General Public. We certainly heard that in Gallup. The definition of a Variance is not peculiar to
Gallup, the definition according the New Mexico Zoning Commission for a Variance is the same in
Gallup as it is going to be any place else in the state. I know that Commission Pawlowski and
Commissioner Mackenzie-Chavez, possible Commissioner Miller have went to those sessions as did I
to really study this and realize that this is a first time Commissioner Spolar, Long, and Commissioner
Cresto to deal with a Variance. While this one tonight is straight forward, it kind of gives us a chance
to go through something that we don’t get to go through very often. Kind of use it as a teaching time
also. After staff makes their presentation which is pretty straight forward I believe. If you wish as
Commissioners to discuss Variances in general and kind of do a short tutorial on it. Lets move that to
the end of our meeting tonight under the open forum and we can discuss Variances further. But for the
sake of expediency and because this is very straight forward lets deal with this case as presented
tonight. With that staff what do you have to present?
CB Strain – In our code our Land Development Standards, Section 10-3-C-t-1-b-iii specifically
prohibits accessory storage structures in the area between a building façade and a street frontage, any
street frontage. In this particular case this is the property (referring to the Aerial Imagery) as you can
see the Butlers Building is surrounded on all four sides by street frontages which makes it impossible
to comply with the rule. So in order to qualify for a Variance you have to meet certain criteria and
basically the criteria is in your agenda packet for you to review. Basically what it means is you have
to have a hardship peculiar to the land that prevents you from complying with the rule and that would
cause an undo and unnecessary hardship unto the property owner. That somebody else in a different
property within the same zoning district can enjoy. In this case because the building is actually
surrounded on all four sides by street frontage and because it is impossible to meet that requirement
that is the hardship. Their hardship is there is no way that they can meet that requirement any way you
cut it. This is peculiar to the land. It deals with the land and the streets and how they are situated. So
the Butler Brothers do meet the criteria for a Variance. As the chairman stated earlier this is a very
straight forward Variance case. It is very obvious Variance case because of the hardship it very
apparent that there is no way to meet the requirement in the rule. There is a very simple. Not much
more to discuss on that other than they do meet the criteria for a Variance. One thing I did forget to
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mention in my memo was that our code does limit the amount of accessory storage you can have. It is
10% of the principal structure. So 10% of that square footage of the principal structure is the amount
of square footage they could use for accessory storage. In this case they have an existing shipping
container in the back. I believe it is an 8’ x 40’ and I believe they want to place another 8’ x 40’
shipping container back there as well. Those two combined I believe… Correct if I am wrong, Mr.
Butler I believe you said your building is about 14,000 square feet, around there?
Barry Butler: That is correct. Actually what we are wanting to do is put an 8’ x 20’.
CB: That’s fine. Even if it was an 8’ x 40’ they are still significantly under the threshold for the
accessory storage. They are actually allowed up to 1,300 square feet and they are putting about 400
almost 500 square feet. They are not in violation of that rule at all. That is one thing I forget to mention
in my memo, but it is something that we regulate and I needed to mention tonight to put on record that
prevision is no being exceeded. Also the setback provisions for having it separated from the structure,
they are going to place it right up against the structure so when that is done we will consider it as part
of the whole structure. There is not going to be a space between the building and the shipping container.
Every aspect of the code is being complied with when it comes to the accessory storage structure,
including the criteria for the Variance that has to be met. Staff does recommend approval of the
application tonight. So with that I will stand for any questions.
Chairman Wilson: Commissioners do you have any questions for staff? No. Mr. Butler is here in favor
of the case, please state your name and go ahead and address the Commission.
Barry Butler: Mr. Chair this is Barry Butler. We would like to thank staff for their recommendation of
approval and the Planning & Zoning Committee for their consideration. Thank you.
Chairman Wilson: Madam Secretary has anyone called in wishing to speak for or against this case?
Secretary: Mr. Chair, no one has called in.
Chairman Wilson: Thank you. Commissioners do you have any other questions. If not, are there any
other interested parties wishing to speak to the case?
Chairman Wilson stated that the hearing was closed.
Motion to approve or deny the request for Case Number 2021-00800001. Commissioner Pawlowski
motioned for approval of Item One. Seconded by Commissioner Mackenzie-Chavez. Motion Carried.
Upon roll call, the following votes were:
Commissioner F. Pawlowski (Yes)
Commissioner K. Mackenzie-Chavez (Yes)
Commissioner M. Long (Yes)
Commissioner L. Miller (Yes)
Commissioner J. Cresto (Yes)
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Commissioner K. Spolar (Yes)
INFORMATION ITEMS
ITEM TWO:

City Council Actions Taken

ITEM THREE:

April 2021 Building Permit Activity Report

OPEN FLOOR:
Chairman Wilson asked the Madam Secretary if there was anyone who called in wishing to comment
on a non-agenda item. There were none.
Chairman Wilson asked if there was anyone in attendance that would like to comment on a non-agenda
item. There were none.
Chairman Wilson: Since we have an open floor I would like to take as much time or as little time as
possible to revisit the Variance. I do think that we begin to meet in public together again, in the front
of our books Madam Secretary that we need the definition as presented in our book tonight on the
limitations and grounds for a Variance. That would be “Exhibit A” that is in our book and the criteria
for a Variance just as a reference as we get into our meetings and we get to listening and trying to
remember the definition of something we haven’t viewed but once every three or four years I think
would be a good ready reference in our manual. So commissioners I will open the floor to your on any
discussions on Variances you would like.
Commission Cresto: With Mr. Butler being here tonight reminded me that we have discussed getting some
new language for using alternative paving methods or recycled asphalt. I was wondering where we are at
with that new language if we have anything to discuss there.
Chairman Wilson: I believe we do. Thank you for bringing that up. Director Strain can you bring us up to
date on where we are.
CB: We did actually reach out to our engineer on contract that is Depauli Engineering to do some research
and see what it would take to allow the recycle asphalt. He did actually get back to us. Depauli Engineering’s
response, it says unfortunately no soils engineering firm will assist us in designing a parking surface
consisting of only asphalt millings. They have indicated that a pavement section consisting of millings does
not provide for structural strength for a driving surface. The firms have offered to assist with design of a
flexible wear surface using a combination of asphalt milling, base coarse gravel, oil and heat similar to hot
mix. This option was not pursued, because it is no different than a plant mix pavement provided by the local
hot plants. There would be no cost savings. We could only recommend asphalt millings for walking paths
and dust control over areas without vehicle traffic at this time. If a cold mix pavement design using only
millings becomes available then we will let you know. So that was the findings from Depauli Engineering.
Basically what they are saying is there would be no cost savings. I know state highway department does it,
but they actually have the equipment to do the mix and the combination of all the different materials needed
to make the surface suitable for traffic. What the proposal was from the Butler Brothers was just using
straight millings, laying them down and rolling them. So that would not be sufficient. However, that being
said they did have a valid argument when it came to what our code actually said about placement. That is
our code addresses all parking areas, parking lots and things like that. Of course you only have a driving
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aisle and a parking lot, but none of our specific use provisions pertaining to storage facilities, self storage
facilities addresses the areas between the storage structures and what kind of surface material to use.
Because we don’t regulate that, I can’t tell them they can’t use what they want to use. With that being said
we allowed them to use the millings in those areas they originally wanted too. But for parking areas and
parking lots and driving aisles and things like that we would can’t recommend the millings because it is not
a suitable surface. Unless you do the other things, mixing it with the base coarse and the heat and the oil
and everything else which of course drives up the price and it’s just as much as other. Plus you need the
machinery to do it. Which none of the contractors in town have, so that is where it ended.
Commissioner Cresto: Thank you Director, Commissioners for the opportunity to hear that. Unfortunately
makes sense, sounds like something really good for the environment to reuse that stuff instead of just using
it or throwing it or whatever. I appreciate it that we can use it for non-drive pads, for erosion control, that
type of thing. At least something to do with all that asphalt that’s gets milled up.
CB: Sure. Not to say that if somebody was to have to the actual equipment to make it happen, I just think
the cost comparison between virgin asphalt and the recycled is the same if not a little bit more so not to say
that we wouldn’t not allow if that was the case if they can prove was needed to do that. I think at that point
we would just treat it as regular asphalt so that we won’t have to amend the code at that time.
Commissioner Cresto: Thank you and that would include areas that traditionally you can just use a base
coarse or a once every 10 years driving path or whatever that’s not used. I’m thinking when I was with the
school district we used base coarse for some fire loops around the back sides that really never get driven
on. You can use it in the same places as you use base coarse to cover the base coarse cap it kind of thing?
CB: The schools are out of our jurisdiction. Anyplace that is going to have vehicular traffic that are code
requires an asphalt surface, would have to be asphalt or that alternative would have to be recycled which
includes all the steps to make it. Because once you do that it’s just like regular asphalt basically it becomes
regular asphalt at that point. For any other areas as long as they don’t have vehicular traffic on them that
our code requires that surfaces then they can put that down.
Commission Cresto: Thank you Director. Thank you Chair.
Chairman Wilson: I have a question CB. Going back to that Variance for a minute. If that piece of property
that we just voted on there, if that did not have a street on the fourth side and only had streets on three sides.
How would of that had changed that issue as regard to Butlers request?
CB: It really depends on the site itself because there could be different variables there that he would still
qualify. Say that he had streets on three sides but on the back of the property the building was right up
against the line or close to his property line and he didn’t have the room to put a storage structure there, but
he did have the room on one of the frontages. That would qualify because there is a hardship in that he does
not have the space in the back to do it because the building is almost back there. This would of course would
apply probably only to existing buildings that were built years ago that don’t meet the setbacks anyway and
things like that. New buildings are required to meet setback and all of that now. It just depends there could
be variables involved that would allow it, but if he had the room in the back to do it then it would still have
to meet all the separation requirements and all of that, then he wouldn’t qualify there is an alternative to put
it elsewhere on the property and to comply the rule. It just depends on what exists on the property.
Chairman Wilson: Okay, remembering prior conversations I thought that a hardship had to be due to the
land and the hardships you described are manmade. If the building is too close to the property line to
accommodate the new request that is not a natural hardship that’s a manmade hardship. If a street goes on
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all four sides and the street creates a hardship that’s not a natural hardship and that is what I thought
hardships had to be. Natural terrain related not because man built something close to the property line.
CB: No necessarily. The codes says it has to be a hardship peculiar to the land. It gives examples, but it says
it is not limited to those examples. It doesn’t say that it has to be a natural hardship peculiar to the land. It
could just be the case that they did not have land available to place it where it was at. So in other words they
want to eliminate… In other words it cannot be a financial hardship, in other words it is going to cost them
too much money or whatever. That does not qualify for a Variance. It has to be something tied to the land
that prevents compliance with the rule. Staff interprets that as just that. When we go out and look it, we look
at the site and say okay is there any possible physical way this can work and what is preventing this from
working? So if it’s a slope in the back, lack of property, if its frontages on all sides that prevent compliance.
Those are things we look at. Those are specifically tied to the land. Because what happens in this case with
this piece of property in Heavy Commercial Zone District. You might have a property a block or a mile
away that the ability to meet the requirements for the Variance. So they are enjoying the same privilege.
There being deprived of the same privilege of somebody else in the same district because of something they
cannot control in other words because it is tied to the land. Those are hardships that qualify for a Variance
because it’s not, it’s out of there control basically. Again, usually when we hear Variance you opened with
the meeting saying that the term itself is misused a lot. Misinterpreted a lot. A lot of the times people say if
you don’t want to comply with the rule, go ask for a Variance. That is not the intent of a Variance at all.
That is why we have criteria that you have to meet in order to even qualify for a Variance. So just because
someone does not to comply with the rules. Say somebody wants to build a five story house in a
neighborhood, well our height limit is a certain limit and a five story house would exceed that limit. There
is no hardship that prevents you from not building five stories, but they will ask for a Variance because they
want to do it. That would not qualify because there is no hardship there. They just don’t want to comply
with the rule. That is why we have to have criteria. That’s why staff vets the criteria to make sure it meets
with the codes intent. Then we present it to the commission. When it comes to you guys, our
recommendation is based on the code and what is requires and what its intent is. Interpretation, we have to
be real careful with it. After doing this for so long you know what qualifies and what doesn’t. We look to
make sure we are not going to get into trouble violating the rule in anyway. It does meet the criteria. That’s
why it gives a little leeway in its examples and it says its not limited to these examples. In other words there
could be a circumstance that still qualifies them that nobody thought of. That’s where we are at.
Chairman Wilson: Fellow Commissioners, any other questions on this subject? If not may I have a motion
to adjourn the meeting.

Motion was made by Commissioner Pawlowski to adjourn the meeting. Seconded by Commissioner Cresto.
Motion Carried.
Upon roll call, the following votes were:
Commissioner F. Pawlowski (Yes)
Commissioner J. Cresto (Yes)
Commissioner K. Mackenzie-Chavez (Yes)
Commissioner M. Long (Yes)
Commissioner L. Miller (Yes)
Commissioner K. Spolar (Yes)

Commission Adjourned at 6:35 p.m.
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PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION

KENT WILSON, CHAIRMAN
ATTEST:

CLYDE (C.B.) STRAIN
SECRETARY TO PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION

Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting
May 12th, 2021
Page 7 of 7

1-1
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Request by Gallup Christian Center, Inc., property owner for the Rezoning of 7.341 acres M/L
FROM Rural Holding Zone (RHZ) Zone District TO Heavy Commercial (HC) Zone District.
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The properties are located at 2133 Cipriano Road; more particularly described as 1.97 acres M/L
in The Door Subdivision and a tract of land in the NE 1/4 of Section 28, T15N, R18W, N.M.P.M.,
Gallup, McKinley County, New Mexico, lying within a City of Gallup SOUTHWEST
ANNEXATION; Containing a total of 7.41 acres M/L.

AERIAL IMAGERY
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Request by Gallup Christian Center, Inc., property owner for the Rezoning of 7.341 acres M/L
FROM Rural Holding Zone (RHZ) Zone District TO Heavy Commercial (HC) Zone District. The
properties are located at 2133 Cipriano Road; more particularly described as 1.97 acres M/L in
The Door Subdivision and a tract of land in the NE 1/4 of Section 28, T15N, R18W, N.M.P.M.,
Gallup, McKinley County, New Mexico, lying within a City of Gallup SOUTHWEST
ANNEXATION; Containing a total of 7.41 acres M/L.

SITE PHOTOS

1-10

1-11

1-12
Request by Gallup Christian Center, Inc., property owner for the Rezoning of 7.341 acres
M/L FROM Rural Holding Zone (RHZ) Zone District TO Heavy Commercial (HC) Zone
District. The properties are located at 2133 Cipriano Road; more particularly described as
1.97 acres M/L in The Door Subdivision and a tract of land in the NE 1/4 of Section 28,
T15N, R18W, N.M.P.M., Gallup, McKinley County, New Mexico, lying within a City of Gallup
SOUTHWEST ANNEXATION; Containing a total of 7.41 acres M/L.

AREA MAP
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Request by Gallup Christian Center, Inc., property owner for the Rezoning of 7.341 acres
M/L FROM Rural Holding Zone (RHZ) Zone District TO Heavy Commercial (HC) Zone
District. The properties are located at 2133 Cipriano Road; more particularly described as
1.97 acres M/L in The Door Subdivision and a tract of land in the NE 1/4 of Section 28,
T15N, R18W, N.M.P.M., Gallup, McKinley County, New Mexico, lying within a City of Gallup
SOUTHWEST ANNEXATION; Containing a total of 7.41 acres M/L.

PROPERTY MAP
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Letters sent 05/21/2020
Request by Gallup Christian Center, Inc., property owner for the Rezoning of 7.89 acres
M/L FROM Rural Holding Zone (RHZ) Zone District TO Heavy Commercial (HC) Zone
District. The properties are located at 2133 Cipriano Road; more particularly described
as The Door Subdivision, 1.97 acres M/L in NE 1/4 Sec. 28 T15N R18W and an
Unplatted V/L NW of 2133 Cipriano Road; more particularly described as 5.92 acres M/L
in Sec. 28 T15N R18W.
ADDRESS LIST
1A.

GALLUP CHRISTIAN CENTER,
INC.
P.O. BOX 1990
GALLUP, NM 87305-1990
2.08 ACRES M/L IN NE ¼
SEC.28 T15N R18W
R661058

1B.

5.92 ACRES M/L IN SEC. 28
T15N R18W
R661376

2.

DAB, INC. & MARTHA JOAN
DEPAULI, TRUSTEE
P.O. BOX 38
GALLUP, NM 87305-0038
2.296 ACRES M/L IN NE ¼
SEC.28 R15N R18W
R171085

3.

TRIPLE B, LLC
P.O. BOX 133
GALLUP, NM 87305-0133
A TRACT OF LAND IN THE E1/2
SEC.28 T15N R18W, CONT.
5.668 ACS M/L
R214833

4.

WILLIAM T. & NATALIE N.
MORRIS
PO BOX 2170
GALLUP, NM 87305
A TRACT OF LAND IN SEC.28
T15N R18W, CONT. 2.727 ACS
M/L A/K/A TRACT 4B
R214178

5.

GLEN R. & MELVINA B. LEWIS
REV. TRUST
P.O. BOX 2259
GALLUP, NM 87305-2259
LOT 3-B 28 15 18, JUNIPER
RIDGE SUB. UNIT #1 CONT.
2.755 ACS M/L
R215251

6.

BIG E., INC.
P.O. BOX 636
GALLUP, NM 87305-0636
8.599 ACRES M/L IN NE1/4
SEC. 28 T15N R18W
R137472
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Summary of City Council Actions
May 2021
[No actions taken on any Planning & Zoning items]
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CITY OF GALLUP
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
110 W. AZTEC AVENUE
GALLUP, NM 87301
(505) 863-1240
MONTHLY COMPILATION OF PERMITS ISSUED
CITY OR COUNTY:
GALLUP, McKINLEY COUNTY, NM

MAILING ADDRESS:
P.O. BOX 1270 GALLUP, NM 87305
MONTH OF:

MAY

NUMBER OF
DESCRIPTION
NEW SINGLE FAMILY DWELLINGS
RESIDENTIAL ADDITIONS / ALTERATIONS
RESIDENTIAL STORAGE SHED
RESIDENTIAL GARAGES & CARPORTS
RESIDENTIAL SITE PERMITS
NEW COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS
COMMERCIAL ADDITIONS / ALTERATIONS
COMMERCIAL STORAGE SHED
COMMERCIAL GARAGES & CARPORTS
COMMERCIAL SITE PERMITS
NEW CHURCHES
CHURCH ADDITIONS / ALTERATIONS
RE-STUCCO / SIDING / DECKS
NEW ASPHALT / ASPHALT OVERLAY / SEALCOAT
EXCAVATION / GRADING
NEW APARTMENTS
APARTMENT ADDITIONS / ALTERATIONS
HOTELS / MOTELS
ROOF REPAIR
DEMOLITION
FENCE / RETAINING WALL
FOUNDATION ONLY - CHARGE
FOUNDATION ONLY - NO CHARGE
SWIMMING POOLS
DECK
TOTAL PERMITS & VALUATION
TOTAL PERMIT FEES

$

VALUATION

PERMITS
0
5
0
0
0
1
2
0
0
0
0
0
3
0
0
0
0
0
6
0
6
0
0
0
0

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

23

$

YEAR TO DATE: 2021
NUMBER OF

VALUATION

162,989.00
25,000.00
150.00
10,000.00
27,920.00
14,796.00
-

PERMITS
1
10
0
0
0
4
10
0
0
0
0
0
3
0
1
0
0
0
43
2
12
0
0
0
0

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

125,000.00
184,944.00
2,687,019.00
248,099.00
10,000.00
42,000.00
505,352.00
12,000.00
23,997.00
-

240,855.00

86

$

3,838,411.00

3,764.96 $

29,872.81
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CITY OF GALLUP
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
MONTHLY COMPILATION OF PERMITS ISSUED
MAY 2021
DATE
ISSUED

PERMIT
NO.

OWNER / BUSINES

CONTRACTOR

SITE ADDRESS

PERMIT
TYPE

PERMIT
FEES

05/03/2021

21 - 068

SUE-DAN, LLC

MERRILL FENCE CO. LLC

607 E. COAL AVENUE

FENCE / RETAINING WALL

$

54.00 $

2,298.00

05/03/2021

21 - 090

EDNA ASHLEY

GALLUP FENCE CO.

800 W. GREEN AVENUE

FENCE / RETAINING WALL

$

41.00 $

1,789.00

$

601.03 $

50,000.00

$

412.53 $

30,000.00

$

924.35 $

58,000.00

$

354.30 $

22,989.00

RESIDENTIAL ADDITIONS /
ALTERATIONS
RESIDENTIAL ADDITIONS /
ALTERATIONS
RESIDENTIAL ADDITIONS /
ALTERATIONS
RESIDENTIAL ADDITIONS /
ALTERATIONS

VALUATION

05/03/2021

21 - 097

SEA WALKER, LLC

LIONS CONSTRUCTION, INC.

1012 E. AZTEC AVENUE

05/04/2021

21 - 094

DORENE ROBINSON

H.T. ENTERPRISES

212 CEDAR AVENUE

05/07/2021

21 - 100

MICHAEL MAZEL

H.T. ENTERPRISES

1604 PECAN CIRCLE

05/10/2021

21 - 040

ERVIN PATTERSON

CHAMPION WINDOW COMPANY

3205 CINIZA DRIVE

05/10/2021

21 - 096

FLOYD KEZELE

SB BUILDERS, LLC

712B E AZTEC AVENUE

ROOF REPAIR

$

69.00 $

2,750.00

$

23.25 $

75.00

05/11/2021

21 - 098

PABLO'S UPHOLSTERY

KACHINA PORTABLE STORAGE LLC

716 S. SECOND STREET

COMMERCIAL ADDITIONS /
ALTERATIONS

05/11/2021

21 - 102

OLGA A. & MICHAEL STARR

GALLUP ROOFING, INC.

1500 S. CLIFF DRIVE

ROOF REPAIR

$

99.00 $

7,435.00

05/11/2021

21 - 103

JEANNIE E. BACA

GALLUP ROOFING, INC.

600 W. LOGAN AVENUE

ROOF REPAIR

$

72.00 $

4,950.00

$

23.25 $

75.00

$

65.25 $

2,000.00

COMMERCIAL ADDITIONS /
ALTERATIONS
RESIDENTIAL ADDITIONS /
ALTERATIONS

05/13/2021

21 - 093

FEMAC, INC.

KACHINA PORTABLE STORAGE LLC

1900 E. AZTEC AVENUE

05/14/2021

21 - 058

IVA JOHNSON

HOME MODIFICATION SOLUTIONS

2920 SANDSTONE STREET

05/19/2021

21 - 101

JEFF WELLBORN

MERRILL FENCE CO. LLC

701 NAVAJO DRIVE

FENCE / RETAINING WALL

$

37.00 $

1,559.00

BELLA HOMES

1733 S. SECOND STREET

NEW COMMERCIAL
BUILDINGS

$

441.00 $

25,000.00

FENCE / RETAINING WALL

$

63.00 $

3,850.00

FENCE / RETAINING WALL

$

63.00 $

3,300.00

$

54.00 $

3,000.00

$

54.00 $

2,500.00

05/21/2021

21 - 083

CARGO COFFEE & ROASTERY

05/21/2021

21 - 111

MISSIONARIES OF CHARITY

ABT BUILDERS

205 BLACK DIAMOND CANYON
DRIVE

05/24/2021

21 - 105

TIMOTHY COUSINS, JR., ETAL

GALLUP FENCE CO.

1940 MILDA AVENUE

RE-STUCCO / SIDING /
DECKS
RE-STUCCO / SIDING /
DECKS

05/24/2021

21 - 107

JOHN & LURA GONZALES

OWNER

1606 CAMINO RANCHEROS

05/24/2021

21 - 112

HUGO & DORA CANO

OWNER

1710 CALLE PINON

05/24/2021

21 - 113

DAVID G. MIKESIC

GALLUP ROOFING, INC.

613 E HILL AVENUE

ROOF REPAIR

$

72.00 $

4,550.00

05/27/2021

21 - 117

LILIANA RATMEYER

DOMINGUEZ CONSTRUCTION, INC.

508 COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE

ROOF REPAIR

$

35.00 $

1,450.00

05/27/2021

21 - 118

VINCENT TOM, ETAL.

DOMINGUEZ CONSTRUCTION, INC.

3704 CHACO DRIVE

ROOF REPAIR

$

90.00 $

6,785.00

05/28/2021

21 - 116

AYED AWWAD

LBH INVESTMENTS, INC.

3400 CHURCHROCK STREET

RE-STUCCO / SIDING /
DECKS

$

72.00 $

4,500.00

05/28/2021

21 - 121

KAREN S. & JOE LEE, JR.

OWNER

1412 S. GRANDVIEW DRIVE

FENCE / RETAINING WALL

$

45.00 $

2,000.00

TOTALS: $

3,764.96 $

240,855.00

5
1
2
3
6
6

23

RESIDENTIAL ADDITIONS / ALTERATIONS
NEW COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS
COMMERCIAL ADDITIONS / ALTERATIONS
RE-STUCCO / SIDING / DECKS
ROOF REPAIR
FENCE / RETAINING WALL

TOTAL PERMITS

P.O. BOX 1270 GALLUP, NM 87305
PHONE: 505.863.1240
FAX: 505.722.5131

