
Armory Park Historic Zone Advisory Board (APHZAB) 
Minutes 

 
Tuesday, 20 Nov 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 
 
-  APHZAB members: Mr. J. Burr, Mr. M. Crum, Mr. M. Diamond, Mr. W. Duffy, Ms. P. Factor, (arrived after 
approval of minutes), Ms. G. Hesley, Ms. M. McClements, Mr. M. Means and Mr. W. O’Brien.  Absent:  Mr. S. 
Grede, Ms. E. Hillman and Mr. M. Lex.  
-  IT Support: Mr. K. Taylor  
-  Guests:  Mr. G. Bedinger, Ms. J. Brown, Ms. A. Cooper, Ms. B. Cruder (SP) Mr. W. Dillon, Mr. G. 
Furnier, Ms. J. Harding, Mr. B. Kassel, Ms. S. Keohane, Ms. D. Krebs, Mr. R. Lanning, Ms. B. Mayou, 
Ms. J. Mulder, Mr. G. O’Gard (SP), Mr. J. Raccis, Mr. M. Roberts, Mr. J. Sanders, Ms. G. Schau, Mr. B. 
Taylor and Ms. C. Walters.  
 
NOTE:  Upon calling the meeting to order, the Chairperson, APHZAB announced that PDSD was making an 
audio recording the meeting for posting on the City Clerk’s website. 
 
2. Approval of Previous Meeting Minutes. Motion made by Mr. Burr and seconded by Mr. Crum to approve 
Minutes from 16 October 2018 and 13 November 2018 as presented. Eight votes in favor:  Mr. J. Burr, Mr. M. 
Crum, Mr. M. Diamond, Mr. W. Duffy, Ms. G. Hesley, Ms. M. McClements, Mr. M. Means and Mr. W. 
O’Brien.  None opposed.  No abstentions.   
 
3. Historic Preservation Zone Full Design Review Cases  
Proposed alterations of any design elements must comply with the Unified Development Code (UDC) Section 
5.8/TSM 9-02.3.0/Armory Park Historic District Design Guidelines 9-02.7.2/ Revised Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards and Guidelines. 
 
 a. HPZ-18-12, 726 S Bean Ave. Parcel #11707261B.  Mr. Brian Kassel, property owner presented revised 
plans for new, two-story multi-family residential building with four apartments (two up and two down).  Mr. 
Kassel stated that he had made several minor revisions to the proposal since the version provided to PDSD and 
reviewed by the board, and provided paper copies that showed those differences.  One of the door locations on 
the earlier east elevation was updated.  Both doors are now centered in the middle of the façade, rather than in 
series.  All other door locations are correctly depicted. 
 
-  Mr. Kassel provided pictures and documentation to show the area in the near vicinity of his parcel.  The east 
elevation facing Bean Avenue is now 24 feet in height from surface grade to the top of the parapet roof.  This is 
consistent with a similar structure at 701 S. 3rd Ave/404 E. 17th St in the expanded development zone.  He 
explained how he used examples from the development zone to influence this current design.  There are two 
apartments on the ground floor with entry doors facing Bean Ave and two apartments on the second level 
entered off each side on the second floor deck area (now shown on the revised site plan).  The ground floor level 
of the western portion of the building is for storage and laundry.  An open courtyard area will fill the southwest 
quadrant of the site.   
 
- The curvilinear detailing of the arched doors and courtyard entry are wood trim not stucco. The revised detail 
sheet shows a metal security door in to the courtyard that is made to resemble the arched entry doors (it is shown 
as open on the previous plan). 
 
-  The set backs (7’ on the north and west, 0’ and 21’ on the south, 22’ on the east) are consistent with setbacks 
in the development zone. 
 
-  Window locations on the 0’ lot line portion of the south elevation are offset from existing windows of the 
building on the parcel directly to the south so as not to obscure views. These four windows - two fixed and two 
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awning style are metal that are required as “firesafe, R1 fire rated” per building code. All other windows on the 
building are wood/wood.  All doors including the sliding barn doors are also wood with the exception of the 
proposed metal security gate (revised) in the center archway on the north elevation.  Specs for all windows and 
doors except the security gate are identified on the earlier detail sheet. (It was noted by the board that window 
sill details should be revised to reflect a sloping surface to prevent water damage.)  
 
-  Surface areas in the parking area and the northern walkway are planned to be gravel. 
 
-  Exterior walls will be smooth stucco.  The parapet roof wall will be capped with “Santa Fe” Imperial tiles as 
shown in the revised elevations. 
 
-  The proposed Pro Panel II Galvanized Metal roofs over the balconies on the north and south elevations are 
similar in profile to standing seam roofing and not curvilinear “galvanized” roofing metal. They can be either 
finished in gray paint or left to rust. The Board recommended including a picture of the roof material and profile 
in future revisions/reviews. 
 
-  Mr. Kassel said his intention was to build on a completely level slab/ foundation which may be slightly raised 
on the west to compensate for the gentle slope to the west of the lot, but he did not intend to grade the whole lot 
as shown in the elevations. 
 
The Board expressed appreciation to Mr. Kassel for addressing all previous issues raised in prior reviews and 
reflected in this new revised design and looks forward to the currently empty lot being built upon. 
 
Action Taken: Re HPZ-18-41, the Board recommends approval of the revised plans as presented on the latest 
paper copies and noted the differences from the previous electronic version with the following notes/comments:  
 
-  Reversal/changes of the door locations on the eastern facade are reasonable and preferred. 
 
-  The proposed setbacks of 7’ on the north and west, 21’ and 0’ on the south, 22’ on the east and a total 
maximum height of 24’ are consistent with other properties in the development zone and recommended for 
approval. 
 
-  All trim, windows and doors wood/wood as presented (with the exception of the 4 metal windows as required 
by fire code) are approved for recommendation. The approval of those four metal windows in this instance is not 
to be used a precedent. 
 
 -  The revised site plan showing the area of the enclosed courtyard is recommended as presented. 
 
-  The board does not recommend a metal door to the courtyard that is full height made to mimic the wood doors 
but suggest a more partially open gate type door for security. 
 
-  All other details of the revised plans as presented - roof tile; metal panel roof (not galvanized); and styling of 
the solid wood panel exterior doors with either paned glass areas or transom windows; sliding wood doors; and 
wood/wood double hung two or four paned windows (not simulated) are approved for recommendation as 
presented. 
 
Motion made by Mr. Burr and seconded by Mr. Duffy. Nine votes in favor:  Mr. J. Burr, Mr. M. Crum, Mr. M. 
Diamond, Mr. W. Duffy, Ms. P. Factor, Ms. G. Hesley, Ms. M. McClements, Mr. M. Means and Mr. W. 
O’Brien; none opposed; no abstentions. Ms. McClements, Chairperson, and Mr. Means, Secretary, provided the 
APHZAB stamp to the updated plans with comments and signatures. 
 
 b. HPZ-18-101, 521 S Russell Avenue. Parcel #117142110.  Mr. Richard Lanning, property owner. Mr. Bil 
Taylor, the architect, presented plans for the addition. 
 
The purpose of this review is to present phase 2 of the plans for the parcel.  The phase 1 plans were completed 
and the owner wanted to move into the completed area while working on the proposed phase 2 addition.  This 
requires the closeout of the associated permit number for phase 1.  The plans for the new addition have not 
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previously been reviewed by the Board.  
 
Although the Board received site plan and elevation plans from PDSD, Mr. Taylor provided additional paper 
copies of site usage that he had just completed that day that better illustrated the work that was completed under 
phase 1 and what is being proposed for phase 2. 
 
-  Using the site plan, Mr. Taylor discussed the work completed under phase 1and showed how it would relate to 
his proposed phase 2.  The ‘existing’ structures in phase 1 include a 1240 sq. ft primary residence (contributing 
structure), an addition of 379 sq ft and a garage of 654 sq ft.  The garage has expanded by as much as 10 feet or 
approximately 110 sq ft over what was previously approved under HPZ 16-34.  Phase 2 concerns a new 1,712 sq 
ft addition with zero lot lines on the back of the property and the revision to the garage.. 
 
-  The proposed plans work around a very large tree in the center of the lot. 
 
-  Triangle on the northeast corner is open to the air. 
 
-  Zero lot lines on the property are on east and south.  Mr. Taylor noted that there are existing walls on the east 
(14’) and south adjoining properties.  The north end is open. 
 
The Board clarified that the “H” zoning requires compliance with “H” standards whether visible from the street 
or not, and compatibility with the primary contributing structure.  When applied against those standards, the 
proposed phase two addition is substantially larger that the contributing structure (1,712 vs 1,240) and the 
(revised) garage as an accessory structure doesn’t meet the 50% rule for accessory structures.  
 
The owner contends that the entire HPZ 16-34 plan was already reviewed and approved.  However, the Board 
LAR shows that the recommended approvals had to do only with what is now being called the phase 1 
restoration even though the now called phase 2 plans may have been included. 
 
The Board stated that the HC-3 zoning presents an unusual zoning situation. The parcel has HC-3 zoning which 
enables the addition of a secondary principle residence.  The underlying C-3 zoning allows for the concept 
proposed with the open courtyard.  However the “H” is the defining characteristic that trumps the “C” signifier.  
There are 0’ setbacks per C-3 code.  Using the H identifier, the secondary structure cannot be bigger nor taller 
than the contributing structure, 1240 sq ft and 13’4” respectively.  Plus, there appears to be no example of a 
contributing structure with the courtyard in the development zone (and maybe even Armory Park) that has lot 
line to lot line walls of 13’4”, (as stated or 15’4” as suggested on the presented plans) solid walls around the 
perimeter with intensive use with close to 80% lot coverage possibly allowed by the underlying C-3 zoning.  
Hence it is unclear how the new addition fits into the development zone.  It was also noted that the previously 
approved plans for phase one included a 1262 sq. ft existing structure, and addition of 365 sq. ft, and a garage of 
542 sq. ft, not the building now shown as “existing”. None of the “H” standards outlined in the UDC 5.8 and 
TSM 9.2 (e.g. site utilization, massing, proportion, roof type, rhythm, etc) as applied to the proposed addition 
match, complement or relate to the contributing building or any contributing structures in the development zone.  
Further, the application lacks significant information for the Board’s assessment.  The elevations lacked any 
dimensional data to review.  The details also lacked any dimensional data to review.  No materials information 
was available.  As a result, the Board was unwilling to make a recommendation based upon the insufficient 
information. 
 
Action Taken: Re HPZ-18-101, the Board recommends continuation of the case with Mr. Taylor’s concurrence 
on behalf of the owner to further revise the plans to address the following key APHZAB concerns:   
 
-  Show compliance with the “H” standards and compatibility with the primary contributing structure. 
-  Show examples of other contributing properties in the development zone that support the revised plan 
including site utilization, height, setbacks, massing and detailing. 
-  Include the development zone and contributing structures in the revised proposal. 
-  Consider use of a courtesy review once plans are revised. 
-  Contact PDSD for help to identify other contributing structures. 
 
Motion made by Ms. Hesley and seconded by Ms. Factor. Nine votes in favor:  Mr. J. Burr, Mr. M. Crum, Mr. 
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M. Diamond, Mr. W. Duffy, Ms. P. Factor, Ms. G. Hesley, Ms. M. McClements, Mr. M. Means and Mr. W. 
O’Brien; none opposed; no abstentions.  
 
 c. HPZ-18-99, 222 S 5th Avenue. Parcel #117170590.  Mr. Fletcher McCusker, chair of the Rio Nuevo 
board. Rehabilitation of Armory historic park/concert venue.  Removed from the agenda at the request of Mr. 
Ken Kavanaugh, Rio Nuevo. 
 
 d. HPZ-18-100, 813 S 5th Avenue. Parcel #117080580.  Ms. Betty and Mr. Michael Mayou, property 
owners. Revisions to plans: porch columns, roof, wall and windows. 
 
Due to the expiration of the approved permits, the applicant presented an update of remaining work in the plan to 
be completed.  Ms Krebs, the architect, provided an overview of the porch pillars and a small renovation on the 
back of the house. 
 
-  The concept for the front porch columns was previously all brick/stucco, but are now a combination of stucco 
with brick cap and brick base detailing.  This includes four 16” square CMU pier columns on the larger main 
house porch and two 8” square CMU pier columns on the smaller porch on the front left of the main house.  The 
columns are being replaced due to structural issues. 
 
-  The plan for the back of the house includes the addition of French doors composed wood/glass to replace a 
single door/windows on an existing “bump out” of the dining room, stucco to match existing walls, addition of a 
new brick stoop and the extension of roof height of the bump-out to match the slope of the existing roofline.  
 
-  Regarding the wood siding on the front porch, the vertical elements are being replaced due to deterioration and 
no longer salvageable. The new proposed replacements are vertical to match existing elements rather than the 
horizontal board detailing as previously designed/approved.  
 
Action Taken: Re HPZ-18-100, the Board recommends approval of the plans as presented and includes this 
iteration of the metal roof, and the vertical wood trim rather than horizontal as previously approved, and the 
CMU/stucco instead of brick/stucco, and revised proportions for the front columns as previously approved. 
 
Motion made by Ms. Factor and seconded by Mr. Duffy. Nine votes in favor:  Mr. J. Burr, Mr. M. Crum, Mr. M. 
Diamond, Mr. W. Duffy, Ms. P. Factor, Ms. G. Hesley, Ms. M. McClements, Mr. M. Means and Mr. W. 
O’Brien; none opposed; no abstentions. Ms. McClements, Chairperson, and Mr. Means, Secretary, provided the 
APHZAB stamp to the updated plans with comments and signatures. 
 
 e. HPZ-18-98, 714 S 4th Avenue. Parcel #117073050. Unknown property owners. New street light pole. 
 
Ms. Keohane provided an overview of the ATT concept for installing a small wireless antenna on top of an 
existing “replica” historic light pole located at 714 S. 4th Ave.  Approval via the historic review process is 
required for approval by the City of Tucson. 
 
-  The technical radio frequency engineer identified this specific light pole as the optimum location for the 
AT&T infrastructure plan for small cell deployment to move into new technology of wireless communication. 
 
-  The work involves the replacement of an existing replica historic light pole and with a new replacement with a 
much taller (24’) pole that includes an omni antenna on the top.  The original pole was 14’ in height.  The clamp-
on light globes will be reattached but a new similar base skirt will be required for stability. AT&T is proposing a 
“What goes out the hole goes back into the same hole” concept due to sensitivities of streetscape. 
 
-  They have already developed four other replacement designs for historic lighting in the downtown area to 
modify them for the small wireless antenna devices and increased the poles up to 24’ tall. 
 
-  There may be up to five different providers who will likely compete for other locations in Armory Park.  
Hence, there is a high probability that there will likely be more requests for additional antennas in the 
neighborhood.  
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-  No consent is needed by adjacent property owners to install these new pole devices in public right of ways. 
 
Mr. Sanders, TDOT, introduced himself as the primary point of contact with the cellular companies.  Of the 52 
permits issued to date, this is the only one for Armory Park.  He projects that there will be thousands of these 
poles in the city in the next five years.  The following web site lists lights that the city owns: 
TucsonAZ.gov/TDOT.  On the left hand side menu there is a reference for Small Wireless Facilities (SWF), with 
other details on the program.  Cellular companies are not supposed to touch historic original lights. 
 
The Board expressed the following concerns: 
 
-  City Ordinance 11522 was adopted by Mayor and Council on Feb 6, 2018.  It outlines the rules and design 
standards for these devices within the city. It was adopted to be in compliance with HB 2365 and ARS statutes 
9-591 to 599. Even though it is posted on a TDOT website, PDSD may not be fully aware of the following 
restrictions on historic district approval: 
 
3.1 Historic Preservation District Approval 
3.1.1 Sites within the Historic Preservation Districts:  Sites within or adjacent to the boundaries of listed or 
pending National Register historic districts will be recommended for approval by the City of Tucson Historic 
Preservation Office provided all of the following are true:   
 3.1.1.1 No original historic street lights are directly impacted 
 3.1.1.2 No replica historic street light replacements are directly impacted 
 3.1.1.3 The street views toward any contributing elements is not obstructed 
 3.1.1.4 The new installation, as completed, is compatible with the historic streetscape 
 3.1.1.5 The new installation is readily identifiable as modern and  
 3.1.1.6 The National Register district nomination does not cite any defining characteristics that would be 
diminished by the installation. 
 
-  Armory Park is putting all of our streetlights curbs, sidewalks and landscape of the entire Historic Preservation 
District on our National Register listing.  That application is under current review. It includes all of the historic 
streetlights and all of the replica historic streetlights such as this particular one at 714 S 4th Ave.  The effort to 
install these light poles has taken 35 years and several hundreds of thousands of dollars.  At the time this pole 
was installed in c.2009, each light pole in the area project cost $13,000 in grant money. 
 
-  The Board wants to encourage the implementation of new technology such as 5G and future enhancements, 
but would like to service providers to consider alternatives that don’t require replacement of light poles on its 
major avenues. It believes that stand alone facilities/poles that are obviously modern, but also “compatible” is a 
better strategy for technology that requires constant revisions and replacements, similar to other streetscape 
features such as signs and control boxes. 
 
Action Taken: Re HPZ-18-98, the Board recommends continuation of the case with Ms. Keohane’s concurrence 
to revise concepts for implementation. The board further suggests that AT&T (and other service providers): 
 
-  Consider minor avenue locations, which have fewer restrictions than major avenues 
-  Consider alternative pole designs even for major avenues that can be treated as street signs that can be part of 
the streetscape that can change over time 
-  Consider a compatible pedestal base 
-  Provide new concept information to Mr. Taku of PDSD for distribution and potential consideration and 
feedback (yet compliance with the Arizona Open Meeting Law) and possibly a courtesy review prior to a final 
proposal. 
 
Motion made by Ms. Hesley and seconded by Ms. Factor. Nine votes in favor:  Mr. J. Burr, Mr. M. Crum, Mr. 
M. Diamond, Mr. W. Duffy, Ms. P. Factor, Ms. G. Hesley, Ms. M. McClements, Mr. M. Means and Mr. W. 
O’Brien; none opposed; no abstentions.  
 
4.  Amending Armory Park Historic Zone Advisory Board By-Laws dated April 15, 2004 (Action Required) 
 
The Board discussed potential changes to the draft version of the by-laws.  The changes approved by the Board 

Armory Park Historic Zone Advisory Board Legal Action Report  
Approved: 12/18/2018 

5 



were incorporated into the final version of the by-laws.   
 
Action Taken: Re approval of the new Armory Park Historic Zone Advisory Board By-Laws, the Board 
recommends approval of the revised bylaws as presented including the minor modifications as discussed and 
agreed upon in the meeting.  
 
Motion made by Mr. Burr and seconded by Mr. Duffy. Nine votes in favor:  Mr. J. Burr, Mr. M. Crum, Mr. M. 
Diamond, Mr. W. Duffy, Ms. P. Factor, Ms. G. Hesley, Ms. M. McClements, Mr. M. Means and Mr. W. 
O’Brien; none opposed; no abstentions.  
 
5. Current Issues for Information/Discussion 
 a. Minor reviews.  None conducted since last meeting  
 b. Zoning violations. In response to an email reminder that the zoning violation is still open, Mr. J. Lee, the 
owner of 731 S. 4th Ave, referred the Board to his lawyer.  The Board informed PDSD of the situation for their 
enforcement.  
 c. Updating APHZAB design guidelines.  The team continues efforts to update the design guidelines and will 
meet again on 4 Dec.  Once updates are posted into the public site, anyone on the Board can provide comment 
back to the team (respective chapter team) leader.   
 
There was discussion regarding the audience for the design guidelines.  That audience is very broad and includes 
all users because these design guidelines will be an ordinance within the City’s Code.  Therefore, the audience 
includes:  applicants undergoing a minor or full design review, developers, all historic reviewers (e.g. the 
APHZAB, TPCHC PRS, SHPO), all directors of current and future City departments that effect the Armory Park 
Historic Preservation Zone (e.g. PDSD, TDOT) and even any other historic zones that can access the document 
which will also be posted on line.  The Board recommends inclusion of a preamble in the revised guidelines to 
provide direction to the City of Tucson regarding the Unified Development Code and the Technical Standards 
Manual, which was also passed by Mayor and Council as a supplement to the Code.  
 
6. Call to the Board (Information Only) 
 
It is unlikely that the West University Historic Zone Advisory Board will have time for a second review of the 
height text amendment this year.  The height text amendment is now incorporated into the recommendation to 
Mayor and Council to “re-authorize” the Infill Incentive District ordinance, with some slight changes. There is a 
public hearing on 5 December at 6pm at the Planning Commission meeting, in the Mayor and Council chambers.  
Since this meeting has potential impact upon our neighborhood generally, Mr. Burr intends to represent solely 
the Armory Park Neighborhood Association and encourages APHZAB participation as well. 
 
7. Call to the Public (Information Only) 
 
Mr. M. Roberts, (newly recommended for membership on the board) gave his thoughts on the topics of tonight’s 
meeting and other concerns. 
 
8. Next Scheduled Meeting:  18 Dec 2018 
 
9. Adjournment 
 
Martha McClements 
Chairperson, APHZAB 
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