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1. Call to Order/Roll Call 
 
Meeting was called to order at 6:39 pm when a quorum was established with six 
members present: Mr. Tom Beal, Mr. John Burr, Ms. Helen Erickson, Mr. Glenn 
Fournier, Ms. Martha McClements, Mr. Maurice Roberts. Mr. Pat O’Brien joined at 
6:45pm. Members absent: Ms. Sara Bachman-Williams. 
  
COT staff: Ms. Jodie Brown, HPO, moderator.  
 
Guests: Mr. Tony & Ms. Katie Dee, property owners; Mr. Bill Mackey, architect (4a): 
Mr. Ron & Ms. Patricia Schwabe, property owners; Mr. Bill Mackey, architect; Mr. 
Chris Leighton, Peach Properties (4b). Residents: Mr. David Bachman- Williams; Ms. 
Mary DeCamp; Ms. Marty Esparza; Mr. Robijn van Giesen; Mr. Benjamin Johnson: 
Ms. Susan Knight, Ms. Janet Koller; Mr. Jack McLain; Mr. Norman Oslik; Ms. Diana 
Rix; Mr. & Mrs. Ken Taylor; Ms. Etoile Wichnevetski, and others. 
 

2. Approval of Minutes –September 21 and 24, 2021 
 
The LAR/ Minutes were distributed prior to the meeting. Ms. Erickson made a motion 
to approve the minutes as presented, seconded by Mr. Beal. The motion was 
approved by roll-call vote: 6 in favor; 0 opposed. 
 

3. Call to the Audience 
 
Ms. Brown noted that one written comment was received from Mr. Steve Grede. No 
one spoke. Mr. Grede’s comment was read into the public meeting record: 

  
“Public Comment on All Saints Project, Courtesy Review, October 17, 2021 
Dear APHZAB, Historic review staff and volunteers, 

 
I am writing as a concerned neighbor in Armory Park. In 1977 Robert Bailey moved 
into a dilapidated adobe rooming house in the newly designated Armory Park 
Historic Residential District. Historic preservation in Tucson had been spurred by the 
loss of the heart of the barrio to Urban Renewal and plans for the Butterfield 
Expressway that would have taken out the block south of West Cushing Street and 
East 14th Street. Eleven years later we moved in together and married when we 
legally could. We loved living in such a diverse and vibrant neighborhood. Over our 
29 years together we carefully restored our home and volunteered countless hours to 
the neighborhood such as helping to organize the tree planting projects and the re-
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inventory and expansion of the National Register District in the 1990s. We made 
those investments because of the protections afforded within a designated Historic 
Preservation Zone. The UDC 5.8 All Historic Zones - Resources Checklist 
summarizes this well. The first four items of the checklist are: 
1.    Height— New additions no higher than the tallest contributor in the development 
zone; Generally, conforms to the typical height within the development zone. 

      2.    Setbacks - Maintains prevailing street and interior perimeter yard setbacks 
within its development zone. 
3.    Site Utilization - Consistent with site utilization (spacing between buildings) of 
contributors within the development zone. 

     4.    Building Form - Size, scale, and mass of additions compatible with existing 
structure and with contributions (sic) in development zone. 

 
Regarding the All Saints development proposal, I appreciate the wish to bring 
affordable housing to Tucson. However, the charge of the Historic Review process is 
to ensure changes within the HPZ are compatible with the historic character of the 
property and/ or historic district for generations to come. My primary concerns about 
the proposed development are: 

      
1. Height - 375 S Stone 40 E 14th is not within but adjacent to the Armory Park 

Historic Preservation Zone so not discussed. I am concerned with the 39’ height 
of a proposed 3-story mixed-use structure - parking and housing 415 S 6th Ave 
that is within the HPZ. This height, which may not include the roof height is taller 
than the structures in the development zone and the adjacent historic one and 
two-story structures (as seen in the elevations). 

2. Setbacks - The proposed 3-story structure at 415 S 6th Ave has a very small 
(not labeled) setback on E 14th St. I feel that this is inconsistent and 
inappropriate to the prevailing setbacks in the development zone. 

3. Building Form - I feel the proposed 3-story structure at 415 S 6th Ave is              
inappropriate in size and mass in the development zone and that it will 
overshadow and overwhelm the adjacent historic properties and Armory Park    
Historic District as a whole. 

 
I love my home and neighborhood and care deeply for the continued protection of its 
historic integrity. 

 
Sincerely, Stephen Grede, (address).…” 

 
Note: Mr. O’ Brien joined the meeting at 6:45pm just before item 4. 

 
4. Reviews 

 
a. HPZ 21-082, 822 S 5th Avenue (T21CM06853) 

Construction of a rear addition. 
Full Review/Contributing Property 

 
Mr. Mackey, the architect, introduced the owners, Tony and Katie Dee, and then 
walked the Board through the rather comprehensive design package (5pp 
application, 28pp development package). Essentially, the owners wish to add a 
bedroom/ bath addition to the rear of a contributing 1906 Queen Anne Cottage, 
that includes enclosing/ replacing a rear porch, minor demolitions (porch below 
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roof framing, a small masonry wall and two door frames—one to be closed up) 
and a re-roofing of the existing contributing structure in a Core 10 corrugated 
metal roof that will match the new addition’s proposed roof. The porch enclosure 
and bath area will be framed stucco, while the bedroom/ closet area will be of 
insulated concrete forms that will better match the mass/ dimensions of the brick 
masonry walls of the main structure. The renovations/ additions propose using 
clad wood double hung windows that are similar to those on the main 
contributing structure. The designs, however, do call for all steel, single lite 
doors. The proposed setbacks for the addition are: 3’ -south; 3’ and 5’ 1” -west; 
18’ -north. The addition is freestanding but joined by a roofed breezeway to the 
main house. Both new and old roofs are “Dutch- hipped gables—the contributing 
structure (and breezeway) will retain the open rafter tails, but the new structure 
will have a simple fascia (per fire code).  No other changes to the property are 
proposed. 

 
The Board had several questions about the proposed setbacks. It was generally 
determined that they are consistent with the development zone and most 
adjoining properties, but that the neighbors should be notified/ consulted.  It was 
also noted that both the south and north walls had no openings but could be 
appropriate in their context and setting. The demolition of the existing rear porch 
(except the roof) was supported by photographs showing no foundation and 
substandard (non-historic) materials. 

 
Three items of concern were noted. The re-roofing plans do not show the 2 
existing historic brick chimneys on the contributing structure. As character 
defining features, they should be retained.  The proposed (clad) wood windows 
are now permissible in specific instances. They are large (4’ x 5’6”) and may well 
last longer than all wood. The doors however should not generally be all steel 
and would be more compatible if they were (clad) wood, especially on the 
contributing structure. It was also noted that an apparently recent (2016) new 
metal gate (for enclosing the parking area) had not had a minor review when it 
was added flush to the front facade of the building towards the south. Finally, 
comments were made about both the number of recent projects with metal roofs 
and the appropriateness of corrugated roofing on the contributing structure. Mr. 
Mackey showed that a similar roof (on a similarly formed contributing building) 
was present on 819 S. 5th Avenue, across the street and within the development 
zone.   

 
Action Taken: The Board recommends approval of the plans as presented, with 
the following conditions: 1) that the (2) existing brick chimneys on the contributing 
structure shall be retained; 2) that the new door on the contributing structure shall 
be clad wood, not all steel; 3) that the required setbacks on the west and south 
shall be waived, (in keeping with the development zone); and 4) (as amended) 
the newer (existing) gate on the driveway portion to the south is approved and 
requires no minor review. Motion made by Mr. Beal, seconded by Mr. Roberts, 
and amended by Ms. McClements (approved by both maker and seconder). 
Motion was approved by roll-call vote: 7 votes in favor, 0 opposed. 
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b. All Saints Project 
Construction of a multi-family building and parking, rezoning of multiple parcels 
along Stone Avenue, 14th Street and 6th Avenue. 
Courtesy Review/Contributing Resources 

 
Mr. Mackey presented a 36-page Project Overview (with some supplemental 
information) of a new design concept for 11 properties spanning 3 blocks in 
Armory Park that are now owned by Peach Properties (Ron and Patricia 
Schwabe) and Marcell Dabdoub (including subsidiary entities). The combined 
projects were re-envisioned for additional multi- family housing to be largely 
financed by HUD loans. However, one property is now zoned C-3, while 10 are 
zoned HC-3. All of these 10 are in the HPZ, but 3 are additionally in the Greater 
Infill Incentive District.  
 
The C-3 Property, 375 S Stone Avenue, will require a partial rezoning 
(modification) to modify previously approved development plans that will take 
place through further IID-DRC review, a revised IPP, and a M&C rezoning 
process. It is not within the purview of APHZAB. The approved plan had 28 
condos in a 4-story building with restaurant on the ground floor, 51 parking 
spaces, 20 balconies and heights of 52’ soffit, 59’4” parapet, 69’7” total height 
(rooftop appurtenances). The revised proposal is a 5-story building with heights 
of c.60’ soffit, 65’2” parapet and total height 74’2” (rooftop appurtenances). It is 
now proposed to have 82 smaller, shorter units (12- 2 bed; 45- 1 bed; 25 studio), 
74 balconies and 46 parking spaces. (Un-dimensioned, generally) floor plans and 
elevations were provided. A revised landscaping plan was not presented. 

 
Of the 3 HPZ/ GIID properties, one (408 S 6th Avenue) is owned by the COT, 
governed by Pima County, and was awarded (long-term lease) to Peach 
Properties through an RFP process previously and will not be financed by HUD. 
Per the RFP and PC guidance, the historic building envelope will not change, 
except for restorations/ repairs/ minor replacements of contributing materials. It is 
envisioned to be a main floor public gathering place, with 8 new apartments 
constructed within the basement. Potential exterior changes will be an expanded 
forecourt terrace and landscaping and streetscape improvements. It does not 
have parking or a parking requirement for the main floor, but 12 spaces would 
normally be required for the new apartments (may be waived through the IID 
process). It is expected to have a governing oversight committee. Linda Mayro of 
PC is providing historic guidance. 

 
Another HPZ/GIID property, 140 E. 14th St. (Brady Court) is already completed 
(separate financing) after prior HPZ review and approval. No changes are 
anticipated for the site. Brady Court has 8 existing apartments and 0 parking. 

 
The contributing Parrish House building (410 S 6th Avenue) is currently a group 
dwelling with 6 bedrooms and a garage (potentially 3 spaces). Interior 
remodeling and a garage conversion is expected to yield 8 apartments. Exterior 
changes will be largely restoration of historic windows and some new doors 
(expanded window openings). It will require both HPZ and IID-DRC reviews for 
exterior changes. It is not expected to have any on-site parking and may not 
have any parking requirements. Landscaping and streetscape improvements are 
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anticipated. (Un-dimensioned/ non notated) floor plans and elevations were 
provided, as well as exterior photos.) 

 
The final 7 lots are located within a single block in the HPZ. These are:  
405 S. 6th Avenue— currently vacant/ parking lot 
415 S. 6th Avenue— All Saint’s Catholic School —contributing structure 
425 S. 6th Avenue— currently vacant 
435 S. 6th Avenue—Casa Santa Maria-nunnery/rectory—contributing structure 
and noncontributing parking canopy 
410 S. Arizona Avenue—vacant 
414 S. Arizona Avenue—vacant 
418 S. Arizona Avenue—vacant 
It is anticipated that these parcels may eventually be combined. 
Mr. Mackey explained the reasoning behind the revised concepts. The condo 
project at 375 was too expensive to build and sell. Studies by COT and HUD 
suggest another 3000 units will be needed within the Tucson region. (It was not 
specified as to the current need within downtown Tucson.) An independent 
Market Analysis group from New Jersey approved the plan for HUD. The 
development team believe that the small scale of the apartments (200-600 ft. 
square) will make them reasonably “affordable” market-based housing for “young 
professionals.” Overall, as a collectively envisioned project “community”, they 
propose 182 housing units, 1 restaurant, 1 event space, and a total of 120 
parking spaces. Other potential amenities include a bar, private dining room, an 
outdoor pool, a small gym and a number of small outdoor shared patios. The 
team also shared photos of some of their completed projects, 2 of which are 
historic, but all redevelopments of existing sites. Of the 182 units, 47 are 
rehabilitated existing, and 135 are new units (on 415 and 375). 

 
Essentially, the Catholic School (415 S 6th Avenue) will be rehabilitated into a 
restaurant and bar space on the ground floor, with street facing patios. Few 
changes are anticipated to its exterior elevations, except for new doors replacing 
some windows. The second floor will be remodeled into 13 units—some 1 
bedrooms and studios. While the west, north and south elevations will remain 
largely unchanged, the east wall will have its windows opened into French doors 
with balconies. The Rectory building at 435 S 6th Avenue will be internally 
converted to 10 apartments and a small gym, with few if any exterior 
modifications. However, the rear of that lot is slated to become a new parking 
garage and 6 new 2nd story apartments. It is taller than the contributing structure 
and taller than all contributing buildings on Arizona Avenue. The parcel between 
(425 S 6th Avenue) is proposed to be converted into a shared outdoor pool area. 
Walls and screening plans have yet to be developed. 

 
The largest change to the entire proposal is a new 3 story parking and apartment 
building of 61,855 ft square covering lots 4,5,6,7 of the current subdivision. It is 
substantially the largest of any of the buildings (including 375, by several 
thousand square feet).  

 
The Development Team also would like to put the bulk of the parking for all the 
projects (74 of 120) on the HPZ lots in 3 new structured parking garages. The 
plans presented currently show 50 spaces. The proposed garages would have 
frontage on S 6th Avenue (14 spaces), S Arizona Avenue (12 spaces) and E. 
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14th Street (24 or 48 spaces). The Arizona Avenue garage would be an open 
sided platform with apartments above (between contributing one story houses). 
The 6th Avenue garage will be vented into the shared communal green space. 
The E. 14th Street garage will be light shielded but otherwise open to Arizona 
Avenue and its residences. 

 
The Development Team believe the increased density will be necessary to 
secure HUD loans, which are lower in interest, assumable, and require some 
annual oversight over 40 years and require “better building practices”. Mr. 
Mackey provided further design rationales for the 3- story building. He showed 
height/ distance ratios on some existing streets. He showed some Sanborn maps 
of the area over time. He showed elevations (west, north and east) of the 
proposed building and streetscape views of the projects’ components. One 
illustration of Arizona Avenue showed 2 of 3 massing volumes of the contributing 
structures also on the block in relationship to the development plans. He showed 
a proposed development zone plan of the area if the projects were considered as 
one large lot/parcel. He noted that the proposed wall/ roof height of the building 
(39’ total height/ 32’ wall height), although substantially taller than any 
contributing building on the site (415—33’2” total height/ c. 22’ wall height) was 
compatible with the Academy lofts building (wall height 31’) across the street and 
down the block. Although the prevailing setback on 14th Street appears to be 10-
12’, including the Cursillo, the proposed setback of 0’ would allow for 3 small 
studio apartments to largely block views of one of the parking garages. 

 
The Board (and a few adjacent residents) had several questions about various 
parts of the overall project. From west to east, they were: 

 
375 S. Stone Ave.  Few comments were made about the proposal, other than an 
expression of sadness that the previous project, which had been generally 
supported had fallen through. It was hoped that Casa Vincente could find another 
nearby location to reopen. However, it was noted by several people that because 
the lot was the only C-3 zoned lot, it would be a better location for the majority of 
the parking for all the other projects. It was also noted that the parking had been 
slightly reduced but the density had substantially increased. 

 
140 E 14 Street.  Had no comments, as it is already completed. 

 
408 S 6th Avenue. The comments were largely supportive of the adaptive reuse 
plan that was generally known through the prior RFP process. It was hoped that 
the site- birthplace of modern Tucson mariachi music -would have a strong Latin 
Heritage component. The Board look forward to the proposed landscaping/ 
restoration plans. 

 
410 S 6th Avenue.  The Board was generally pleased with the proposed 
rehabilitation/restoration plan of the structure. It was noted that the garage 
conversion might be better (for tenants) if it faced the courtyard garden rather 
than Russel Avenue.  

 
415 S 6th Avenue. (Lot 3 of the subdivision) The Board was generally pleased 
with the adaptive reuse strategy for the building and potential streetscape 
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improvements. There was some concern about the reconfiguring of historic 
windows and new balconies on the east facade. 

 
425 S. 6th Avenue. (Lot 2 of the subdivision) Revised plans with walls, 
screening, landscaping and noise mitigation will be reviewed. 

 
435 S. 6th Avenue. (Lot 1 of the subdivision) The Board was generally pleased 
with the adaptive reuse plan for the contributing structure and the absence of 
changes to existing facades. However, more concern was raised about the new 
structure proposed for the rear of the parcel facing Arizona Avenue. It was noted 
that the apartments are taller than the contributing structure on the lot. It is also 
taller than any contributing structure on the Arizona Avenue streetscape or 
adjoining contributing properties. It was unclear what mitigations may be required 
for the open parking structure on the first floor that appear to face, with reduced 
minimal setbacks (6’?) the adjoining contributing residences on either side. 
Proposed 2nd story balconies would overlook adjoining residences and yards. 

 
405 S 6th Avenue, (Lot 4 of the subdivision); and 410,414,418 S Arizona 
Avenue (lots 5, 6, and 7, respectively). The bulk of the Board’s concerns were 
about the proposed three story, 39’ tall structure proposed for the 4 lots. A 
Development Zone map was shown that conceived the overall project as a single 
large lot. It included the overall block (including 3 separate contributing properties 
within the block) but generally used the Crusillo/ Academy Lofts block across 6th 
Avenue to define compatible heights and setbacks. It only used one lot on 
Arizona Avenue as “within the development zone”. It did not take into account the 
other contributing residences that only face Arizona Avenue. It was noted that 
different development zones for the Arizona Ave parcels (410, 414, 418) may 
apply as the parcels are currently configured. 

 
Height: It was generally noted that the height was substantially taller than all 
contributing structures on the entire block or site. Scaling back the height on 
Arizona Avenue towards a larger massing in the center of the lot would be more 
characteristic of the development zone and district. One person asked if the 
building could be lowered by removing the parking structure to bring the 
apartments down to 2 stories and moving the parking to other nearby locations 
that would be appropriate. 

 
Setbacks: It was generally noted that the prevailing setback of E 14th Street was 
approximately 10-12’. The proposed 0’ setback would change the streetscape 
dramatically. It was also noted that a condition for the partial re-subdivision of the 
lots was to include a new 5’ sidewalk along Arizona Avenue to the southern edge 
of the parcels in question. Further setbacks and landscaping buffers may need to 
be considered. The setbacks of the 2-story garage/ apartments at the rear of 435 
may need to be adjusted due to height.  

 
Building Form: The size, mass and scale of the project, at its current footprint and 
square footage is substantially larger than any contributing structure in the 
development zone, including the Cursillo and Academy Lofts. It does not appear 
to be compatible with the development zone or largely, the entire district. 
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Streetscape: The relationships of the proposed building within its streetscape 
does not appear to be compatible with the prevailing patterns of the existing 
contributing structures in the development zone and area. Suggestions included 
breaking up some of the massing into more compatible design units. 

 
Other suggestions: It was noted that APHZAB has adopted (although not yet part 
of the UDC/TSM) parking structure guidelines that do not allow structured 
parking to open onto residential streets and face existing residences.  It was also 
noted that 14th Street is a School Zone. It was suggested to re-image the two 
garages with a single opening onto 6th Avenue. It was noted that no 2nd and 3rd 
story balconies are extant on any contributing structure within the development 
zone. They should not be used on facades that are visible from public ROW’s. 
Several people commented that the density proposed for the HPZ apartments 
was substantially higher than almost all areas of the district. It was questioned if 
this increased density, at this site, would negatively impact the character of the 
area and overwhelm existing residences. 

 
In a wrap-up of the discussion, the Board thanked the Design/ Development 
Team for presenting their concepts early in the process for comment. Mr. Mackie 
noted that a neighborhood meeting for 375 would be on November 17, 2021. 
Other opportunities to look at the present package will include a Courtesy Review 
at PRS on October 28, 2021, and at the APNA meeting on November 9, 2021. 
The Chair asked residents to send comments or questions to Ms. Brown, HPO. 

 
Action Taken: No Action Taken (Courtesy Review). 

 
5. Design Guidelines Project 

 
a. Update on the design guidelines 

 
No new updates were provided. 

 
6. Call to the Board 

 
Ms. Erickson noted that the Arizona Historic Preservation Conference will be in 
Tempe on 27-29 October.  
 
Mr. Beal thanked the audience for so many neighborhood residents showing up to 
participate in the meeting.  
 
Mr. Burr noted M&C were having the ADU Public Hearing concurrently with this 
meeting. He also asked Ms. Brown if she had received guidance from the city 
attorney regarding potential conflicts of interest questions made during the last 
meeting. Ms. Brown said in some instances a conflict of interest could require a 
member’s recusal. She sent the BCC’s Code of Ethics to the Board for consideration.  
 
No other comments were made.  
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7. Future Agenda Items-Information Only 
 

Ms. Brown noted that no major projects were likely to come for review in November, 
but that a requested (simplified) training could be done. The training would provide 
tools/ links to Board members to access available information on the City’s websites 
for review projects. 

 
It also was discussed that two potential candidates may wish to join the board in 
2022. It was decided to hold a Special Meeting concurrently (but separate from) 
APNA’s Annual Meeting on November 9, 2021. A quorum will be required for 
approximately 10 minutes. Ms. Brown will post the agenda when the meeting links 
are provided. 

 
Ms. Brown also noted a recent minor review for a fence/wall and ramp at 521 S. 6th 
Ave., and an upcoming minor review for a perimeter wall gate at 133 E. 16th St. 
 

8. Adjournment  
 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:00 pm. The next Special Meeting (elections only) 
will be November 9, 2021. The next regularly scheduled meeting will be November 
15, 2021. 

 
 
 


