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APHZAB 
P.O.  Box 27210 

Tucson, Arizona 85726-7210 
(520) 791-4213 (Voice) (520) 

791-2639 (TDD) 
(520) 791-4017 (FAX) 

 

Armory Park Historic Zone Advisory Board 
LEGAL ACTION REPORT/Meeting Minutes  

Tuesday, September 15, 2020 at 6:30PM 

Virtual Meeting 

 
AGENDA 

 
 

1. Call to Order/Roll Call 
  
Meeting was called to order at 6:37 pm. A quorum was established with five members of the board present: Mr. 
Tom Beal, Mr. John Burr, Mr. Glenn Furnier, Ms. Martha McClements, and Mr. Maurice Roberts. Note: Ms. Helen 
Erickson joined the meeting at 6:46 pm, followed by Ms. Sara Bachman-Williams at 7:07pm. Absent: Mr. Pat 
O’Brien.  
COT staff: Ms. Jodie Brown, HPO, moderator. IT: Mr. Ken Taylor. 
Guests: Mr. Bob Lanning, Lanning Architecture; Mr. Ben Sheedy and Alex Crow, Verizon Communications; Mark 
Donatelli, Barrio Properties. Ms. J. Brown acted as moderator and will record the meeting for PDSD. 

 

2. Approval of Minutes –August 18, 2020.  
 
Mr. Beal made a motion to approve the LAR/Minutes as presented, seconded by Mr. Roberts. The motion was 
approved by 5 votes in favor, 0 opposed.  

 

3. Call to the audience  
 
No comments were made prior to the meeting. 

 
4. Reviews 

 
a. HPZ 20-052, 419 S. 5th Avenue (DP20-0046) 

Remodel primary structure to accommodate four 2-bedroom units, install perimeter fence at rear to 
accommodate parking, and install ADA ramp. 
Full Review/Contributing Property 
 
Mr. Lee and Mr. Vargas presented the project as proposed. The site concept is to go ahead with the 
demolition of the rear accessory structure, (as was previously approved by the Board) and create a new 
parking area for three vehicles (one handicap space) at the east end of the parcel, add new accessible 
walkways adjacent to the parking and along the north side of the building, replace the existing chain link 
and corrugated metal fence on the north with a masonry wall, adjusted “ for encroachment” on the property 
line, retain a wall design on the east with an added new opaque gate, and add both long and short-term 
bicycle parking (possibly on the east porch and in the front yard, screened by perforated metal fencing. 
Landscaping improvements include a clean-up of existing plantings on the west side, including removal of 
the oleanders, and add some new trees and shrubs adjacent to the parking area on the east. The 
landscaping plan for that area wasn’t included in the package reviewed at the meeting. An exterior wood 
ramp on the east would allow for ADA access to one of the rear units. 

 
The exterior of the historic structure would retain all its original elements, but would have all the external 
conduit, pipes and other modern elements removed. New exterior HVAC units and new 400-amp electric 
would include underground utility work. A modern door opening on the north would be returned to its original 
window configuration with restored brickwork and a new wood double hung window crafted to match the 
existing windows, which will be repaired and painted. The intention is to retain the existing doors on the east 
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and west facades. The eastern porch is to be opened back up to its expected original configuration with the 
removal of subsequent and modern enclosures and with a restored wood rail and spindle design. The 
intention also is to repair all brickwork, retaining existing painted and exposed surfaces as they currently are. 
Finally, they propose replacing the door in the east dormer with a vent and removing the steps and other 
roof- top appliances 

 

The Board asked for number of clarifications and had some concerns about the project but was pleased 
conceptually with Mr. Lee’s intention to restore the building’s exterior to its original configuration. It was 
however noted that the elevations were incomplete. The building has six exterior chimneys which will need to 
be retained (and repaired). The dimensions on the plans (other than FFE and roof height) are incomplete for 
review. The rear dormer needs further detailing that includes a plan for the exterior details such as shingle 
repair or replacement, removal of non-historic elements and materials and design for the vent replacement for 
the existing door, and other elements that appear to be changed from the existing roof 

configuration. It was noted that only the two smaller doors on the east facade were probably original 
(single-light 3 panel) but that the four larger entrance doors were more modern—some with single light, 
others with single light and panels, which generally differed from their representations on the drawings. The 
board noted that there were no elevation drawings for either of the proposed walls (replacement of wood wall 
on the east) or the gates. The plan suggests heights of 4-8 feet (with 14-26” footings) but nothing was 
specified. No details on the ramp design were provided. These discrepancies will need to be addressed in a 
future iteration of the design package. 

 

In relation of the site development plan, the Board was fine with the parking configuration, the concept of 
exterior bicycle racks (providing they were of simple, non-obtrusive design) but not with the proposed 
enclosures on the primary facade of the building which would block views of the steps and porch from the 
street. The Board was very concerned about the masonry wall proposed for the north side because of the 
limitations of the site (The building and exterior eaves appear to be 51 feet of the 55.5 foot wide lot) and 
may create water and drainage problems for both the site and adjoining neighbors and intrusions for the 
required footings and possible realignment. The Board asked if the development team had consulted the 
adjoining neighbors regarding the wall replacement plan. Ms. Brown indicated that she was aware of 
concerns (including established plantings along the existing fence/line) she had received from those 
neighbors. It was suggested that the developer explore options with those neighboring property owners 
about possible fence/wall replacement options. Another element that the developer may wish to retain is 
the very old patio on the west of the building. It was noted that if that space was to be the shared outdoor 
areas for four 2-bedroom units, that a landscaping plan should be developed that includes some privacy 
screening (landscaping plan) that may include both new and existing elements. 

 

Mr. Lee clarified his intentions regarding the missing elements and addressed concerns. He indicated that his 
timeline is sometime in the future because of current other projects and planned to return with a more 
comprehensive development package that could be reviewed when the details were figured out. The Board 
asked for clarification on the timeline and possible needed permit extensions for the approved demolition 
plan. It also requested guidance on Mr. Lee’s request for removal of the T-111 siding on the porch enclosures 
so that he might better determine a plan for its restoration. Ms. Brown suggested the extension was a simple 
request, and that selective exposure/removal on the porch was reasonable to determine a better design plan, 
but did not need to be a part of any recommendation for a continuance, which all agreed was best at this 
time. Mr. Lee thanked the Board for their guidance and the Board thanked Mr. Lee for his sensitive approach 
in redevelopment and rehabilitation of the property. 

 

Action Taken: The Board recommends a continuance for the project to develop a more complete design 
proposal. Motion made by Mr. Burr and seconded by Mr. Roberts. Eight votes in favor, 0 opposed. 

 

b. 200 S. 6th Avenue 
Install fence along the south façade. 
Courtesy Review/Contributing Resource 
 
Mr. Becherer, representing the Tucson Children’s Museum, presented the project. He noted that TCM was 
exploring the possibility of expanding the exterior spaces for a secure place for new museum programming 
before funds could be solicited. Basically, the plan calls for extending the eastern fence line to the south to 
incorporate an extension of the forecourt along the south facade, using the existing fence design for the new 
enclosure. It would require removal of the south portion of that fence and would include the existing trees in 
the park area and add three new gates where the new fence traversed existing walkways. Although an 
unusual configuration, it was designed to bypass those existing plantings and their existing irrigation lines. 
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The new fencing, as proposed, would be the same materials, height, and finish of the existing: about 9 feet 
high with metal pickets on a masonry wall foundation. Although inspired by the current health emergency, it 
would be a permanent extension/ construction. Ms. Van Alsburg clarified that the goal was an extension of 
low impact programmed space. 

 

The Board had several concerns about the proposal. Several the Board were very concerned about the 
prospect of essentially privatizing what has been public space for 120 years. It was noted that the park like 
space around the building of the Carnegie Block had been designed to complement and complete the 
adjoining Armory Park under the concept of “City Beautiful” geometrical and symmetrical design that was a 
hallmark of the era that both were constructed in. It was noted that all past development of the site, including 
1901, 1938 and 1961 iterations had been designed as a series of complementary pairs around the central 
facade. The existing fence is a non-contributing element that was constructed in 2008 to replace a 
formidable 1961 Arthur T. Brown designed high masonry wall that obscured the historic building but although 
now visually permeable was still intended as a secure courtyard. There was a serious concern that although 
the plantings, some dating from 1901 were retained, reasonable access for the maintenance of the parkland 
was not provided with the 3’ gates that were proposed. Generally, a lack of symmetrical balance for potential 
expansions and enclosures that complemented the historic structure was not used in the design but was a 
more modern approach to site planning. 

 

The Board had mixed feelings about possible expansions to the building and site in relation to its current 
use versus retention of the spatial relationships of the buildings to its landscaping, site, and footprint. No 
consensus was reached. Generally, it was agreed that some expansion plan might be possible but with a 
very different design concept that would create smaller footprints with a more symmetrical design that would 
better complement the massing of the existing historic structure(s) and a more modern, less intrusive, and 
organically supplemental conceptual design that would retain more of a visual and spatial connection to the 
parklike setting of the building would be preferred. It was noted that although not currently on the National 
Register, the parkland design and features of both the Carnegie Block and Armory Park Block would possibly 
be on a proposed extension of the district, and possibly should be considered in developing a revised design 
concept. Mr. Becherer thanked the board for its input and direction going forward. The Board noted and 
thanked the development team for bringing design concepts to the Board at the beginning of the project for 
guidance. 

 

Action taken: None (courtesy review). 
 

c. 620 S. 5th Avenue 
Construct accessory dwelling unit and pool in the rear yard. 
Courtesy Review/Contributing Resource 

 

Mr. Cole described the proposed project as a new small casita at the rear of the parcel that would replace 
some existing but non-contributing elements (a shed) and a new pool that would expand the use of the 
space for single use of the lot. Some existing retaining walls within the property may need some minor 
modifications to ensure pool code compliance, but that the current configuration of separate yard spaces 
would be integrated into a single plan. He outlined that some underground services would need relocation 
due to the pool but was unsure of what process was required for the stages of the overall plans. The owner 
intends to keep all existing perimeter fencing, possibly relocate a secondary “tin chicken coop, and all of the 
established trees and landscaping. The casita is envisioned as a simplified iteration of the design elements 
of the current structure, including roof form and pitch, some design elements (window design) in a simplified 
stucco box with a porch cut-out with details inspired by those on the main structure. 

 

The Board was generally pleased on the design and concept. It noted elements that will need to be clarified 
for a full review (details, dimensions, relocation and demolition plans etc.) Ms. Brown asked the Board if it 
had any concerns regarding the “mimicking” nature of the design as opposed to a more modern approach. 
The Board generally thought that the simplified but complimentary design would be discernible from historic 
elements. Mr. Cole was pleased with the direction the Board gave on a more complete design proposal. 

 

Action taken: None (courtesy review). 
 

5. Design Guidelines Project 
 

a. Update on the design guidelines 
 
Mr. Burr updated the board on where he was in the process and expected a more comprehensive update at 
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the next meeting. 
 

6. Minor Review Update 
 

a. Updates on recent Minor Reviews provided  
 
No minor reviews have happened over the last month, but Ms. McClement is scheduled for a roof review at 
245 S. 5th Avenue on Thursday, September 17. No other cases are currently scheduled. The Board again 
mentioned an outstanding case of a project that does not appear to be following its approved design/ 
construction plan. Staff will investigate it. 

 
7. Call to the Board  

 

Ms. McClements noted that Mr. O’Brien had agreed to remain on the board for an additional term. Mr. Burr noted that 
the Landscape Subcommittee of PRS was meeting Friday, September 18. Ms. Erickson noted that a $5000K grant 
had been secured to develop a sequence plan for education between high schools and colleges in the city to study 
the need for teaching specialists in historic preservation and design to eventually take up the mantle of service, as 
many current volunteers/ specialist are soon retiring. 
 

8. Future Agenda Items - Information Only  
 
Ms. Brown said several projects are in the pipeline, but she is unsure which, if any will be coming in 
September. She will provide updates as they come in. 

 

9. Adjournment 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:17 pm. 
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