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ADDRESS: 619-21 Royal   

OWNER: 619 Royal Street LLC APPLICANT: Trapolin Peer Architects 

ZONING: VCC-2 SQUARE: 61 

USE: Unknown LOT SIZE: 4,186.5 sq. ft. 

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 6 units REQUIRED: 1255 sq. ft. 

EXISTING: Unknown EXISTING: Unknown 

PROPOSED: Unknown PROPOSED: Unknown 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 

Main building & service ell: Green, of local architectural and/or historic significance. 

 

This brick 3-story masonry Creole style building with carriageway, as well as the adjoining twin 

building at 619-21 Royal, was built by General Jean Labatut, c. 1795. Beginning as a 1-story building, a 

second floor was added for the General in 1821 by builders Pinson and Pizetta. Then a third floor was 

added later in the 19th century. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      07/28/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     07/28/2020 

Permit #20-30797-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Proposal to renovate building, including extensive demolition by neglect abatement, new balcony, 

mechanical equipment, and balcony rail extension, per application & materials received 06/09/2020 & 

07/17/2020. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   07/28/2020 

 

The applicant has submitted revised drawings following comments from the Committee on 06/23/2020. 

Staff notes that not all of the requested revisions/additional details have been provided yet, as some 

elements are still being studied. 

 

New balcony: 

The new balcony at the at rear dependency is still included in the proposal but the exterior stairs have 

been removed as they are not necessary for code compliance. Three options are proposed for structuring 

the balcony, as follows: Option 1, sister joists through the masonry wall and attach/bolt into the existing 

floor structure and cantilever the balcony; Option 2, bolt into the masonry wall and use two posts for 

support (the applicant stated that a grade beam will likely be needed to provide proper distribution of the 

point loads); Option 3, use metal brackets attached to the masonry wall to support the balcony.   

 

Both the 1908 and 1940 Sanborn Maps indicate that there was some structure overhead in this location 

(the drawings are ambiguous; the dashed line could be a wraparound balcony, awning, walkway, 

detached pergola structure, etc.) but staff did not observe any brick scarring or other physical evidence 

that a balcony structure existed on this wall. There is, likewise, no indication that the service ell balcony 

wrapped the corner and was modified. Staff is unsure what this evidence suggests and seeks comment 

from the Committee. 

 

Option 2, with posts, is the most unusual in appearance since it is uncovered and there are no other posts 

on the property, but this may be the least invasive option from a structural standpoint. Option 1 would be 

the most consistent in appearance but is likely the most invasive option (A5.22). However, staff notes 

that a significant number of the bricks above the first-floor openings will require reset due to demolition 

by neglect, which may facilitate the installation of a balcony structure. No sections are provided of 

Options 2 or 3. 

 

Millwork: 

The applicant is proposing to remove several existing windows from the first and second floors of the 

exterior service ell loggia. All historic millwork has been removed and one of the windows was enclosed 

on the interior. After inspection, staff requests Committee review of photos to establish whether these 

openings have any historic value. In the cover letter that accompanied this drawing set, the applicant 

stated that “closing in these windows will provide a safe path of egress without hazard of the openings.”  

 

Staff found diverse existing millwork conditions on the site during inspection. The muntin profiles 

indicate that the sashes and doors date to the 19th century but they are not consistent, which may suggest 

that some of the millwork is not original to this building but was installed here at a later date. The 

millwork differs significantly from the sister building next door (except in proportion and rhythm of 
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openings), but staff is unsure if the millwork next door is original.  

 

The most significant millwork alterations are at the rear dependency beneath the proposed new balcony. 

The existing millwork is clearly not original to the openings (which are partially infilled), but does also 

appear to date to the 19th century. The applicant proposes to install six-lite French doors with single 

wooden panels in the left opening. The right opening is shown as three-lite French doors with six-lite 

sidelites. Staff has some minor suggestions to improve the proportions of the millwork, but finds the 

proposed configuration of doors and sidelites to fit well within the existing masonry openings. New 

doors with transoms will be installed on the second floor; staff will work with the applicant on the size 

of the stiles and rails, as well as the transom lites. 

 

The applicant has submitted additional details for the new carriageway doors, which have an embedded 

single leaf to allow for easy pedestrian circulation. The doors maintain the three-panel configuration, 

with the two upper panels shown as iron work to allow for air circulation. Staff seeks the guidance of the 

Committee regarding any recommended revisions to the carriageway doors. 

 

Screened porch and sunroom: 

The sunroom siding is shown in two different configurations: vertical siding, or vertical siding and wood 

panels. The existing conditions are beaded board beneath windows and corrugated metal on side 

elevation. Windows in sunroom indicate 19th century construction, but may have been salvaged. The 

applicant provided a section through the sunroom, but the materials are not labeled. Staff notes that a 

soffit is shown under the sunroom; the current structure matches the rear service ell balconies and is 

continuous. Staff requests that additional information be provided regarding the proposed materials for 

the soffit and the extent to which it would be enclosed. 

 

The applicant is proposing to screen the porch on the third floor of the rear elevation of the main 

building. It is difficult to see the existing conditions due to vegetation but the details are largely typical, 

with the exception of the screen. If the screen is found approvable by the Committee, it should be 

installed on a frame in the plane behind the existing posts and rail, rather than obscuring them. 

 

Mechanical equipment: 

The platform above the third-floor porch is no longer shown in the drawings but is referred to in the 

cover letter provided. Staff requests clarification from the architect regarding this platform. 

 

Three units are proposed to be installed on a platform above the sunroom; it is shown with a lattice 

screen, access gate and safety rails. Staff is concerned that it still may not meet all code compliance 

requirements for maintenance access points, as it’s not clear if all three units are adjacent to an adequate 

30x30 open space. The platform attachment can be seen in the sunroom roof section.  

 

Additionally, one mini split unit shown in elevation towards the back of the service ell on the first floor, 

but the exact location and type of platform is not clear. 

 

Railing extensions:  

The historic Royal Street balcony rails do not have existing footings and rest directly on the wood 

decking, which is unusual. The applicant is proposing to increase their height and achieve code 

compliance by simply attaching 4” posts to the bottom rail. Staff finds the alterations approvable. 

 

Skylights: 

The applicant has added skylights to the proposal following study of the interior conditions and 

requirements for fire rating. They stated that “the 4th floor would be connected within the tenant space 

of the 3rd floor. This is to help with the fire rating of the stair and will allow us to have a 1hr rated stair 

instead of a 2hr. This will allow us to maintain the windows within the stair which is an integral part of 

the historic nature of that space.” They further stated that the size and positioning of the skylights have 

not been finalized (they are currently shown as ridge skylights), but were added to the proposal to give 

the Committee an opportunity to respond. Staff informed the applicant that the Design Guidelines 

require that skylights “be installed in a manner that: 

• Minimizes its visibility from all locations, 

• Minimizes changes to the existing roof framing, generally with the long dimension running 

down the roof slope, at least 12-inches below the roof ridge, 

• Minimizes the number of skylights, such that it comprises a maximum of 3% of a roof slope, and 

is arranged in an orderly fashion, 

• Runs parallel to, and no more than 8” above the plane of the roof surface; has clear or tinted 

glazing for a dark exterior appearance, and has the exterior framing painted or colored to 

match the roof material, 

• Does not have a domed, angled or other raised feature. (VCC DG: 04-10) 
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The ridge skylights proposed do not meet several of the requirements noted above, but staff does not 

conceptually object to the addition of skylights if the criteria in the Design Guidelines are met. Staff 

suggests that the applicant study the skylights further and return to the Committee for further review of 

this item. 

 

Given the outstanding questions regarding the proposed new balcony structure, mechanical equipment, 

sunroom wall sections and skylights, staff recommends deferral of the proposal with the applicant to 

return with revisions and additional information as requested in the staff report and by the Committee at 

both hearings on this application.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   07/28/2020 

 

 



1236 N Rampart
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ADDRESS: 1236 N. Rampart/1014-22 

Barracks 

  

OWNER: Brian Gibbs APPLICANT: Rick A. Fifield 

ZONING: VCC-2 & VCR-1 SQUARE: 107 

USE: Residential (multi-family) LOT SIZE: 51968 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 57 Units     REQUIRED: 10393.6 sq. ft. (20% corner lot) 

    EXISTING: None     EXISTING: 32364 sq. ft (approx.) 

    PROPOSED: 25 Units (31 total)     PROPOSED: Not calculated 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:   

 

1236 N. Rampart:  Green, of local architectural/historical importance.  

1014-22 Barracks:  Pink, of potential local architectural/historical significance, but with detrimental 

alterations.  

 

Carmelite Chapel St. Joseph and St. Theresa's and the Carmelite Monastery, designed in 1891 by James 

Freret.  The Greek Revival cottage at 1014-22 Barracks dates from c. 1845.  Its front facade has been 

severely altered, and its service structures and extensive fruit orchard, depicted on a 19th c. plan book 

drawing, however, have been replaced by 20th c. construction. 
 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      07/28/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     07/28/2020 

Permit #19-06343-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt  

 
Review of lighting plan and fixtures, per application & materials received 03/06/2020 & 07/21/2020, 

respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   07/28/2020 

 

The applicant has submitted a conceptual lighting plan with a lumen output diagram, as well as mockups of 

the proposed planter lighting for review. If approved, fixtures and final locations will be finalized at staff 

level assuming the proposed work meets the Design Guidelines and does not significantly deviate from 

what is proposed in this package.  

 

Bollards (F1): 

Nine (9) “Gate” LED bollard lights by WAC Lighting are proposed in the rear parking area, between the 

parking spaces and the Gov. Nicholls-side walkway. The fixtures are available in bronze or black finish, 

have a color temperature of 3000K and 115 lumen output. It measures 27” tall and is contemporary and 

minimalist in design and detail. Staff finds the fixture appropriate, particularly for the parking area as it is 

not adjacent or attached to any historic buildings. Staff recommends approval of this fixture in bronze. 

 

Lintel downlights (F2): 

Eight (8) aspectLED downlights are proposed to be installed in the lintels above the vehicular and 

pedestrian gates on N. Rampart, Barracks, and Burgundy. It measures 2” diameter, outputs 188 lumens and 

will be flush-mounted and hidden above the gates. Varying color temperatures and colors are available for 

lamping. Staff finds this fixture conceptually approvable but requests confirmation that the color 

temperature will be consistent other lamping on the site. 

 

Planter lighting (F3 & F6): 

56 “Viceroy W ODL LED” fixtures by Teron Lighting (36” W) will be installed at the water retention 

planters installed around the site, particularly the perimeter of the chapel, annex, and courtyards. It is not 

immediately apparent how or where the lights will be mounted, but nighttime photos of mockups provided 

by the applicant show that the fixtures provide a subtle warm glow that fits perfectly between the bays of 

the chapel and the bottom of the stained glass windows (note: stained glass approved for removal by the 

Architectural Committee on 03/26/19; to be retained by the Archdiocese of New Orleans as condition of 

property sale). Lumen output is noted at 70 and color temperature is not specified. Staff requests that this 

information be provided by the applicant prior to permit, as well as clarification regarding the mounting 

location for the fixture, but finds the proposed mockup successful and approvable. 

 

Eight (8) 4” bronze LED fixtures are proposed to be installed at the historic planters along the Burgundy-

side wall. The fixtures are ambient step lighting only and are discrete and appropriate. Staff recommends 

approval.  

 

Perimeter street lighting (F4): 

Nineteen (19) vent-like bronze wall sconces, made by Tech Lighting, are proposed to be installed along the 

perimeter wall to provide lighting to the sidewalk. They measure 5”x5”x4”, provide 823 lumens, and meet 

VCC Design Guidelines for color temperature and CRI. Staff has frequently permitted use of this fixture 

when discreet wall-mounted lighting is needed as they are extremely unobtrusive, particularly when painted 

to match the adjacent surface. Staff requests that the fixtures be shown in elevation before placement is 
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finalized, and recommends approval. 

 

Decorative fixtures (F5): 

A restrained number of copper lantern pendants are proposed for only four locations: the entrance to the 

mansion on Barracks; the arched entryway to the courtyard between the convent building and annex; and 

the N. Rampart-side convent entrances flanking the chapel building. Staff finds the number and style of 

fixtures to be appropriate and conceptually approvable, with final decisions on fixtures to be made when 

the size of each can be studied in elevation. 

 

Step lighting (F7 & F8):  

The same fixtures by Teron Lighting that are proposed for the planters is also proposed to be installed 

behind the metal grate steps leading up to the chapel (F7). Staff finds this fixture conceptually approvable 

based on the mockup provided of the planter lighting but requests a mockup be installed prior to final 

decision on fixture placement. 

 

Twenty (20) WAC Lighting 4 Watt bronze LED stair lights (F8) are proposed at entrance steps along the 

sides and rear of the convent building and Barracks Street mansion. The fixtures measure 1-1/2” x 3” and 

meet all requirements for color temperature, CRI and lumen output. Staff finds them approvable. 

 

Wall-mounted lights (F9, F10 & F12): 

Thirty-nine (39) bronze Kichler 2 light 12” tall wall sconces (F9) are proposed throughout the site, mounted 

to each of the buildings and the perimeter wall in the parking area. The sconces are large and include 

uplighting, which is not typically considered approvable by the Design Guidelines. However, staff notes 

that since the lamping is only 65 watts the uplighting may be more of a wall-wash effect than monumental. 

Staff requests installation of a mockup for review, as well as elevation drawings showing the fixtures in 

context. Staff has no objection to the locations shown in the lighting diagram. 

 

Six (6) landscape spotlights by WAC Lighting are proposed to light the two grottos left in place in the N. 

Rampart-side courtyards. The fixtures measure approximately 7” L x 2-7/8” dia. and have lamping 

available in 3000K, CRI 85 and output 1045 lumens. Staff finds these fixtures approvable, but 

recommends approval of placement be finalized in the field to ensure that they do not create hotspots on the 

grottos. 

 

Seven (7) “The Great Outdoors” wall-mounted sconces by Minka-Lavery are proposed to be installed on 

the rooftop terraces. The fixtures are bronze and measure 7” x 4-3/4”. No lamping information is provided. 

Staff recommends conceptual approval pending specifications about the lamping. 

 

Downlighting (F11): 

Nine (9) recessed downlights are proposed in the passageway at the annex building, passage between the 

annex and convent, and soffit of the Barracks Street mansion. The link provided for this light was copied in 

error and does not lead to the fixture proposed, but downlighting can be handled at staff level assuming all 

lamping requirements are met. 

 

Overall, staff recommends approval of the lighting plan, with revisions and additional information to be 

submitted for staff level review prior to final approval as noted above. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   07/28/2020 

 



901-915 Iberville
201-223 Dauphine
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ADDRESS: 901-911 Iberville/ 201-225 

Dauphine 

  

OWNER: Hyman-Moses Properties 

LLC 

APPLICANT: Rachel Scroggins 

ZONING: VCC-2 SQUARE: 93 

USE: Commercial LOT SIZE: 19,584 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 32 Units     REQUIRED: 3,916 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: None     EXISTING: None 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 
 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:   

 

Rating: Orange:  Twentieth Century Construction. 

 

In 1963-66 the architectural firm of Seifert and Gibert designed this multi-level parking garage and retail 

store complex, which was constructed on the site of the Palace or Greenwall Theatre and another early 

20th c. Renaissance Revival building. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     07/28/2020   

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     07/28/2020 

Permit # 20-28080-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct new 20’ tall first responders cell phone antenna tower on roof of existing parking 

garage structure, per application & materials received 05/13/2020 & 07/21/2020, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   07/28/2020 

 

Following the deferral at the 07/14/2020 meeting, the applicant has submitted a revised proposal that 

sets the base of the tower back 12’ from the building’s edge, rather than the previously proposed 5’. 

Staff finds this to be a good improvement for the overall proposal and will help to dramatically reduce 

the visibility. Staff notes that the larger and more congested base section of the tower measures only 

approximately 9’ tall with only two of the more slender pipes and antennas reaching the full 20’ above 

the roof deck. 

 

Staff also notes that the base of the tower is shown constructed at approximately a 45° angle to the 

Dauphine elevation wall. This should further help to reduce visibility as only the closest corner of the 

base is 12’ from the building’s outside wall with the majority of the structure further than 12’ away. The 

two taller antenna towers may still be visible from the street level and from some neighboring 

properties, but staff finds this visibility has been greatly reduced from the original proposal.  

 

Although the guidelines state, “the installation of a satellite dish, mobile telecommunication equipment, 

or similar equipment in not permitted where it is visible from any other property” (VCC DG: 04-11), 

staff finds that this proposal may have evolved to the point where the Architecture Committee may find 

it approvable. Staff requests commentary from the Architecture Committee regarding the current 

proposal. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   07/28/2020 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     07/14/2020   

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     07/14/2020 

Permit # 20-28080-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct new 20’ tall first responders cell phone antenna tower on roof of existing parking 

garage structure, per application & materials received 05/13/2020 & 07/08/2020, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   07/14/2020 

 

Following the deferral of the June 10th meeting, the applicant has submitted some additional requested 
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information and a slightly modified proposal. This includes some photo mock-ups from various street 

level vantage points with and without the proposed antenna tower. Although the photo mock-ups show 

that the equipment is rather slender and not too overbearing, it is still readily visible up and down 

Dauphine St.  

 

Staff’s primary concern is the proximity of this 20’ tall equipment shown only 5’ from the Dauphine 

side wall of the building. Staff notes that the guidelines for rooftop additions require that the addition 

“be set back from the street walls of the existing building by a minimum of the proposed height of the 

addition.” (VCC DG: 14-17) Although the proposed tower has a very small mass compared to a full 

rooftop addition, staff questions if some aspect of this requirement should be considered for this 

proposal. Staff believes that each additional foot this equipment is set back from the street walls have a 

significant impact on the overall visibility of the equipment.  

 

Additionally, as the guidelines state, “the installation of a satellite dish, mobile telecommunication 

equipment, or similar equipment in not permitted where it is visible from any other property” (VCC DG: 

04-11) staff finds that additional modifications are needed in order to make this a more approvable 

application. Staff recommends deferral of the application and requests commentary from the 

Architecture Committee regarding the direction the applicant should explore. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   07/14/2020 

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Ms. Scroggins present on behalf of the application.  Mr. Fifield 

asked Ms. Scroggins if she wished to comment on the staff report. Ms. Scroggins stated that she 

believed they could set the tower back further than previously thought, but that she wanted to clarify 

with the engineer just to make sure they would still have the desired signal strength. Mr. Block stated 

that even 10’ would work as it was the lower part of the tower that was most intrusive.  Ms. Scroggins 

again stated that she would check with engineering.  She then asked if this would require new drawings.  

Mr. Block stated yes, if that was not too onerous on the applicant.  Ms. Scroggins stated that they would 

revise the drawings for maximum setback.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that she agreed with Mr. Block 

regarding the lower portion of the tower and its massing. With nothing left to discuss, Mr. Fifield moved 

on to the next item.    

 

Public Comment 

Nikki Szalwinski, FQC 

While we recognize that cell towers are a fact of life today, and especially important for first responders, 

we support a maximum set back to limit visibility as much as possible from lower elevations. Since this 

technology is so rapidly evolving, setting the towers back farther will also mitigate future issues should 

the equipment need modification or replacement down the road. 

 

Discussion and motion 

Ms. DiMaggio made the motion to defer the proposal in order to allow the applicant time to examine the 

maximum possible setback for the tower, per the discussion from today’s VCC ARC meeting.  Mr. 

Bergeron seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.   

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     06/10/2020   

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     06/10/2020 

Permit # 20-28080-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct new approximately 20’ tall cell phone antenna tower on roof of existing parking 

garage structure, per application & materials received 05/13/2020. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   06/10/2020 

 

The VCC has approved the installation and upgrading of various cell equipment on the roof this building 

and parking structure. The most recent upgrade was approved in 2017 and showed a total of three small 

antennas with one located near the center of the building and two installed along the Bienville edge of 

the building. The closest antenna to the street is located approximately 28-1/2’ back from the Dauphine 

elevation. Still, this antenna is readily visible from certain vantage points on Dauphine St. 

 

The applicant proposes to install a brand-new tower structure approximately 40’ back from the Iberville 

corner but only approximately 5’ back from the Dauphine elevation wall. Staff notes that all submitted 

plans are marked “N.T.S.” or not to scale. As such, staff is very hesitant regarding all estimated 

dimensions. The proposed new antenna would not be a single vertical pole structure, as the existing 

antennas are, but would rather be a circular shaped complex of pipes and equipment with the primary 

part of the antenna shown as having a height of 10’ and with a diameter of approximately 11’. From this 

base, two towers rise above and were measured as rising 10-1/2’ above the base but again this detail is 
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noted as being “No Scale” so staff is very concerned the intended tower could be significantly taller than 

what is shown.  

 

As staff suspects this antenna tower structure would be readily visible from both directions of Dauphine 

for many blocks and the guidelines state that, “the installation of a satellite dish, mobile 

telecommunication equipment, or similar equipment in not permitted where it is visible from any other 

property” (VCC DG: 04-11) staff recommends denial of the proposal as presented. Staff recommends 

that if the applicant submits a subsequent proposal that the plans be drawn to scale and any equipment 

located to conform to the guidelines. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   06/10/2020 

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Ms. Scroggins present on behalf of the application.  Ms. Scroggins 

stated that they would be removing the 10-foot tower in the center and moving it.  She went on to say that 

they would have no issues getting the drawings to scale and that the tower was for the first responder 

project- a dedicated network.  Mr. Fifield asked if this was a permanent installation.  Ms. Scroggins stated 

yes.  Ms. DiMaggio asked if this was separate from 5G.  Ms. Scroggins stated that it was not 5G, it would 

be a 4G LTE network upgrade.  She went on to say that it was an issue of spacing that they could not 

achieve with the existing tower.  Mr. Fifield asked if they could do an onsite mockup.  Ms. Scroggins 

stated yes, and a photo mockup with plans to scale.  Mr. Fifield asked if staff would be ok working with 

the applicant.  Mr. Block stated yes.  He then asked Ms. Scroggins what the first responders’ network was 

and who was requesting it.  Ms. Scroggins explained that it stemmed from a federal grant so that first 

responders would have a dedicated network instead of radios.  Mr. Fifield asked if there were other 

planned French Quarter locations.  Ms. Scroggins stated that she would investigate this.  Mr. Block asked 

if there was an alternate location for this tower.  Ms. Scroggins stated that they could leave the tower in the 

current location which is set back much farther from the building edge and much less visible, but it would 

need to be extended to 25 feet.  Mr. Block asked for her to have her team mockup the larger tower as well.  

He reiterated the VCC’s support of the dedicated first responder infrastructure but wanted to ensure that it 

was as visually unobtrusive as possible. Mr. Bergeron asked if the Committee denied the proposal would 

the tower have to go somewhere else.  Ms. Scroggins stated yes, that this site would be required for the 

network to be whole.  The Committee moved on to the next agenda item.  

Public Comment: 

Rachel Scroggins, AT&T 

Below are the two other addresses where AT&T has approved permits for FirstNet projects in the French 

Quarter. 911 Iberville is still a necessary location in order to provide continuing FirstNet coverage, but the 

question was raised so I wanted to present you with the other locations for your information.  

  

Action Items for AT&T/Rachel Scroggins: 

  

We will proceed with revising our drawings to be drawn to scale as requested.  

  

Please provide specific angles that you wish to have the photo sims (or mock ups) produced from and once 

we receive that from you, we will proceed with ordering the simulation photos. 

  

Holiday Inn French Quarter 124 Royal St.  New Orleans LA 70112 

Embassy Suites 719 St. Peters New Orleans LA 70130 

 

Motion and discussion: 

Ms. DiMaggio made the motion for the deferral of the application in order to allow the applicant time to 

submit requested materials for review.  Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion and the motion passed 

unanimously.   

 



715 Bourbon
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ADDRESS: 715-717-719 Bourbon   

OWNER: 715-17-19 Bourbon St. LLC APPLICANT: John C. Williams 

ZONING: VCE SQUARE: 73 

USE: Mixed LOT SIZE: 3,404 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 5 Units     REQUIRED: 680 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: Unknown     EXISTING: Unknown 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 
ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:   

 

At 715 Bourbon, there is a narrow 2-story masonry building, c. 1903, which combines late Italianate 

features (arched openings, hood molds) with late Victorian decorative elements (frame balcony with 

jigsaw work and turned wood posts).  

 

Next door at 717-19 Bourbon, there is another building that is identical to 715 Bourbon, except that it is a 

double building rather than a single.   

 

Rating:   Green - of local architectural and/or historical importance. 

 
Architecture Committee Meeting of      07/28/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     07/28/2020 

Permit # 20-33504-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to lower existing buildings approximately 18”, remove/replace existing exterior stairs/stoops, 

and replace existing exterior doors, per application & materials received 07/06/2020. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   07/28/2020 

 

A new application has been filed but the proposed plans appear to be very similar, if not identical, to the 

proposal that was reviewed at the 01/28/2020 meeting. That application was deferred at the applicant’s 

request during that meeting. The current proposal would lower the interior floor height 18” while 

maintaining the building walls and windows at the current heights. Staff notes that the current proposal 

would not provide accessibility to the building and would result in numerous highly atypical extra tall 

doors. The existing doors would be replaced with new doors, frames, and transoms with the new doors 

approximately 18” taller than the existing. Not only would the extra tall doors be atypical, staff is 

concerned about the proposed removal of the historic building fabric that appears to be in overall good 

condition. 

 

The proposal would also eliminate three stoops on Bourbon St. and replace them with significantly 

smaller stoops. Again, staff is concerned about this unnecessary removal of historic fabric and notes that 

stoops have become an increasingly endangered building element with a great number of stoops having 

been eliminated from the district in the last 50-75 years. 

 

Finally, although the proposed exterior changes to the building are limited, the proposed interior changes 

would be very drastic and the overall language of the building would become muddled and confusing. 

 

Staff is unsure of what the motivation for the proposal is, as the current proposal would not allow for 

accessibility into the building as all patrons would still need to use stairs to get into the building. Staff 

suggests that if the applicant wishes to add accessibility into the buildings that a ramp located between the 

two buildings would provide access to both buildings at a minimal expense and with minimal impact on 

the historic building. Additionally, the elements proposed to be replaced under this proposal do not appear 

to be in need of total replacement and in the case of the stoops, are becoming increasingly rare.  

 

Staff recommends denial of the proposal. 

 

ARCHITECTURE COMMITTEE ACTION:    07/28/2020 
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Architecture Committee Meeting of      01/28/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     01/28/2020 

Permit # 19-32012-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to lower existing buildings approximately 18”, remove/replace existing exterior stairs/stoops, 

and replace existing exterior doors, per materials received 01/04/2020. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   01/28/2020 

 

A similar application to lower to building completely to grade was reviewed and ultimately denied at the 

10/08/2019 Architecture Committee meeting. Unfortunately that complete staff report is unavailable at 

this time due to the recent cyber-attack, but the staff report centered mostly on the basis that the 

application was being made in order to provide accessibility into the buildings. Staff noted that there were 

several alternative options available that would provide accessibility into the building without the need 

for such a drastic alteration. 

 

The current proposal would lower the interior floor height 18” while maintaining the building walls and 

windows at the current heights. Although significantly less heavy handed than the previous proposal, staff 

notes that the current proposal would not provide accessibility to the building and would result in 

numerous highly atypical extra tall doors. The existing doors would be replaced with new doors, frames, 

and transoms with the new doors approximately 18” taller than the existing. Not only would the extra tall 

doors be atypical, staff is concerned about the proposed removal of the historic building fabric that 

appears to be in overall good condition. 

 

The proposal would also eliminate three stoops on Bourbon St. and replace them with significantly 

smaller stoops. Again, staff is concerned about this unnecessary removal of historic fabric and notes that 

stoops have become an increasingly endangered building element with a great number of stoops having 

been eliminated from the district in the last 50-75 years. 

 

Finally, although the proposed exterior changes to the building are limited, the proposed interior changes 

would be very drastic and the overall language of the building would become muddled and confusing. 

 

Staff is unsure of what the motivation for the proposal is, as the current proposal would not allow for 

accessibility into the building as all patrons would still need to use stairs to get into the building. 

Additionally, the elements proposed to be replaced do not appear to be in need of total replacement and in 

the case of the stoops, are becoming increasingly rare.  

 

Staff recommends denial of the proposal.  

 

ARCHITECTURE COMMITTEE ACTION:    01/28/2020 

 

Mr. Block presented the staff report with Messrs. Heck and Siddiqui present on behalf of the application.  

The applicant requested a deferral in order to explore other alternatives and further discuss the issues with 

his client.  Ms. DiMaggio moved for a deferral. Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion and the motion passed 

unanimously.   

 

Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of     11/06/19    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     11/06/19 

Permit # 19-32012-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Appeal of Architecture Committee denial of proposal to demolish existing stoops, lower existing first 

floor elevation 30” to near grade, and to install new millwork to correspond to taller openings, per 

application & materials received 10/08/19. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   11/06/19 

 

The applicant is appealing the proposal which was denied at the 10/22/19 Architecture Committee 

meeting. At that meeting staff noted that the work on the exterior of the building would primarily be 

limited to the numerous door openings and stoops. The applicant proposes to demolish the various 

existing stoops and to extend the door openings about 2’ lower than existing. The tops of the door 

openings and transoms would not change. This work would create an atypically tall door approximately 

9’6” tall.  

 

Although not explicitly stated, staff suspects that a motivation for the proposal may be to make the 

buildings more accessible. In regards to providing accessibility to a historic building the guidelines 

recommend the following: 

“ 

• Retaining historic entrance stairs and door(s) 

• Providing an accessible entrance that is respectful when access to the front door is not possible – 

located close to the principal entrance and designed in a manner that is visually unobtrusive and 
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compatible with a building’s style 

• Complying with all aspects of accessibility requirements, while minimizing alteration of the 

primary building façade and architectural features 

• Installing a ramp and/or a lift within a building envelope where it is possible to modify an 

existing door sill to allow entry at grade 

• Installing a lift in lieu of a ramp where it would be less obtrusive 

• Selecting a ramp or lift style that is compatible with the building” (VCC DG: 13-8) 

 

Based off of these guidelines as well as others regarding door modifications, staff does not find the 

proposed work approvable. Staff also questions if this proposal would be approved by the building 

department in terms of the flood plain requirements. At the Architecture Committee meeting, the 

applicant stated that the base flood elevation would allow them to reduce the first floor elevation to 18” 

above the highest curb. 

 

Staff suggests that an alternative proposal that limits the modification to only the less significant door 

opening on the Orleans elevation would be far more appropriate. A ramp or lift inside of this opening 

would provide accessibility to the building while complying with the recommendations from the 

guidelines.  

 

Although the more substantial work would occur on the interior of the building and outside of VCC 

jurisdiction, staff notes that eliminating the elevated first floor would be a significant detrimental change 

to this green-rated building. The Architecture Committee noted that this building was originally 

constructed for residential use and that it would be inappropriate to alter it in order to force a commercial 

use. 

 

Staff recommends denial of the proposal to lower the building but would welcome alternative proposals 

to provide accessibility in a less intrusive way. The Architecture Committee voted to deny the proposal as 

submitted. 

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:    11/06/19 

 

The application was deferred at the applicant’s request prior to the meeting. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     10/22/19    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     10/22/19 

Permit # 19-32012-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to demolish existing stoops, lower existing first floor elevation 30” to near grade, and to install 

new millwork to correspond to taller openings, per application & materials received 10/08/19. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   10/22/19 

 

The work on the exterior of the building would primarily be limited to the numerous door openings and 

stoops. The applicant proposes to demolish the various existing stoops and to extend the door openings 

about 2’ lower than existing. The tops of the door openings and transoms would not change. This work 

would create an atypically tall door approximately 9’6” tall.  

 

Although not explicitly stated, staff suspects that a motivation for the proposal may be to make the 

buildings more accessible. In regards to providing accessibility to a historic building the guidelines 

recommend the following: 

 

“ 

• Retaining historic entrance stairs and door(s) 

• Providing an accessible entrance that is respectful when access to the front door is not possible – 

located close to the principal entrance and designed in a manner that is visually unobtrusive and 

compatible with a building’s style 

• Complying with all aspects of accessibility requirements, while minimizing alteration of the 

primary building façade and architectural features 

• Installing a ramp and/or a lift within a building envelope where it is possible to modify an 

existing door sill to allow entry at grade 

• Installing a lift in lieu of a ramp where it would be less obtrusive 

• Selecting a ramp or lift style that is compatible with the building” (VCC DG: 13-8) 

 

Based off of these guidelines as well as others regarding door modifications, staff does not find the 

proposed work approvable. Staff also questions if this proposal would be approved by the building 

department in terms of the flood plain requirements.  

 

Staff suggests that an alternative proposal that limits the modification to only the less significant door 

opening on the Orleans elevation would be far more appropriate. A ramp or lift inside of this opening 

would provide accessibility to the building while complying with the recommendations from the 

guidelines.  
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Although the more substantial work would occur on the interior of the building and outside of VCC 

jurisdiction, staff notes that eliminating the elevated first floor would be a significant detrimental change 

to this green-rated building. 

 

Staff recommends denial of the proposal to lower the building but would welcome alternative proposals 

to provide accessibility in a less intrusive way. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   10/22/19 

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Mr. Williams present on behalf of the application. Mr. Williams 

stated that he wasn’t sure if this building had not been raised at some point.  He further stated that he 

would be happy with only lowering it halfway.  Mr. Fifield stated that the building had no apparent major 

alterations and that there were alternate ways to gain access to the commercial space.  He further stated 

that the original use of this building was residential and that it would be inappropriate to alter it in order to 

force a commercial use.  Mr. Williams stated that base flood elevation would allow them to go to 18” for 

historic districts.   

 

Ms. DiMaggio moved to deny the proposal to demolish the existing stoops and lower the first floor 

elevation.  Mr. Fifield seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously. 



1231 Bourbon
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ADDRESS: 1231 Bourbon (Lot F-1) 

OWNER: Lauricella Bourbon Prop., LLC, 

 Floyd Jay H Jr, Ray Gilliam 

ZONING: VCR-1 

USE: Residential 

 

DENSITY 

Allowed:   5 units 

Existing:   2 units 

Proposed:   No change

 

 

APPLICANT: Robert Cangelosi, Jr.  

SQUARE: 79 

LOT SIZE: 3080 sq. ft. 

 

OPEN SPACE 

Required: 924 sq. ft. (approx.) 

Existing: Unknown 

Proposed: No change 

 
ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY  

 

Rating: Green, of local architectural or historic importance 

 

This address features a pair of c. 1830-36 2-story masonry townhouses with an off-center carriageway and a 

pair of 2-story service buildings facing each other in the courtyard.  During the late 19th c., this complex 

housed a bakery. The property was purchased by La Societe des Dames Hospitalieres in 1942. The rear bake 

house was demolished sometime between 1940 and 1979, when the property was subdivided and the front 

portion of the lot was sold in its current configuration. The rear portion of the lot is now associated with 

1227-29 Bourbon. 

 
Architecture Committee Meeting of      07/28/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     07/28/2020 

Permit #20-33107-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 
Proposal to add rear dormers, modify courtyard elements and install equipment closet in carriageway, per 

application & materials received 07/02/2020. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   07/28/2020 

 

The applicant has submitted a proposal to renovate the building, including the following work requiring 

review by the Architectural Committee: 

 

Dormers: 

The applicant proposes to remove the existing skylight and install two new dormers with six-over-six 

double-hung windows on the rear roof slope of the main building. Notes on the dormer details indicate 

that they will match the existing historic dormers on the front elevation, but the drawings deviate from the 

existing conditions in a few aspects, making them more decorative than the existing conditions. Staff 

notes that the existing dormers are unusually simple and may have lost detail after decades of demolition 

by neglect (seen in slides from the 1940s). While rear dormers are often simpler in detailing than those in 

the front, and the Committee often wishes to see differentiation between new and historic conditions, staff 

recommends that the rear dormers match the existing conditions instead of simplifying them to an 

extreme degree. 

 

The sister building next door, which was historically part of the same property but is not a true “twin,” 

has two rear dormers which were installed after 1979. Staff does not find the proposal to add dormers to 

be inappropriate but notes that dormers are considered a significant alteration in the Design Guidelines. If 

the Committee finds the proposal conceptually approvable, the application must be forwarded to the 

Commission for final approval prior to permit.  

 

Courtyard and carriageway: 

• At Dauphine-side end of courtyard: remove planters (not historic; installed in 2010), install new brick 

fence with wooden board-and-batten gates. Install capped vertical board wood fence at rear, 

Dauphine-side property line.  

 

While the VCC Design Guidelines prohibit dividing a courtyard into smaller pieces by adding fences, 

this appears to be trash enclosure or storage area, both of which are allowed. All details are 

approvable. 

 

• A note on the drawings calls out flagstone paving in the courtyard, but it is unclear if this is a new 

material. If it is new, staff will need to review material samples prior to final approval.  

• Install new equipment cabinet in carriageway, measuring 5’-9” wide and matching existing enclosure. 

Staff requests a section of the new cabinet but recommends conceptual approval. 

• Lower balcony rails on service ell and rear balcony to 36”. The rail is unusually high and dates to the 

poorly executed 2010 renovation. Staff recommends approval, since no historic fabric will be lost.  

• The electrical plan shows gas fixtures on first floor service ell and rear of main building. Staff is 

unsure if these are existing or new fixtures, but notes that gas fixtures are rarely found approvable in 
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locations other than the street front and entrance. The single gas pendant may be approvable, but a cut 

sheet of the fixture, including measurements, should be provided for review. Staff requests 

clarification from the applicant regarding these fixtures. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   07/28/2020 

 

 

 



730 Orleans
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ADDRESS: 730 Orleans   

OWNER: 730 Orleans Real Estate LLC APPLICANT: Erika Gates 

ZONING: VCC-2 SQUARE: 60 

USE: Commercial/Residential LOT SIZE: 1,992.2 sq. ft. 

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 3 Units REQUIRED: 597.7 sq. ft. 

EXISTING: Unknown EXISTING: Unknown 

PROPOSED: No change PROPOSED: No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 

Main building & service building: Green, of local architectural and/or historic significance. 

 

C. 1830 typical Transitional style masonry building which has a side passageway, 3½-stories, arched 

openings on the ground floor, casement openings leading onto the wrought iron balcony on the second 

floor, and double-hung windows above solid panels on the third floor. There is a detached 2-story service 

building. The buildings were constructed between 1829 and 1834 for Maurice Abat. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      07/28/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     07/28/2020 

Permit #20-33276-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Proposal to replace existing carriageway gate with new wooden door to match historic photo, per 

application & materials received 07/02/2020. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   07/28/2020 

 

The applicant is proposing to replace the cast iron gates in the Royal-side passageway, which were 

installed at some point between 1965 and 1975 and are of poor quality. Historic photographs and slides 

show several alterations to this opening over the 20th century. Undated slides prior to 1965 show that the 

opening was infilled with masonry and a straight lintel opening installed. By 1965, the arched masonry 

opening was restored and wooden double doors with four raised panels were installed.  

 

The applicant intends to install new double doors to match those seen in the 1965 photos. Staff finds the 

overall appearance and proportion of the doors to be comparable to other carriageway millwork, and 

preferable to the existing anachronistic conditions. Staff recommends conceptual approval of the 

proposed door replacement, with final review of shop drawings to take place at staff level prior to permit 

issuance. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   07/28/2020 
 

 

 



827 Orleans Ave
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ADDRESS: 827 Orleans   

OWNER: Max J Begue APPLICANT: Constance Day 

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 74 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 2167 sq. ft. (approx.) 

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 2 units (approx.) REQUIRED: 650 sq. ft. (approx.) 

EXISTING: Unknown EXISTING: Unknown 

PROPOSED: No change PROPOSED: No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 

Main building: Green, of local architectural and/or historic significance. 

 

Late Victorian 3-bay brick shotgun with very nice ornamentation in the Eastlake manner, which was also 

built for the Begue family. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      07/28/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     07/28/2020 

Permit #20-28640-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Review of engineer’s report and proposed stabilization plan, in response to retention application & 

materials received 05/20/2020 & 07/21/2020, respectively. [Notice of Violation sent 01/24/17] 
 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   07/28/2020 

 

The Committee reviewed an appeal to retain the existing condition of the chimneys on 06/10/2020. The 

Committee members shared staff’s concerns that the chimneys might be structurally compromised, and 

moved to defer the appeal for 14 days to allow the applicant to consult with an engineer.  The applicant 

submitted an engineer’s report from Ivan C. Mandich, PE, following an inspection in the field on 

6/26/2020. The report states that: 

 

“Out of five chimneys we found the two, as noted on the plan, to be critical and in need of 

structural reinforcement. It was stated that the existing roof has to be protected during the 

reconstruction, and […] that no work be done on the roof and no removal of the roofing tiles. The 

proposed design as noted on the drawings will provide the means for such a construction with a 

minimum interference with the roof surface. The construction can be done partially from inside of 

the attic space and from the alleyway side.  

 

The two chimneys [second and third from the front] are approximately 9’ above the turning point 

in the attic and are leaning some 6-9” towards the hip of the roof. The raking and pointing of the 

brick work is good and there are no new cracks noticed. The quality of the mortar was good. 

 

The elevations indicate that there is sufficient access from the alleyway to perform the roof work 

and to put the prefabricated straps around approximately at the height of 2/3 of the height of the 

chimney. The straps will be a snap-connected type and the two swivels will be welded to the strap 

prior to the installation. This application will not require the work on the roof surface and it can 

be accomplished from the alleyway.  

 

The steel material used will be galvanized and it could be painted to match the brick work for 

appearance. The cross section drawing shows the interior work with the minor carpentry 

necessary to reinforce the attic structure. The connection to the chimney will be by the ¾” 

diameter threaded rods. The plan shows the two rods being on each side of the chimney to be 

attached to the solid blocking between four roof rafters with the double 2x6 nailed to the rafters. 

The double nuts on each side of the solid blocking will restrict the movements from the chimney 

against pulling. The design consideration was given to minimize the pressure on the roof and to 

distribute the forces over several sections of the roof structure.  

 

The remaining 3 chimneys are plumb and will not require such reinforcing.” 

 

The section detail shows 1-1/2” pitch pockets, noted as being drilled from the roof side and grouted 

where the rods penetrate the roof system. Staff requests that, if this proposal is approved by the 

Committee, additional detail drawings be provided showing the pitch pocket and roof flashing. 

 

Methods of structural intervention for chimneys can vary significantly depending on the existing 

conditions and level of intervention needed to stabilize the masonry. Staff is unsure if the proposed 

detail is typical for chimney stabilization of this degree or if the design is driven by the applicant’s 

prioritization of leaving the existing 19-year-old Fire Free roof intact. Staff will not comment on the 
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structural viability of this proposal or its long-term effect on the building but will emphasize the 

importance of considering these standards, and notes that the structural intervention should be as 

minimal as possible to achieve the necessary result. Staff seeks the guidance of the Committee as to 

the approvability of the stabilization plan.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   07/28/2020 
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