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Armory Park Historic Zone Advisory Board (APHZAB) 

Design Guidelines Working Group 

Minutes 

 

Tuesday, 5 Mar 2019, 7:00 P.M. 

Parish Hall, Saint Andrew’s Church 

E. 16
th

 Street and S. 5
th

 Avenue 

Tucson, Arizona 

 

Disclaimer:  This Working Group does not meet the quorum requirements of the full APHZAB 

and all WG recommendations will be submitted to the full APHZAB for formal approval. 

 

1. Call to Order. The meeting was called to order at 7:00 PM.  

-  Working Group member attendees:  Mr. J. Burr, Ms. S. Frank, Mr. M. Means, Mr. P. O’Brien 

and Mr. K. Taylor. Absent:  Mr. S. Grede and Ms. G. Schau. 

-  Non-Working Group member attendee:  Mr. M. Crum 

 

2. Identify and discuss issues from the first end to end draft of the new Armory Park design 

guidelines and propose recommendations for approval by the Armory Park Historic Zone 

Advisory Board on 26 March.   

 

The project to update the design guidelines recently completed its first review of the draft end-to-

end document.  Some of the feedback will require simple edits (e.g. typos, change “happy” to 

“glad”), but other feedback was considered to be worthy of additional discussion.  The working 

group as a whole discussed these issues in order to develop a recommendation for resolution to 

the Armory Park Historic Zone Advisory Board for approval when presented on 26 March.  

Following is a summary of the issues discussed: 

 

Issue #1:  Single or double column format 

Discussion:  Some felt that a single column format is more readable for electronic copy as well 

as paper.  Others felt that different formats for electronic copy as well as paper could work.  

Certainly a single format could simplify the amount of work involved.  Others pointed out that 

most city documents are in a single column format. 

Consensus Recommendation:  Single column  

 

Issue #2:  Focus of the Guidelines 

Discussion:   

-  In general, the current draft of the design guidelines is focused primarily on contributing 

structures, but needs to also be more inclusive of additions and new construction.  Should there 

be greater acceptability of modern materials on newer structures than on a contributing structure?  

New structures should be compatible, but not duplicative of contributing structures.  If it is a 

contributing property, it has a structure that all of the additions need to relate to as well as within 

the development zone.  If it is a vacant lot, then new construction still has to conform to the 

development zone in terms of compatibility, but there is more range of options with less context.  

Hence, our design guidelines should address the distinctions. 

-  Within Tucson Technical Standards Manual 9-02.8.3, there are five categories of historic 

structures within HPZ’s (and should apply in Armory Park, as well):  Historic Landmark; 

Contributing Historic; Contributing Non-Historic; Non-Contributing and Intrusion. There are 

different standards for each of these categories and should be addressed in our design guidelines 
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as a new separate section early in the document.  Mr. Burr offered to draft that new section to 

help define the range of options that range from strict compliance to liberal consideration.  

Furthermore, we should help owners determine what needs to be done to return a potentially 

eligible historic property’s designation to a contributing status.   

-  With respect to demolition, the categories are either contributing and all of the rest. 

-  Separately, there is also an issue regarding use of new materials (specifically windows) that 

stimulated the Board’s decision to update the design guidelines.  This could be addressed in the 

form of a scaled matrix that begins with repair first, then if beyond repair consider other 

solutions that look historic on a case by case basis based upon the development zone.  Only 

certain standards are hard and fast. 

Consensus Recommendation:  Insert new section with the five categories and relate to a scale 

of strict compliance to liberal consideration early in design guidelines.  Mr. Burr to draft new 

section.   

 

Issue #3:  Is an Executive Summary needed?  If so, how used? 

Discussion:  The use of the terms “Executive Summary” may be a misnomer.  It is more 

accurately a preface that sets the stage for the document.  Content of this section should include:  

rationale for the update including what has changed over time; why a revision is needed now; 

purpose for these various documents (e.g. code, existing design guidelines, Secretary of the 

Interior (SOI) standards) and what the guidelines mean in relation to the code. It should be part 

of and not separate from document, because a separate letter would not likely make it into the 

code.  Whatever is included has to withstand the test of time and be legally supportable in the 

code.  We may want to consider a cover letter to those performing a review of the design 

guidelines. 

Consensus Recommendation:  Remove what is now called the Executive Summary from the 

design guidelines, and extract and incorporate key elements that contribute to the success of the 

document.  Create a new Preface section that would include:  rationale for the update including 

what has changed; purpose for these various documents (e.g. code, existing design guidelines, 

Secretary of the Interior standards); and what the guidelines mean in relation to the code. 

 

Issue #4:  Distinguish between meanings and use of the words: “may, should and must (or 

shall)” 

Discussion:   

-  There are two aspects of this issue: 1) define the terms because they have different meanings 

and 2) ensure consistent use of the right terminology through out the document. 

-  In general, “may” allows for variation, “should” infers a preference, and “must” is prescribed 

in the code. 

-  City attorney’s office will be key to ensuring that these terms will stand up in court cases. 

Consensus Recommendation:  Mr. Taylor will draft this new text and place early in the 

document.  He will also do a scrub to ensure consistent use of the terms throughout.  

 

Issue #5:  Should the design guidelines emphasize SOI standards for rehabilitation or 

preservation or both?  

Discussion:   

-  The draft current includes the SOI standards for rehabilitation.  However, there are aspects of 

the standards for preservation that are also relevant.  Preservation relates to what you can do to a 

contributing structure, whereas rehabilitation is about additions and changes to that structure, and 

are more relevant for new construction within the development zone. The general discussion 

pointed out that both standards are interrelated and therefore relevant to Armory Park.   
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-  The HPZ code was originally (1974) designed to preserve the local historic districts.  However, 

how we apply them for design reviews is usually more for standards of rehabilitation.  The code 

was only later (in 1995-SOI standards) adapted to ensure HPZs continue as viable communities.  

The code predates standards for rehabilitation that has changed to include more modern methods 

of application.   

-  Design reviews at multiple levels (e.g. advisory boards apply the specific HPZ code, Plans 

Review Subcommittee applies the SOI standards to historic preservation in general, the PDSD 

Director applies the code and recommendations of reviewers and staff, and Mayor and Council 

considers the recommendations of the PDSD Director. All levels of review will determine the 

standard of application in each case. The interpretation of the standards should reside with each 

level of the review process based upon federal, state and local levels, and not by the applicant 

nor a single reviewer who may change over time.  Hence it is a dialogue.  A summary to 

introduce the two standards and how they have been historically interrelated and used will 

precede the chart listing both standards.  It isn’t straight forward and often times there is no right 

answer.   

Consensus Recommendation:  Include both standards as a two column graphic which is easier 

to understand and saves on page count following a brief summary of the terms. 

 

Issue #6:  Inclusion of improvements to the design review process 

Discussion:  There were two points of discussion.  The text regarding the review process belongs 

in the design review process section.  However, the proposed wording should be restated for 

better clarity.  Reference the types of reviews including a courtesy review based on concepts (not 

design) that is placed on an agenda for discussion, as distinct from a courtesy review of a design 

proposal, as an option to enable conversation and feedback. The second paragraph relating to 

feedback is more sentiment and could be included in the preface section.   

Consensus Recommendation:  Clarify the types of reviews and include a courtesy review based 

on concepts (not design).  Move text on feedback to the preface section.   

 

Issue #7:  Metal material alternatives for roofs 

One reviewer questioned why standing seam roofs were not allowable when there are numerous 

examples in Armory Park.  New standing seam roof materials became available in the 1990’s.  

The Board at the time considered that the application to high pitched gables was appropriate, but 

inappropriate for bungalows.  Further and later sentiment shifted to that if someone wanted to 

add this expensive type of roof to preserve the structure for decades, then they should be able to 

do it unless it changes a defining characteristic.  New metal types including metal shingles 

should potentially be applicable.  Cedar shingles are generally no longer viable. Some considered 

the recommendation as presented acceptable.  However, there was additional discussion about 

not including corrugated metal on primary structures.  Again it is based upon the owner’s 

development zone. 

Consensus Recommendation:  Based upon the development zone and the type of structure, the 

following roofing materials may be considered: asphalt shingle, slate, tiles, composite, synthetic, 

metal shingles, and metal standing seam.  Also define where corrugated is and is not applicable 

(i.e secondary, not principal structures.) including corrugated metal on primary structures.  Again 

it is based upon the owner’s development zone. 

 

Issue #8:  Material for doors and windows 

Discussion:   

-  Original windows that can be repaired, should be repaired.  Encourage the use of storm 

windows.  This determination may require an expert opinion.  If windows have been removed 
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already, then the owner should provide replacement windows that are in character with the 

structure and development zone.  In that case, there ought to be consideration for including 

window materials that look historical, last 50 years and are easier to maintain. It may also 

concern principal facade and secondary facades. 

-  The City of Savannah created different levels of consideration starting with preservation.  

Regardless of material use, it should look like wood/wood.  Vinyl is not acceptable.  A clad 

wood product available today that preserves the appearance of wood/wood may be considered.  

Since we will not recommend specific vendors or products, we should require applicants to 

provide samples to prove conformance.  

-  Steel windows may be applicable in certain later development zones. Standard aluminum 

windows shall remain prohibited, per code.  

Consensus Recommendation:  Write new text that cites the levels of consideration for windows 

similar to the Savannah example.  Enable fiberglass and metal doors as a consideration for non-

contributing and commercial structures, respectively. 

 

Issue #9:  Use of polycarbonate materials for security purposes 

Discussion:  This was proposed as a possible consideration in lieu of metal security bars.  New 

products last 10 years and are tough to penetrate.  This is not an alternative for replacing glass 

panes, but as storm windows that are secured from the inside.  Interior application is also an 

option.   

Consensus Recommendation:  Alternative security glazing material may be considered on a 

case by case basis. 

 

Issue #10:  Painting unpainted brick 

Discussion:  Code states that unpainted brick and stone will not be painted.  Historically painted 

should be repainted and repaired.  Stuccoed surfaces that are historically stuccoed must remain 

stuccoed.  So you can’t chip stucco to expose brick as an architectural feature.  Exposed concrete 

is not allowed. 

Consensus Recommendation:  Incorporate the discussion above and cite the specific code 

reference. 

 

Issue #11:  Height of front fence 

Discussion:   

There appears to be no standard for front fence height in the new guidelines.  Some are 4 feet in 

front and some are 5 feet with open wrought iron.  Currently, the height of front fences is a key 

factor for security and safety concerns.  As a general recommendation, the height of fences 

should be 4 feet in front and perimeter sides up to façade plane and 6 feet thereafter from the 

façade back for rear and perimeter.  The development zone will determine any variation.  

Historic chain link can be replaced.  

 –Free-standing front walls: Historic photos show that free-standing front walls over one foot tall 

were not a common streetscape element. (Low curb walls, often of poured concrete, were 

common, often with wood picket fences behind). The guiding standard for the allowable height 

is what is historically prevalent in the development zone.  Free-standing front walls cannot 

obstruct the view of the structure. For new construction, stem walls should not be more than 30” 

and generally 12” or lower, but allow for development zone considerations, in individual cases.  

The text must state that you should be able to see through the fence. 

Consensus Recommendation:  Incorporate the discussion above.  
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Issue #12:  Height of curb walls 

Discussion:   

-  Curb walls are distinct from front fencing. New fencing should be placed behind curb walls.  

-  Why limit curb walls to only 8 inches?  

-  Although 8” curb walls are the prevalent norm generally in the neighborhood, depending on 

the block face and area, they can range up to 42”. It really should be dependent on the 

development zone for clarification. New curb walls may or may not be appropriate in each 

development zone.  

Consensus Recommendation:  Define curb walls as distinct from free-standing walls in the 

guidelines. Development zone standards apply for determining height. All new fencing should be 

placed behind curb walls. 

 

Issue #13:  Use of vegetation for screening 

Discussion:  This is not entirely clear. Once a house is there, residents normally grow what they 

want.  The Board generally does not review vegetation.  

Consensus Recommendation:  Vegetation is not generally considered an appropriate solution to 

screening. 

 

Issue #14:  Length of the Landscape and Streetscape Section Included in Design Guidelines 

Discussion:   

-  Landscape and Streetscape is an important new section of the Armory Park design guidelines. 

-  The initiative is on a path to obtain approval by the Secretary of the Interior for landscape 

review for all historic districts with Tucson being the test case. 

-  In a parallel process, the City is currently reviewing the Landscape and Streetscape for 

inclusion in the code.  The results of that process may also affect the content within our design 

guidelines. 

-  The first inclusion of Landscape and Streetscape into historic guidelines will be in the Armory 

Park design guidelines. 

-  The final input of Landscape and Streetscape into version v7 for the Armory Park historic 

streetscape guidelines reflects guidance from the Historic Landscapes Subcommittee and 

submitted to TPCHC Plans Review.  It is 4.5 pages. 

-  Due to overall page count concerns, a shortened version was used (2 pages).  However, we 

need to ensure that all of the ‘must’ criteria be included in our design guidelines.  

-  We can reference the broader document should someone want more information.    

-  We don’t want to use the terms attachment or appendix to the guidelines since use of those 

terms would likely require those additional documents to be approved just like the base 

document. 

Consensus Recommendation:   

-  Retain the shortened version that currently exists in draft v7, but ensure that all of the ‘must’ 

criteria be included 

-  Expanded versions that provide additional information should be referenced in the design 

guidelines  

-  The expanded version should  

 a.   Be posted on the G-drive if not already hosted elsewhere   

 b.   Not be included as an attachment or appendix. 

 

Issue #15:  How Should AP Design Guidelines Address Institutional and Commercial 

Development? 
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Discussion:   

-  Areas within Armory Park that have commercial development include South 6th Avenue and 

South Stone. 

-  Guidance is needed due to the expectation that developers may attempt to commercialize 

residential structures in these areas.  

-  Code states that commercial buildings can’t be used as contributing when reviewing residential 

structures. 

-  Other contributing commercial structures (not residential structures) in the broader district may 

be used for reference when reviewing commercial structures for rehabilitation and this may 

require an expanded definition of the development zone without formally asking that the 

development zone be expanded. 

-  There are existing contributing institutional and commercial buildings in the HPZ zone that 

require the same review and standards that apply to residential standards but specific to their 

intended use and configuration.  

-  Section needs to include reference to Infill Incentive District overlap areas in the HPZ after a 

city decision on 8 April to define what the Board will review other than height and materials and 

what is reviewed in context with the development zone. 

Consensus Recommendation:  Mr. Burr will work on this section based on discussion above 

before the next review 

 

Issue #16:  How Should Commercial Parking Structures be Addressed?  

Discussion:   

-  Existing contributing commercial structures have parking requirements waived as long as they 

maintain the eligibility of the historic structure. New builds have different requirements, even in 

an historic zone, because they must meet current code requirements unless they are in an area of 

overlap with the IID overly. 

-  Do we want to specifically prohibit parking garages in the district? There are no existing 

examples. It may be possible and desirable in some cases to allow for an internal lot parking 

garage structure as long as it is entirely concealed by residential and commercial (where 

appropriate) uses that face the street, with minimal intrusions of openings limited to commercial 

(ie Stone and Sixth Ave only) access. 

-  The guidelines on parking from West University don’t necessarily equate in AP because we 

don’t have the overlays of “Entertainment District, “Forth Avenue District” and “Maingate 

Overlay” that applies there. We do have an area that overlaps with the IID along Stone Avenue 

and southern portions of south 6th Avenue. The IID standards prevail there and should be 

referenced. 

Consensus Recommendation:   

-  The working group recommends that there be no visible parking garages in the district. 

-  Mr. Burr will work on this section based on discussion above before the next review 

 

Issue #17:  Why can’t I? 

Discussion:   

-  Before establishment of APHZAB, owners made exterior changes that would not be 

recommended for approval today. 

-  Do we need to add a short content to address an applicant’s question such as “My neighbor has 

a XXXX.  Why can’t I?” 

-  One example could be picture windows. (Note:  structural glass for picture windows did not 

exist until after the period of significance, but may have been added later before historic status 

was established.  Same for some metal windows.) 
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-  Group agrees of the need for a general comment up front in the document (e.g. Purpose) 

-  Any new or additional construction within the district has to comply with the definition of 

“compatible with” contributing structures as defined by current code.   

Consensus Recommendation:  Include short paragraph addressing the subject considering the 

discussion above. 

 

Punch List: revise list to include additional issues to be presented to the full APHZAB for 

discussion/decision on 26 March: 

-  Should the design guidelines address gentrification?  If so, how? 

-  Should mounting of security bars include exterior as well as interior mounting? (note: current 

AP guidelines define this) 

-  Should snap-in mullions be prohibited? (Note: probably in most cases, especially on 

contributing structures.) 

-  Address skylights with appropriate code references. 

-  Include metal as a potentially available option for security doors 

-  Include how design reviews apply for flexible lot development (FLD) with respect to 

streetscapes, setbacks and compatibility within the development zone and district 

-  Clarify applicability of white roofs or rolled roofing surfaces visible from the street, neither of 

which are allowed in current guidelines  

-  Address/add Resident Artisan standards as a category for special review (i.e within a 

residential use) based on a new checklist posted by the city.  However, the city may be 

responsible for this information 

-  Address use of wrought iron columns, steel pipe columns and horizontal railings on porches.  

(Note: currently prohibited in Armory Park guidelines handout but not in code.) 

 

Additional suggestions 

 

-  Add statement that APHZAB does not support demolition of any contributing buildings. 

-  Ensure APHZAB provides input on listing of unique structures that are not replaceable in 

Armory Park to city before demolition decision is made and building is demolished. 

-  Understand the amendment process by the city clerk’s office to address future changes and 

additions that will inevitably happen.  Use place holder text as appropriate in anticipation of 

future decisions still pending at the time of publication. 

-  Include a reference to the list of contributing buildings to determine the classification and 

status of the property (Technical Standards Manual 9-02.8.3) and check with updated list held by 

the Historic Preservation Office before doing anything 

-  There will be no appendices or attachments.  However, there will be links to expanded 

references for those seeking additional information. 

-  Reference code numbers where possible. 

-  Parking section (20 page version) may be shortened to character defining only.  The 

WUHZAB guidelines are not a good model for use by APHZAB. 

 

Key dates on the current timeline 

 -  26 March:  Review issues with full APHZAB, while continuing to update content of the end-

to-end draft 

 -  7 April - 10 May:  Next end-to-end draft review cycle by working group, APHZAB, City staff 

and PDSD.  May need to be postponed depending on the results from the review on 26 March 

-  18 June:  Target date for APHZAB approval 

-  19 June - 18 July:  Review by Plans Review Subcommittee 
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-  1 August:  Submit to PDSD for the formal city review process 

 

3. Call to the Working Group (Information Only).  None 

 

4. Call to the Public (Information Only).  None 

 

5. Next Scheduled Meeting:  26 Mar 2019 

 

6. Adjournment:  at 9pm. 

 

 

Michael Means 

Lead, Design Guidelines Working Group 

 


