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1.  Call to Order/Roll Call.  

 
The meeting was called to order at 7:00PM. A quorum was established with nine 
APHZAB members present: Mr. J. Burr, Mr. M. Crum, Ms. P. Factor, Mr. G. Furnier, Mr. 
S. Grede, Mr. M. Means, Mr. P. O’Brien, Mr. M. Roberts and Ms. G. Schau. Absent: Ms. 
G. Hesley, Ms. M. McClements and Ms. M. Ress.  

 
General public in attendance:  Ms. S. Bachman-Williams, Ms. J. Brown, Ms. A. Gin, Mr. 
R. Lanning and Mr. M. Ritzenthaler. 

 
2.  Approval of Minutes:  March 19, 2019 and March 26, 2019 
 

a.  Approval of Minutes from the monthly APHZAB meeting on 19 March 2019.  Motion 
made by Mr. Crum and seconded by Mr. Roberts to approve Minutes from 19 Mar 2019 
as presented. Eight votes in favor; none opposed and one abstention:  Mr. G. Furnier. 
 
b.  Approval of Minutes from APHZAB special meeting on 26 March 2019.  Motion made 
by Mr. Burr and seconded by Mr. Furnier to approve Minutes from 26 Mar 2019 as 
presented. Eight votes in favor; none opposed and one abstention:  Ms. P. Factor. 

 
3.   Call to Audience (and Board). No actions taken, information only.   

 
-  Mr. Burr noted that Mayor and Council will hold the Public Hearing for the Height Text 
Amendment and IID revisions on April 23, 2019. The information will be available on the 
city’s website. 
-  Mr. Crum and Mr. Burr attended the Neighborhood Meeting (as residents) regarding 
the Cursillo RFP and gave a brief update. The apparently single proposal from Peach 
Properties was presented as a neighborhood meeting for more outreach to the 
neighborhood. The developer proposed a new parking garage on an adjacent HPZ 
parcel with affiliated ownership as a solution to making a viable proposal because of 
funding rather than zoning requirements. Mr. Crum and Mr. Burr, as residents, and in no 
official capacity, suggested that the new proposed parking structure should not be 
included for consideration of the proposal. Mr. Burr suggested that a better avenue for 
expanded discussion and updates would be more appropriate at APNA neighborhood 
meetings. 
-  Mr. Crum requested members review the COT Boards and Commissions Members 
Handbook. Mr. Crum stated that the City’s Internal Audit Commission distributed a new 
City of Tucson Board and Commission Member Handbook.  Apparently the new 
reference is already posted in the APHZAB Members References sub-folder within the 
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public folder.  The reference includes numerous pertinent topics for APHZAB members. 
It was suggested that board members should review the document. 

 
4.  Staff Updates – Information Only.  
 

-  Ms. Brown, Historic Preservation Officer for the City of Tucson, provided a summary of 
changes based upon a directive by the City Attorney recently issued due to issues with 
another advisory board especially regarding compliance with the open meeting law.  The 
Mayor and Council removed the respective Chair from that board.  This directive now 
applies to all HPZ Advisory Boards.  This is the first month for ensuring compliance with 
the directive. 
-  Staff will now prepare all agendas, LARs and minutes for all Boards following the City 
Clerk’s templates.  The Board Chairperson and Secretary will be able to provide 
comments, input and feedback to staff on agendas and LARs.  The Board requested that 
a summary of the back and forth discussion in addition to just the formal actions and 
motions be included.  Ms. Brown stated that only the motions and related discussions 
are generally relayed to PRS.  Ms. Brown also stated that Board members can attend 
the PRS meetings to provide concerns and rationale for any conditions.  Ms. Brown is 
willing to possibly include feedback for consideration in the LARS, but subject to her 
review and possible inclusion. 
-  Due to short staffing, minutes will be sent to a transcriber based on the audio 
recording of the meeting.  The Board members can be helpful by providing clarification 
of content (e.g. unknown speaker, unintelligible or unclear comments). 
-  Boards will be able to maintain unofficial minutes for internal reference that are not 
part of the public record.  Hence there should not be any voting, motions or adoption of 
these unofficial minutes. 
-  At this time, the directive does not apply to the Board’s working group to update the 
design guidelines since there is no quorum.  
-  To help the transcriber, the chairperson should recognize the speaker by name and 
the speaker should also identify himself or herself. 
-  The Board requested clarification of the revised process for approving LARs and 
minutes.  Ms. Brown took an action to contact the City Clerk. 
 

5.   Reviews 
 
a.  Full design review.  HPZ 19-18, 515 S 6th Ave.  Continued case – New garage and 
guesthouse in the rear yard. 
 
Mr. M. Ritzenthaler presented on behalf of the owner. 
 
Michael Ritzenthaler, the architect, presented on behalf of the owner.  As a recap from 
the APHZAB meeting on 19 March, he acknowledged that a lot split was required to 
have a dwelling unit.  The lot-split would also change the Development Zone from S. 6th 
Ave to S. Arizona Ave for identification and support of compatible design elements.  
However, the lot split is yet to be defined. 
 
-  Mr. Ritzenthaler presented a revised design proposal from that presented at the March 
19 meeting, and forwarded from PDSD to the board for prior review.  However, a newer, 
inconsistent set of revisions with several changes was also presented for review and 
guidance.  These included the elimination of two of the five dormers and a revision to the 
elevations to reflect the dormers, and other details. They also included aerial perspective 
renderings, and a possible alternate proposal to re-site the design to its former 
placement at the new front lot line.  The board noted that none of the newest revisions or 
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proposals had been available for review before the meeting and that they were generally 
unclear as to what was now proposed. 
  
-  Mr. Ritzenthaler suggested we should use the first set as provided through PDSD for 
consideration of the building.  It features new windows, doors, railings/stairs, details 
(posts), roofing consideration and fencing.  He would however prefer three dormers to 
five. It was unclear which setback was preferred. 
 
Board feedback 
-  The Board was concerned by the lack of detail and dimensions, different and 
incomplete elevations, conflicting information, non-defined site, and lack of supportive 
examples from the new Development Zone.  The Board felt that the incomplete proposal 
for a full design review was premature.  The Board expressed concern about massing, 
setbacks, rhythm and details. Other highlighted concerns by the Board included:  design 
and positioning of the posts in the carport area; window placement and type 
(awning/clerestory), including opening wood windows on a proposed zero lot line facade 
that are proscribed by fire code; undefined door details, including a proposed sliding 
door; dormer design, placement, and dimensions; undefined lot split which would 
establish setbacks and site utilization standards; and various design details including 
roof overhangs, railings and fences that are incompatible with area standards. 
 
-  As a second hearing of a continued case of full design review, the board is concerned 
that it will have to make a final determination for the proposal at the meeting, to meet 
established City review timelines.  The board is not clear of what is currently proposed 
for review. Each page of the PDSD forwarded design proposal has different descriptions 
of the details (e.g. metal/wood stairs, different dimensions.)  If the Board recommended 
denial of the design proposal(s) with concerns and conditions, Mr. Ritzenthaler may still 
request a review by PRS with the proposal(s). 
 
 -  The Board then requested guidance from Ms. Brown concerning the possibilities, 
including a further review, under the circumstances. Could the applicant request a 
second continuation, a withdrawal, or revision to address the Board’s feedback and 
concerns, into a final revised plan, with the intent of putting a “pause” on the review 
process?  Ms. Brown stated that a withdrawal would mean that this application is done 
and the applicant would have to start a new review process as a new application.  Ms. 
Brown also stated that it was the Board’s prerogative to grant an exception to allow a 
‘pause’ if the applicant requests a courtesy review and a ‘pause’ of the 60 day review 
timeline. 
-  Mr. Ritzenthaler then requested a courtesy review and accepted the timeline “pause”.  
 
-  In addition to the request, the Board wanted to include its concerns about the newly 
revised design plans into any action.  The audio/transcript of the meeting will capture the 
Board’s concerns. 
 
Action Taken: the Board recommends approval of the applicant’s request for a courtesy 
review, and a pause of the 60 day review timeline, and include the following conditions 
for further review: future design plans define the lot split and proposed setbacks; full 
dimensions need to be consistent with the plans presented; details should be more in 
keeping with and supported by the new Development Zone; no sliding doors or awning 
(type) windows in the revised proposal; dormers should be offset to the ridge-line as 
appropriate to the Development Zone; massing and design considerations of the 
podium-style carport be readdressed to conform with historic standards in the HPZ; 
include a detail sheet of specs and materials for doors and windows; and clarification of 
a single version for review.  
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Motion made by Ms. Factor and seconded by Mr. Roberts. Motion amended by Mr. Burr 
and accepted by Ms. Factor and Mr. Roberts. 9 in favor, 0 opposed and 0 abstentions  
 
b. Courtesy Review. Information and feedback only. (No action required) 

 
404 E 17th St. Remodel of the historic resource, addition and garage project. 
 
-  On behalf of the owner, Mr. Lanning presented an overview of the proposed project at 
a former store/residence with additions at the southeast corner of S. Third Avenue and 
E. 17th Street built in c. 1918-20.  It is the only zero lot line corner store in the 
Development Zone.  He specifically sought Board feedback on four areas of the 
proposed design:  1) new porch/balcony with new door; 2) new proposed addition; 3) 
new privacy fence and 4) new garage. He provided a single elevation and site plan for 
consideration 
 
     1)  New porch/balcony and new door.  Replace the existing non historic covered 
porch (with sloped metal roof ) on the north façade with a new outdoor balcony over a 
covered porch with wrought iron railing.  To provide access for the balcony on the 
second floor, the request includes modification of an existing historic window into a new, 
single light door. 
 
     2)  New addition.  The proposed addition to the historic two-story residential structure 
is a new two-story extension to the east. Its exterior finish would be plaster/stucco, not 
brick, but include design details (e.g. brick cornices, brick sills, same size windows) to 
evoke and complement certain elements of the 1920 structure without being identical per 
Secretary of Interior standards.  The proposed addition is shorter than and set back from 
the original two-story structure.  It would include a new code compliant internal staircase 
rather than involve substantial demolition/modification within the historic two story 
residence.  The new addition would cover the rear windows/doors but not obstruct the 
front set of windows due to its set back placement on the facade. 
 
     3)  The privacy fence along 17th Street would feature brick columns with six foot 
rusted steel inserts.  The proposed location of the fence does not hinder the public view 
of the primary historic structures. 
 
     4)  New garage.  The freestanding 24’ x 36’ garage would be on the far east of the 
property with a zero lot line on the 17 Street side. There are two options for building the 
garage - concrete block or framed, both with stucco finish. 
 
Board feedback: 
 
-  The property has multiple addresses:  404 E. 17th St (store building) and 420 E 17th 
(residence/legal address) and 701 S. Third (second legal address).  It is unclear if there 
are two principal street frontages, since it is a single parcel. Design guidelines suggest 4’ 
open front fences with solid 6’side and rear fences. 
 
-  The Board asked about considering alternatives for the zero lot line fence and garage.  
Mr. Lanning noted that the lot width is 43’ which limits options for setting the garage 
farther back from the lot line. It was initially considered, but discarded because of 
potential parking on the sidewalk in front of the garage.  The fence is set back about 2-
2.5’ feet from the sidewalk.   
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-  Another alternative suggested was the set back of the fence to the north façade plane 
of the two story residence that could bump out past the buildings to define a new side 
yard.  It is unclear where side/rear and principal front fence standards apply.  Mr. 
Lanning countered that a blanket standard should not apply to this unique corner lot 
structure. 
 
-  The Board asked if any portion of the current porch to be demolished is considered 
contributing historic.  The Board suggested referral to the property card. 
 
-  The Board noted that it usually does not approve the replacement of an historic 
window with a door on a principal street-face façade, noting this property appears to 
have two principal façades. It was asked if there a way to implement the proposed 
modification that is not visible as a new second floor, single light, glass door. It was 
noted that the new door may not relate to the historic doors on the property. 
 
-  It is premature to provide feedback on the setbacks for the garage without including 
the proposed fenestrations as well. It would also be helpful if examples of contributing 
elements in the Development Zone were provided to support the final design and 
placement. 
 
-  The drawings show metal garage doors. Mr. Lanning suggested they could also be 
wood. There may be other potentially compatible alternatives to consider for non-
contributing new construction especially for a principal façade.  The board requested 
updates for materials proposals. 
 
 -  The garage (24’x 36’) is very large in mass and scale to contributing accessory 
structures in the development zone. Mr. Lanning suggested that other uses may be 
considered at the back of the structure. The board suggested considering different 
massing for different uses as a possible way to be more compatible. 
 
- The Board asked for further clarification about the rational for a stucco finish in the new 
garage and additions. Mr. Lanning countered that new structures should be compatible 
but not identical to the principal historic structures.  It is the designer’s preference to 
have stucco rather than brick finish but including key design details to relate to the 
principal structure. 
 
-  The Board offered another courtesy review as the design details become more 
mature. It also suggested that any other changes to the principal structures be included 
in future proposals to simplify reviews and limit fees.  
 

6.  Update status of APHZAB design guidelines project and approval schedule for 
path forward.  
 
Mr. Means, Design Guidelines Update project lead, stated that the draft version 2 
without graphics was distributed on 16 April to the design guidelines working group and 
APHZAB.  It was also sent to Ms Brown for further distribution as she sees fit.  There is 
ample time for feedback and the deadline for comments is 1 June 2019.  In parallel, the 
working group is identifying graphics to incorporate and seeks recommendations for 
proposed graphics.  The schedule includes final APHZAB review on 18 June or if 
necessary a special meeting date if required by the feedback.  PRS would then review 
the draft in July and subsequent feedback presented to the APHZAB for potential 
incorporation into the guidelines.  The final master draft with graphics would be available 
in late July and ready for formal city review in August. 
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Board feedback: 
 
-  Include a design guidelines working group meeting in before next APHZAB meeting in 
early May to consider early feedback, and any new questions and considerations (if 
necessary.) 
 
-  Adjust schedule to submit complete guidelines including the graphics before 
presenting to PRS. 
 
Action Taken:  the Board approves the schedule as presented with incorporation of the 
feedback revisions above. 
 
Motion made by Mr. Burr and seconded by Mr. Roberts. 9 in favor, 0 opposed, and 0 
abstentions.  
 

7.   Future agenda items.  Information only. 
-  The intent of this agenda item is to identify future topics of interest to the Board and no 
action is required. 
-  As the first instance of the new policy, this agenda followed the City Clerk’s template. 
Ms. Brown will consider suggestions for future agendas. 
-  Subjects of interest to the Board for future agendas include: 

 Two calls to the audience – one at the beginning in the meeting and one at the 
end the meeting 

 Updates of the design guidelines update project 

 Minor Review Update.  Notifications of the pending minor reviews and outcomes.  
The results of two recent minor reviews were summarized.  No known minor reviews 
are currently scheduled.  Ms. Factor claims she has not seen any minor review 
notifications for an extended period of time. 

 Call to the Board should be added back to the agendas for information that may 
be of interest and identified as information only (as distinct from call to the audience.) 

 Training for Advisory Board members. It was suggested that an in house training 
in addition to whatever training the city plans may be helpful, especially for new 
board members and with new policy directives. 

  
8.  Adjournment – The meeting adjourned at 8.55PM.  

  
 


