
Armory Park Historic Zone Advisory Board (APHZAB) 
Legal Action Report 

 
Tuesday, 21 Aug 2018, 7:00 P.M. 

Parish Hall, Saint Andrew’s Church 
E. 16th Street and S. 5th Avenue 

Tucson, Arizona 
 
 
1. Call to Order/Roll Call. The meeting was called to order at 7:01 PM. A quorum was established with 
eight APHZAB members present. General introductions were made. 
 
-  APHZAB members: Mr. J. Burr, Mr. M. Crum, Mr. M. Diamond, Mr. S. Grede, Ms. G. Hesley, Ms. E. 
Hillman, Mr. M. Means and Mr. W. O’Brien.  Arrival after approval of minutes:  Ms. P. Factor and Mr. M. 
Lex. Absent:  Mr. Duffy and Ms. McClements. 
-  IT Support: Mr. K. Taylor  
-  Guests:  Ms. J. Brown, Mr. F. Chiquette, Mr. W. Mackey, Ms. J. Walker, and Mr. D. Taylor 
 
2. Approval of Previous Meeting Minutes. Motion made by Mr. J. Burr and seconded by Mr. Grede to 
approve Minutes from 17 July 2018 as presented. Eight votes in favor; none opposed; no abstentions. ( Mr. 
Lex and Ms. Factor arrived just after this vote) 
 
3. Historic Preservation Zone Full Design Review Cases  
The Board Chair reviewed and reiterated the process that the Board would follow using Unified 
Development Code (UDC) Section 5.8, Technical Standards Manual (TSM) (9-02.3.0) and Armory Park 
Historic District Design Guidelines (9-02.7.2), and Revised Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and 
Guidelines. 
 
 a. HPZ-18-69, 811 S 4th Avenue.  Parcel#117-08-0440. Fernando Chiquette, property owner. Bill 
Mackey, architect. Detached accessory structure. 
 
-  Mr. Chiquette provided an overview of the placement of the 11’0’ x 15’10” shade structure (roof = 13’8” 
x 18’6” = 253 ft square) for an outdoor living patio space on the property. Because it requires a foundation 
and its size, it is required to be a permitted structure.  Its rectangular hip roof with asphalt shingles, mimics 
the proportions of the 5/12 slope roof of the principle structure on the property.  It has five 6”x 6” column 
sitting on 16” x 16” CMU pedestals, brick pavers under, plantings at edges and stairs on the north elevation 
only. It is snugged up to a new perimeter wall of plastered CMU capped with two courses of brick coping, 
with interspersed brick pillars of approximately 16” square at regular intervals that both accentuate and 
challenge the design.  The board liked the new property wall but noted the pillars and capping made it 
difficult to understand how the proposed structure would fit next to it (site plan shows only 8” wall). The 
columns proposed  for the 6”x 6” posts (set in metal clips) are raised. The interior of the pavilion is bricks 
set in raised sand with an outer bed of planting that includes a french drain for internal site drainage off-
flow. 
-  There was general discussion about what the actual setback from the property line was 2’6”, which is a 
reasonable set-back in the development zone, and whether the drip line from the roof would be contained 
within the property to not necessitate any gutters. It was assured to the Board that all water from the roof 
would be contained on site, as is required by city and state policy. Mr. Chiquette assured the Board the gap 
is at least 4” before the wall so the drip will not fall on the wall and cap. 
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-  The Board also noted that on sheet 2 there are two depictions of the north elevation rather than a north 
and a south elevation. The stairs are only on the north side  with three columns; the south side has no stairs 
and two columns. 
 
Action Taken: Re HPZ 18-69, the Board recommends approval for recommendation the plans as presented 
as long as the overhang falls within the wall/pillar caps by at least four inches.  
 
Motion made by Mr. Burr and seconded by Mr. Crum. Ten votes in favor, none opposed, no 
abstentions. The Board further recommended that the duplicate north elevation information on the 
presented plans be amended before seeking a permit to reflect both elevations. Ms Hillman, Vice 
Chairperson, provided the APHZAB stamp to the plans, with comments,  and signed it with Mr. Means, 
Secretary. 
 
 
4. Courtesy Review:  No decisions required 
 
 a. 375 S Stone, Bill Mackey, architect.  (Parcel 117-14-0890) Rehabilitation of an adobe structure, the 
storage building to the east of Casa Vicente. 
 
Mr. Mackey stated that this courtesy review of this C-3 property was for APHZAB information only. He 
provided an overview. The property in question is listed on the National Register as a “Contributing 
Property" but is not within the HPZ. It was developed as a garage for the Brady Court to the north in 1919,  
but has been infilled as offices over the years and is now on a separate C-3 lot.  He has secured a finding 
from SHPO that the building would remain as “Contributing” if reverted to its original use, as apparently, 
no redevelopments of the site are considered historic.  
 
He also did note that the developer would not pursue his request for a sale of the right-of way to the north, 
and would use the spaces for use for Brady Court. He discussed his opinion of the potential rezoning of a 
portion of parcel 117-14-0860  (HC3) as related to the case, but realized it was not related to the discussion 
of this particular conversation. It was noted by the board that the extension of the  Brady Court lot as H 
zoning all the way to Stone Avenue was an attempt by the 1970’s owner to make sure no large C3 building 
could loom over it to the west. However, this conversation is a separate issue. 
 
This particular project involves returning the adobe structure on the southeast corner of the overall parcel 
back to a parking garage with nine bays and a storage area.  The effort includes taking down the framed 
walls that were infilled over the years, but retaining all original exterior adobe walls and openings.  
Unfortunately, there are no specific details on the property card to identify when the structure was 
originally enclosed other than noting it is a contributing structure.  Mr. Mackey reiterated that SHPO has 
favorably reviewed the project and the renovation does not affect its future eligibility as a historic structure. 
 
The Board noted that there was a typo with respect to the parcel number in the site information on chart 
G1.  As it was a courtesy review, with no formal recommendation required, the Board generally agreed the 
developer was in fact returning the structure and use to its original design/use and was appropriate. 
 
 b.  HPZ-18-41, 827 S Arizona Avenue. Parcel#117-08-087A. Jessica Walker/Dan Taylor, property 
owner/developer for proposed construction of a new single family home on vacant lot.   
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This was a second courtesy review on this project, before and after a continuance of a formal review.  Ms. 
Walker and Mr. Taylor provided a summary of changes since the last review on 18 June 2018.  No decision 
required. 
 
Ms. Walker provided an update on a prior concern regarding parking in the current design.  She received 
feedback from Mr. Castro from City staff stating that there is no concern over the current parking design 
per the presented site plan. It was not clear if the actual built fence and gate were a part of that 
conversation. The site plan presented refers to a blank, unaltered site. The actual site contains a substantial 
fence of brick pillars, interspaced low-walls with wrought iron fencing, and a central gate with mechanized 
closure on a track that should be shown on the site plan.  It was again recommended that the 
client/developer revise the site plan to reflect actual usage and request appropriate setbacks for the plan. 
The Board also requested the applicant to seek guidance from the city with an actual as-built site plan 
before coming back for a formal full design review. 
 
Additional Board feedback included: 
 
- The applicant did make some alterations to the initial design details that were more complementary and 
applicable to the context of the historic district. The rhythm of windows, proportions of details and 
openings, roofing materials and parapet details are more appropriate. The design is moving towards 
compatibility with the HPZ district. 
- The setbacks for the sides and rear are acceptable. The actual setback for the western portion of the 
property could be as  little as 0’, based on APHZ standards for the development zone. However, with a 
driveway, carport, and onsite parking area, and using existing site improvements the minimum setback may 
be at least 25’ for a substantial portion of the lot. The Board recommended that the applicant obtain written 
feedback from City Zoning before returning for review. (Contact Steve Shields with relevant data for 
review). 
- Utilize stucco sills rather than the proposed rough cut exposed wood appliqué below the windows. This 
detail would not be compatible with any historic “Pueblo Revival” style in any Tucson historic district. 
Fake external details that have no basis in actual historic construction are not appropriate. 
- Single hung full wood windows which mimic double hung windows could well be approved as long as 
the exterior proportions remain the same. Several members were surprised that non working windows 
would be spec’d based on cost. However, the intent of the code appears to be external appearance. The 
current plans indicate wood-clad windows rather than full wood.  Only full wood windows are currently 
allowed under the APHZ guidelines for the development zone. The applicant made a case for the clad, 
single hung variant based on cost. The Board noted that until the guidelines were formally updated, the 
option is not available for recommendation. The Board also noted that the TPCHC-PRS generally supports 
that condition, but the applicant has the opportunity to make their case again with the next reviewing 
entities. 
-  Because the project is conceived as two separate structures, although with complementary alignments 
of facades, all facades of the exterior are subject for review. The principal structure has six facades. The 
secondary structure has four facades. The site plan does not reflect  a typical historical site plan, but 
because of its alignment of exterior planes, is possibly a compatible use for the site. It was noted that the 
apparent “picture window” into the courtyard could not be approved for recommendation, whether 
generally visible or not. Mr. Taylor countered that the area between the two structures is an interior 
courtyard and that the window is not visible from any external vantage point. The Board pointed out that in 
prior courtesy reviews, the designer was encouraged to actually create a structural connectivity between the 
two buildings so that it could be considered as a single structure with only four facades. If the design 
remains a one bedroom l-shaped structure with a detached casita bedroom unit, all exterior facades would 
be required for review. A detailed page of window and door schedule was requested for all facades for the 
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final review. The applicant was further reminded by the Board, that although the property was at the outer 
edge of the historic district, compatibility with the historic district was required. 
 
5.  Current Issues for Information/Discussion 
 
 a. Minor Reviews  
 
 1)  Ms. Hesley commented that her recent minor review for the removal of an HVAC system still 
required a permit.  It was noted that some minor reviews are for proposed projects that do require a permit, 
and others do not. 
 
 2)  Mr. Means reviewed the list of full and minor review projects since the last meeting.  The 
approval of the detached accessory structure at 521 S. 5th Avenue (HPZ-18-58) by TPCHC with a 
recommendation for approval as presented, rather than with most of the APHZAB recommendations 
generated considerable discussion.  In short, the APHZAB recommended changes are based upon APHZ 
code criteria. The PRS noted that the Board was quite right in making those recommendations based on the 
code, but that their recommendation was more in line with current Secretary of Interior Standards for 
“Compatibility” and did not believe the three requested changes were incompatible for specifically a new 
accessory structure in a rear yard.  This outcome further reinforces the need to possibly update the Armory 
Park design guidelines. 
 
 b.  Zoning Violations 
 
 One HPZ zoning violation regarding the use of glass block windows continues to be unresolved 
(HPZ 17-74 at 731 S 4th Avenue). The Board recognizes that PDSD has the lead to bring this to a 
resolution.  
 
 
 
 
 
6. Call to the Public.   
 
  The Board welcomed Ms. Jodie Brown, the new City of Tucson Historic Preservation Officer in 
PDSD.  In preparation for her new assignment, she is attending meetings of each of the historic review 
boards.  She provided a brief overview of her career as did APHZAB members. 
 
7. Next Scheduled Meeting:  18 Sep 2018 
 
8. Adjournment 
 
Esthermarie Hillman 
Acting Chairperson, APHZAB 
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