
 

 
 

1. Call to Order/Roll Call 
 

The meeting was called to order at 7:00 pm . A quorum was established with seven 
APHZAB members present: Mr. T. Beal, Mr. J. Burr, Mr. M. Crum, Mr. S. Grede, Ms. 
M. McClements, Mr. W. O’Brien, Ms. G. Schau. Absent: Ms. P. Factor, Ms. S. 
Bachman-Willams (not yet sworn in to serve), Mr. G. Furrnier, Mr. M. Roberts. 

 

2. Approval of Minutes – June 18, 2019 
 

Approval of Minutes from the monthly APHZAB meeting on June 18, 2019. Motion 
made by Mr. Burr and seconded by Mr. Crum to approve Minutes from June 18, 
2019, as presented. 6 in favor, 0 opposed, 1 abstention (Mr. Beal, not present at the 
meeting). 

 

3. Call to the Audience 
 

None. 
 

4. Reviews 
 

a. HPZ 19-52, 535 S. Russell Avenue 
Extend existing carport to the south. Construct a new porch under same roof 
configuration to screen views from the adjacent second floor of a proposed hotel 
on a vacant lot. The new porch roof will be gable with asphalt shingles to match 
existing on the carport. 
Full Review/Non-Contributing Resource 

 

Mr. Lanning, architect, on behalf of the homeowners (also in attendance), 
presented the project. He confirmed that this formal proposed project was the 
same that was presented at the courtesy review on May 21, 2019, but noting that 
complete project details and information had now been added to the final 
proposal.  Due to the completeness of the presentation, no further discussion 
was necessary. 

 

Action Taken: The Board recommends approval of the project as presented. 
 

Motion made by Mr. Burr and seconded by Mr. Crum. 7 in favor, 0 opposed, 0 
abstentions. The official stamp was provided by the chair and co- chair to the 
plans. 
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b. HPZ 19-53, 812 S. 4th Avenue 
Construct a new detached accessory building for use as a garage and storage 
with a porch and an outdoor covered area, all it the rear yard of subject property. 
Full Review/Contributing Resource 

 

Mr. Bill Mackey, the architect, presented on behalf of the homeowners. The 
project consists of the construction of a new garage, with storage and bath, a 
single covered porch, and also both a carport and an outdoor covered area, and 
new fencing and requires some demolitions.  The roof is proposed as a hip on 
the east and an open gable to the west. It is proposed on a lot zoned HC-3. The 
additions will not be visible from 4th Avenue. Per Mr. Mackey, the proposed 
garage addition mimics by type and materials, other similar structures in the 
development zone that he defined as Herbert Avenue. Mr. Mackey stated that 
City staff had recommended that the Development Zone was both 4th Avenue 
and Herbert Avenue and showed both areas on his area map of related 
contributing properties. (This was later clarified by staff as not the case; the 
development zone is solely S. 4th Avenue.) 

 
 

Based on the information that was presented during the meeting, it was 
determined that the west elevation garage door is requested to be roughly 12’ in 
height. The proposed wall height of the accessory structure is 12 feet. It was not 
determined during the meeting what the actual wall height of the contributing 
structure was, but it was estimated to be about 10’6”. There was concern over 
the garage height, in relation to the primary structure, and the overall height of 
an accessory structure in relation to the principal structure. Mr Mackey 
suggested the roof height could be reduced from 18’5” to 15’ and that a shorter 
beam height was possible for the proposed carport and roof area (currently 13’). 
The size of the larger structure with the carport area and the overall height of the 
building was a concern of the board. It was noted that the new project (a 558 sq. 
ft ’ garage, a 592 sq. ft’ carport and a 117 sq. ft ’ porch = 1267 sq. ft’), for a 
principal structure of 1350 sq. ft’ was substantially larger than the 50% 
requirement for allowed accessory structures, by code. 

 

The board was generally pleased by the enclosed garage portion of the project, 
although noting the wall height appeared substantially higher than that on the 
principle structure (undetermined height). It was noted the storage doors were 
not presented on the elevations, and should be wood as well. Mr. Mackey’s 
preference was for them to be metal. 

 

It was also of considerable concern to the board that a new roll up garage door 
within the new proposed replacement rear fence was not an appropriate variation 
on fencing standards (per the Design Guidelines). It was suggested that a gate, 
at 6’ fence proportions would be preferable to any sort of roll up structure within 
the fence line. 

 

Mr. Mackey offered to present a different proposal for the project, which he had 
pre- prepared, but was rejected in doing so by the board for review during the 
meeting, because it had not been vetted by staff or been presented to the board 
previously. The board offered to call a Special Meeting to review it, if it was 
already developed, for a quicker review, but noted a special meeting would be 
subject to staff approval and consent; and also it should include any revisions 
needed based on this formal review. 



Action Taken: The Board recommends continuation of the proposal as presented 
to address concerns with the wall height; overall building/roof height; garage door 
height; garage door/entrance at fence line; door details; scale, details, height and 
sight utilization with respect to the covered porch area off of the new accessory 
structure, both in terms of the principle structure and of the development zone 
and (in relation to) adjacent properties. Also, the Board requests information on 
any existing site elements that will be demolished. (It was noted that the height of 
the secondary structure should be lower than the principal structure and should 
use that defined height as a guide. Supporting documentation for heights, 
precedent, and site utilization within the Development Zone ( as determined) 
would be necessary for further review). 

 

Motion made by Mr. Burr and seconded by Mr. Crum. 7 in favor, 0 opposed and 0 
abstentions. 

 

c. 720 S. 5th Avenue 
Project to replace windows and remodel the building. 
Courtesy Review/Non-Contributing Resource 

 

On behalf of the property owner, Mr. Leo Katz presented a new project for Phil 
Lipman, owner of Bright Properties. The existing building is different than almost 
anything else within the Historic Zone and is listed as a non-contributing 
structure. However, it could potentially qualify as a historic structure today, if the 
period of significance for the neighborhood was revised, based on age. It dates 
from 1961, and is largely original, at present. It contains wing walls, aluminum 
sliders, hollow core flat wood doors and other elements of Mid-Century modern 
design. The scope is to generally repair/replace or refinish elements of the 
existing building and to re-design the pool deck area and pavilion. The largest 
renovation that has been done was an electrical project. The question in the 
courtesy review is to get a sense for the exterior work and what is appropriate for 
the zone. A property in Broadway Village, as well as a property in the West 
University HPZ zone, were presented as examples of other “fresh remodels”, 
illustrating  paint options and with metal replacement windows. 

 

The exterior work consists of replacing the roof, exterior paint, repair or 
replacement of wood, landscaping, and complete replacement of all windows 
and doors. It also potentially addresses replacing the 1970’s pool pavilion with a 
more respective design option. 

 

The board had a discussion on what was appropriate for the property. It would be 
possible to enforce historic standards for any changes, as many other properties 
have done to be more compatible, but it was generally agreed that the building 
should be historically rehabilitated based on its intrinsic defining elements which 
have their own integrity. 

 

It was suggested that a review of its original features and their restoration was 
the best plan. 

 

The Board recommends that historic photos be found to determine the original 
finishes and design elements on the building. The Board also recommends 
referencing the Secretary of the Interior Standards on preservation/rehabilitation, 
since although the building is non-contributing, it has established guidance for 
rehabilitation in an historic district. Some standards in the Armory Park Design 



Guidelines may not be generally relevant for this modern type of building and 
should reference the (original) building itself. Although a few limited examples 
within the HPZ are similar, it is an unusual and unique development zone. 
The Board recommends the windows and doors be replaced in kind, and original 
surfaces and textures should be retained. The Board clarified that any final 
decision on recommendations for this property would not be a precedent for any 
other surrounding parcels in the development zone. 

 

No action taken. 
 

5. Design Guidelines Project 
 

a.   Update on the design guidelines 
 

Mr. Taylor stated there are no updates at this time. Version 3.1.5 had been sent 
to the city and board for consideration. 

 

6. Minor Review Update 
 

a.   Updates on recent Minor Reviews provided 
 

Ms. McClements stated that no minor reviews had been done this month, 
although one was scheduled for July 19th for a roof replacement. Mr. Beal 
offered to attend. 

 

7. Call to the Board 
 

Mr. Burr noted a FLD neighborhood meeting was scheduled on Saturday July 20 at 
10 am at 811-821 S. 4th Avenue. 

 

Ms. McClements noted that an IID Baffert Project at Five Points Neighborhood 
Meeting was scheduled on Tuesday, July 30 at 5:30pm at Armory Park Center. 

 

It was noted that Sarah Bachman-Williams is scheduled to be sworn in prior to the 
next APHZAB monthly meeting on August 20, 2019. 

8. Call to the Audience 
 

Mr. Bachman-Williams noted that he would be coming to the board soon with a fence 
installation plan and a possible partial demolition proposal for a property on 4th 

Avenue. 
 

9. Future Agenda Items – Information Only 
 

None. 
 

10. Adjournment 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 8.24PM. 


