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2021 
 

Tucson-Pima County Historical Commission 
Plans Review Subcommittee 

 
LEGAL ACTION REPORT/Minutes 

 
Thursday, November 18, 2021 

 
Pursuant to safe practices during the COVID-19 pandemic, all in-person meetings are 
cancelled until further notice. This meeting was held virtually to allow for healthy practices 
and social distancing. The meeting was accessible at provided link to allow for 
participating virtually and/or calling in. 
  
 
1.        Call to Order and Roll Call 

  
Meeting called to order at 1:00 P.M., and per roll call, a quorum was established. 

Commissioners Present: Terry Majewski (Chair), Carol Griffith (joined consistently at 
1:29 by phone after difficulties joining virtually), Joel Ireland, Jan Mulder, and Rikki 
Riojas.  

Commissioners Absent/Excused: Savannah McDonald 

Applicants/Public Present: Anthony Lee, Bill Mackey, Frances Feinberg, Al Samanas, 
Martha McClements, and John Burr. 

Staff Present: Michael Taku, and Jodie Brown (PDSD). 

2.       Approval of the Legal Action Report/Minutes for the Meeting of 10-28-2021 
  

Motion: It was moved by Commissioner Mulder to approve the Legal Action 
Report/Minutes for the meeting of 11-18-2021 with an edit to Item 3b, discussion point 4, 
changing the sentence “PRS suggested moving parking off of 14th Street and Arizona 
Avenue and keeping it closer to the commercial streets…” to “PRS suggested moving 
parking structures and access off of 14th Street and Arizona Avenue and keeping it 
closer to the commercial streets…”; then on 4a that the presenter’s name noted as 
“Marc hence” be corrected to “Marc Hensel.”  
  
Commissioner Riojas seconded the motion. 
  
The motion passed unanimously by a roll call vote of 4-0. (Commissioners Griffith and 
McDonald absent) 

  
3.       Historic Preservation Zone Review Cases 

UDC Section 5.8/TSM 9-02.0.0/Historic District Design Guidelines/Revised Secretary of       
the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines 

  
3a.  HPZ 21-082, 822 S. 5th Avenue 
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  Armory Park Historic Preservation Zone 
Construction of a rear addition. 
Contributing Resource/Rehabilitation Standards 

  
Staff Brown provided a summary of the project and read into the record the 
recommendations of Armory Park Historic Zone Advisory Board (APHZAB) from 
their meeting of 10-19-2021. 

  
       Bill Mackey presented the project. 
  
        Discussion was held. Action was taken. 
  

Note: Commissioner Griffith joined the meeting at 1:29 P.M. 
  

Motion: It was moved by Commissioner Mulder to recommend approval [as 
presented] subject to the conditions of the APHZAB from their meeting of 10-19-
2021 as modified: 

  
(1)  that the two (2) existing brick chimneys on the contributing structure shall be 
retained; 
(2)  that the new door on the contributing structure shall be metal-clad wood, not 
all steel [door #4] consistent with Armory Park Historic [Design] Standards; 
(3)  that the required setbacks on the west and south shall be waived, in keeping 
with the development zone; 
(4)  that the newer (existing) metal gate on the driveway portion to the south is 
approved and requires no minor review; and PRS added a condition 
(5)  that [on] the east elevation, indicate [on the plans] through different marking 
or cross-hatching [to] distinguish the addition from the existing structure. 

  
       Commissioner Griffith seconded the motion. 
  

The motion passed unanimously by a roll call vote of 5-0. (Commissioner 
McDonald absent) 

  
3b.  HPZ 21-055, 133 E. 17th Street 

Armory Park Historic Preservation Zone 
Construction of a new rear yard ramada. 
Non-Contributing Property/Rehabilitation Standards 

  
Staff Brown provided a summary of the project and read into the record the 
recommendations of APHZAB from their meeting of 9-21-2021. 

  
Property owner Francis Feinberg and contractor Al Samanas presented the 
project. 

  
      Discussion was held. Action was taken. 
  

Motion: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith to recommend approval as 
presented. 

  
Commissioner Riojas seconded the motion. 
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The motion passed unanimously by a roll call vote of 5-0. (Commissioner 
McDonald absent) 

  
4.    Task Force on Inclusivity Recommendations 
    

4a.  Discussion on incorporation of the Task Force on Inclusivity report 
recommendations. 

  
PRS members discussed the purpose and possible content of a PRS “naming 
policy.” No action was taken, but the following points were noted as a basis for 
further discussion/action. 

  
1. Prior to this meeting, Chair Majewski sent background materials, including 

minutes from the July 8, 2021, PRS meeting where this topic was discussed 
initially, and additional materials from Staff Brown, including policy on naming 
from San Diego (2002), and from the Task Force on Inclusivity report (draft 
final report dated May 27, 2021). Staff Brown had also recently provided the 
City of Phoenix Planning and Development Department Heritage 
Commission Name Proposal Instructions from 2013. Majewski asked what 
we expect to achieve today. She pointed out that we do have an 
administrative directive (AD 1.02-19) in place regarding naming of City-
owned assets, as does the Phoenix document. Consensus was that PRS 
should come up with a policy, and then, if time, talk about who might enforce 
it. Majewski asked Staff Brown if we were wasting our time doing this. There 
is already an AD, and the City Manager did not respond to the commission’s 
correspondence with him about it. Brown recommended that we go through 
the Deputy City Manager Tim Thomure. 

2. Chair Majewski asked Staff Brown about what she is looking at for PRS once 
the commissions are separated and what she envisions any newly created 
policy doing? Staff Brown responded that what the new commission will look 
like is still up in the air. There will definitely be a plans review function, and 
policies that the current PRS develops regarding naming would transfer over 
for the city’s commission. Whether or not it transfers over for county is a 
different story. Most of what PRS does is related to properties within the city 
anyway. 

3. Commissioner Mulder notes that we need to find a way to focus PRS’s 
response and suggested that we honor the task force’s recommendations. 
She brought up the recent Alva Torres example that originated in discussions 
by the TPCHC Historic Landscapes Subcommittee. Staff Brown 
recommended looking at how things are named with historical associations, 
and Chair Majewski responded by saying that the recommendation re Alva 
Torres was grounded in Commissioner Lydia Otero’s compilation of 
background and context on Ms. Torres. Staff Brown said that the San Diego 
policy (2002) says how something is named. What can be our call to those 
working on National Register nominations and/or City Historic Landmarks? It 
was noted that part of the task force’s call was to nominate more properties 
associated with minorities. It is rare that PRS would deal with a naming issue 
in an HPZ. PRS addressed naming in an ad hoc way regarding the fountain 
in the plaza outside the Pima County Courthouse. Chair Majewski noted that 
it would be helpful to list the instances of when PRS has the opportunity to 
weigh in on naming, to include National Register nominations that are 
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reviewed and commented on as part of the Certified Local Government 
(CLG) obligations of the city/county and City Historic Landmarks. 

4. Staff Brown brought up that we will want to call out how naming requests 
should be investigated (methods). She shared a cautionary tale about 
naming a building after someone with a problematic past. There are some 
parallels surrounding recent issues regarding statues in public places. 
Commissioner Ireland shared his experiences regarding building naming 
from when he was on the School Board. Buildings are sometimes named 
after someone who has died tragically, and he suggested that there be a 
“cooling off” period to think more clearly about this person’s contributions and 
put them in context. Staff Brown said we want to establish someone’s 
significance, perhaps for their architecture or other reasons as noted in 
National Register criteria. When someone dies, time is needed to establish 
significance. She suggests defining a process, how to do research and 
establish a period needed to establish and understand significance. 
Commissioner Riojas asked that we require proposers to do this. Staff Brown 
noted that in a City Landmark nomination, significance is usually called out. It 
could be the first owner or the architect. However, if we’re trying to put this 
forward as a citywide policy, e.g., if it’s a park, significance should be 
established. Commissioner Riojas noted that often buildings seem like they’re 
arbitrarily names and that generally, information on why something is named 
is not made available to the public. Staff Brown thinks this is due to a lack of 
interpretive signage. At a previous commission meeting, Brown had 
mentioned that often you have buildings named routinely – for example “the 
public works building” – but these buildings could also have a ceremonial 
name. The buildings could be known for both names. She thinks the Phoenix 
policy may have spoken to that. Commissioner Riojas would like to see better 
naming descriptions in and around buildings but doesn’t know if PRS would 
have any ability to really enforce this suggestion. Commissioner Griffith noted 
that perhaps instead of a policy we could put in some guidelines for 
preparation of landmark and National Register nominations. She added that 
maybe we could consult with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
on this and maybe have a set of recommendations that people would 
consider when they are picking a name for a property. She asked if we could 
start here. Chair Majewski noted that a list of best practices would be useful. 
Commissioner Griffith said she would have a conversation with staff at 
SHPO. They are clearly following some guidelines (likely based on National 
Register guidance). She also brought up that affected cultural groups such as 
Native Americans could be consulted. There was a brief discussion of the 
Tohono O’odham (TON) involvement with the naming of Tucson Origin 
Park/Tucson’s Birthplace. Apparently, the TON have some ideas about this. 

5. When establishing best practices, do we want to mirror some of the things in 
the Phoenix and San Diego policies? Also need to review how this is 
discussed in Tucson’s AD 1.02-19. Again, there is the question of who 
decides this. How is stakeholder interaction discussed/defined? 
Commissioner Riojas asked can we for now accept the naming policy 
suggested in the task force report and use it when needed? She referred to a 
checklist in the report. The report was brought up on the screen, and it was 
established that there was really no “checklist,” but instead there is a list of 
recommendations. Discussion ensued. Staff Brown suggested that the task 
force report be shared with project proponents when naming comes up. 
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Riojas reiterated that this could be a guideline for enforcing while the joint 
commission is still active. Commission Mulder noted that the 
recommendations provide some structure. 

6. Chair Majewski said we need to come up with a list of things that the 
guidelines/best practices would apply to. The following were noted based on 
group discussion (not an exhaustive list): parks, landmark nominations, 
cultural landscapes and features, art objects/installations/statues, and 
transportation projects. Staff Brown noted that with the limited staff in her 
office, it is difficult to consistently reach out and follow up with other city 
offices to get their projects in to her office for review. Majewski noted that we 
really need a policy that Jodie can circulate to departments that should be 
considered by PRS. She asked how should we work with the task force 
recommendations? Suggested pulling them out and start associating them 
with circumstances that might come in front of us or that we could ask to be 
brought to us. Staff Brown noted that some things will already be brought to 
us through another AD 1.07-7 (which she then sent to the group), which will 
be revised when at some point when she has time. She reminded us that a 
fire station project came to us because of this AD, because it is a City-owned 
building. She also noted that we need to make a connection with the City 
Manager’s office regarding having the commission be recognized as a 
stakeholder in naming things – that they come through PRS for review. The 
current AD re naming (1.02-19) is not explicit regarding stakeholders. 

7. Chair Majewski asked about our next step. She offered to start by pulling 
recommendations out of the task force report to see how they are directly 
applicable to naming within our current purview? PRS members agreed that it 
made sense to begin with this. Majewski will put something together based 
on the task force’s recommendations and the notes from this discussion. She 
asked for some assistance. She also wondered if other certified local 
governments have these kinds of policies. Staff Brown said she would 
contact Eric Vondy at SHPO to see if he knows about this or if other CLGs 
could be contacted to enquire. 

8. All agreed that this needs to be moved along, and there potentially could be 
some time at the 12/16 PRS meeting. Chair Majewski raised the issue of 
mayor and council needing to make needed appointments so that the 
commission could continue to function. Discussion ensued. 

5.    Current Issues for Information/Discussion 

5a.  Minor Reviews 

Staff Taku reported that two minor reviews were recently held in Downtown, one 
at 310 E. Congress for a change in copy for a sign, and the other at 40 E. 
Congress for a removable outdoor seating patio in the sidewalk. Commissioner 
Riojas participated in these minor reviews and briefly reported on each of them. 
Three pending minor reviews are: 691 S. 9th Avenue in the Barrio Historico HPZ 
for a solar panel; 219 E. 13th Street in the Armory Park HPZ for a roof 
replacement; and 845 E. University in the West University HPZ for window 
replacements. Staff Taku will be reaching out to PRS members for volunteers to 
participate in these minor reviews. 
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5b.  Appeals 

Staff Taku noted that there are no pending appeals. 

5c.  Zoning Violations 

Staff Taku noted that there are ongoing and pending cases being worked on for 
compliance and/or in the review process, and that staff is working with their 
zoning violation code enforcement liaison. 

5d.  Review Process Issues 

No discussion was held. 

6.    Summary of Public Comments (Information Only) 

No comments were submitted to Staff Brown by the deadline. 

7.        Future Agenda Items for Upcoming Meetings 

Staff notes that upcoming cases for the next meeting likely include three from the Fort 
Lowell HPZ and one from APHPZ. 
 
The next scheduled meeting is December 2, 2021. PRS meetings to be conducted 
virtually until further notice. 
 

8.         Adjournment 

Meeting adjourned at 2:56 P.M. 
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