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ADDRESS:    626 Bourbon 

OWNER:  The Marie Laveau Foundation 
ZONING:  VCE 

USE:   Commercial – retail   

DENSITY 

Allowed: 1 Unit 

Existing:  None  

Proposed: No change

 

APPLICANT:  John C. Williams 

SQUARE: 61  

LOT SIZE:  1280 sq. ft. 

OPEN SPACE 

Required: 384 sq. ft. 

Existing:    None  

Proposed:   None  

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

Rating: Main building: yellow, contributes to the character of the district  

 

This unusual 2-story building began as a 1-story building, constructed between 1876 and 1896. Then in 

the 20th century (c. 1920) a frame second floor was added, and a new porch (now infilled) was added. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      08/29/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/29/2020 

Permit # 17-06727-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Review of proposed change order to increase height of gallery rail, per application & materials received 

02/24/17 & 08/17/2020, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/29/2020 

 

The applicant has submitted three options for revising the gallery rail, which is being adapted from the 

cast iron balcony rail that was installed between 1950 and 1964. The Committee approved raising the rail 

by adding a flat bar beneath and leaving the decorative portion of the rail, which is topped with decorative 

finials, unaltered. The applicant did not verify the height of the existing rail (34”) in advance of the 

approval and returned to staff with three alternatives to achieve code compliance once the discrepancy 

was found. 

 

• Option 1: The existing rail will be raised and flat bars installed beneath. Staff notes that the section 

shows two bars on the side elevations and only one in the front, while the front elevation shows two 

flat bars in the front as well; staff assumes this is a drafting error due to tight deadline. 

• Option 2: One flat bar will be installed below. The finials will be removed and a flat bar added at the 

top. 

• Option 3: The cast iron rail will be replaced entirely with a flat bar and vertical picket rail with an 

overall height of 3’-6”. 

 

Staff finds all three options to be inelegant and inappropriately detailed for installation in the French 

Quarter, but did not find an easily-apparent solution to suggest to the applicant as an alternative. Option 1 

maintains the existing rail and top pickets, but staff notes that the existing rail is already being modified to 

fit a gallery instead of a balcony; staff is concerned that adding two rails to the bottom will be distracting 

and that the overall appearance of the rail will suffer due to the extensive modifications. Option 2 

modifies the mid-century rail further by removing the finials and topping the rail with a flat bar, with 

vertical reinforcement added at every other point in the casting. Staff notes that the Committee and 

Commission found removal of the finials or addition of a top bar to be inappropriate during previous 

reviews. The detailing and ironwork profiles shown in Option 3 are not approvable as presented.  

 

Staff seeks the guidance of the Committee.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/29/2020 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



928 St Ann
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ADDRESS: 928 St. Ann    

OWNER: Aura, LLC  APPLICANT: Gunner Guidry  

ZONING: VCR-1  SQUARE: 87  

USE: Residential  LOT SIZE: 2675.5 sq. ft.  

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 2 units       REQUIRED: 802.7 sq. ft.  

    EXISTING: 6 units      EXISTING: Unknown  

    PROPOSED: 1 unit      PROPOSED: Unknown  

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:   

 

Main building and attached service ell – Green, or of local architectural and/or historic importance. 

 

Narrow, 3-bay, 3-story brick townhouse and attached service ell, constructed in 1842 in the Greek 

Revival style by L. Cordier, builder, for Gabriel Montemart. Its main entrance has an entablature and 

pilasters, and there once was at its river side a carriageway that led back to the courtyard and the stable. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      08/29/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/29/2020 

Permit #18-28545-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Proposal to install double gate between driveway and rear courtyard, per application & materials received 

08/28/18 & 08/12/2020, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/29/2020 

 

The applicant is proposing to install a stuccoed CMU wall and double wooden paneled gate between the 

new Dauphine-side property line wall and the main building, separating the rear courtyard from the 

Dauphine-side yard, which is being used as a driveway. The wall is shown as an extension of the new 

property line wall, which is 11’-0” tall and has a wrapping corbel. The 10’-4” tall double wooden gate is 

drawn with two panels on each door and has an overall width of 4’-7”. Staff notes that the stiles, rails and 

panels are not shown to scale, but full millwork drawings will be required for review at staff level if the 

proposal is found conceptually approvable by the Committee.  

 

The VCC Design Guidelines discourage subdivision of exterior courtyard spaces, particularly separation 

of areas that were historically continuous. Staff is concerned that extending the CMU wall to the rear 

corner of the building may alter the character of the exterior space around the building. More importantly, 

adding a new wall at a right angle to the rear of the building will likely cause damage to the historic 

masonry structure, would be difficult to remove, and may not be possible depending on the depth and 

location of the existing corbelled brick foundation.  

 

Staff notes that the status of the Dauphine-side property line wall, which was permitted by the VCC and 

Department of Safety and Permits in September, is currently unclear. The proposed new wall with gate is 

based on the height and design of the approved CMU wall; however, the permitted property line wall may 

not be buildable in this location and an alternate proposal may be needed. The drawings provided by the 

architect did not show the adjacent wood-frame 20th century yellow-rated shotgun cottage at 922 St. Ann, 

which is at or very near this property line. The CMU wall will make the Burgundy side of the building 

completely inaccessible and was raised as a potential life safety concern since multiple windows on this 

side of the building would be blocked entirely. VCC staff reached out to the architect and the Department 

of Safety and Permits on the status of the wall and received the following response from former director 

Zachary Smith: 

 

Overall, there is nothing specific…related to building/zoning code that would clearly tell us we 

can’t approve it.  We definitely don’t like it nor do we support it, based on this: 

SECTION 101 - GENERAL 

101.3 Intent. The purpose of this code is to establish the minimum requirements to provide a 

reasonable level safety to protect the public health and general welfare through structural 

strength, means of egress facilities, stability, sanitation, adequate light and ventilation, energy 

conservation, and safety to life and property from fire and other hazards attributed to the built 

environment and to provide reasonable level of safety to fire fighters and emergency 

responders during emergency operations. 

We have permitted wooden fences in the past without much to-do as they are more easily 

breakable.  If a concrete wall limits the passage of a firefighter more than already limited to less 

than 2’, I would say that my official position would say no based on the presence of the 
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intent.  We would reasonably argue that this wall would prevent firefighters from responding to 

a fire.  The Quarter, especially from St Peter to Canal is in a heightened risk of fire spread and 

you might be aware that all fire calls in the FQ are 2-alarm by practice as it is reasonably 

expected that travel times may be further delayed due to hard-to-navigate streets. 

With this said, my official recommendation would be to DENY. 

 

Regarding the proposed courtyard separation, staff recommends deferral to allow the applicant to explore 

other alternatives that will not cause damage to the historic building or disrupt the historic character of the 

courtyard. 

 

Additional Committee review of the property line wall may be necessary if revisions are required after 

further assessment from the VCC and Department of Safety and Permits. VCC Staff has concerns that the 

long-term maintenance and preservation of the neighboring building may be compromised, and notes that 

Section XII of the Bylaws of the Vieux Carré Commission of the City of New Orleans states that: 

 

“Any Commission member or the Director may place a matter which has previously been 

voted on by the Commission on the agenda of a duly called meeting of the Commission for 

reconsideration if: 

a) Circumstances and conditions have substantially changed since its original 

consideration, or 

b) Inaccurate data was contained in the report on the matter, or 

c) Additional information has been presented since its original consideration. 

 

The Commission shall, by motion determine whether or not the matter is eligible for 

reconsideration in accordance with the above. If the Commission determines, by an 

affirmative vote, the reconsideration is warranted, the Commission may then reconsider its 

prior action. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/29/2020 

ngalbrecht
Highlight



616 Conti
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ADDRESS:  614-16 Conti 

OWNER:  Conti Street Holding, LLC 

ZONING:  VCC-2 

USE:   Vacant 

DENSITY 

ALLOWED:  2 units 

EXISTING:  Unknown 

PROPOSED:  Unknown

 

APPLICANT:  Terri Dreyer 

SQUARE:  37 

LOT SIZE:  1696 sq. ft. 

OPEN SPACE 

REQUIRED:  508.8 sq. ft. 

EXISTING:  None 

PROPOSED: No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:  

 

Rating:  Main building – Green, of local architectural or historical importance 

 Courtyard infill – Brown, objectionable or of no architectural or historical importance. 

This three-story masonry structure with four bays on the two upper floors and an altered ground floor 

dates from c. 1830. A three-story detached dependency was demolished between c. 1908 & c. 1940-51; 

the courtyard was infilled and a partial second floor was added on the Decatur side, mimicking a service 

ell. A third floor was illegally added sometime between 2009-10. 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      08/28/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/28/2020 

Permit #19-36250-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

Proposal to restructure balcony to allow for occupant load, per materials received 11/11/19 & 08/18/2020, 

respectively. 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/28/2020 

 

The applicant has submitted revised drawings for restructuring the balcony, following Committee 

direction to ensure that the underside appearance of the balcony structure is more traditional in 

appearance. The revisions are as follows: 

 

The second-floor balcony has an overall depth of 7”, with ¾”x 5” outriggers spaced 24” o.c. The threaded 

rod attachment from the gallery rail will be cut where it is corroded; its new method of attachment is not 

specified. Instead of traditional purlins, the applicant is proposing to install L3x2-1/2”x 14” continuous 

steel angles welded perpendicular to the outriggers and clad in wood trim to match the historic appearance. 

At the masonry wall, the detail calls for an undefined steel plate to be welded to outrigger masonry 

anchors instead of penetrating the building and connecting to the interior structure, presumably due to the 

limited space between the granite lintel and second-floor floor level. The third-floor balcony also has 5” 

steel outriggers at 24” o.c., with 3”x 4” wood purlins above. The steel outriggers will penetrate the 

masonry wall and connect to interior joists.  

 

While staff is not qualified to evaluate the proposed alterations from a structural perspective, the overall 

appearance of the structural work fits the typical size, detailing, reveals and spacing typically seen under 

metal balconies and galleries in the district. Staff recommends conceptual approval, with final structural 

drawings to be submitted as part of the package for review prior to permit. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/28/2020 
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Architecture Committee Meeting of      05/20/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     05/20/2020 

Permit #19-36250-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Proposal to restructure balcony to allow for occupant load, per materials received 11/11/19 & 05/05/2020, 

respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   05/20/2020 

 

After further analysis of the existing conditions and review by the engineer on the project, the applicant 

informed staff that the existing outriggers on the Royal-side balconies are insufficient for occupancy load 

and will need to be replaced. The existing outriggers supporting the 2nd floor balcony are not a consistent 

height and taper down as they extend away from the building. In several locations, these outriggers are not 

touching the existing joists that run parallel to the building. At the 3rd floor balcony, the outriggers are 

more consistent in size but are still not sufficient to bear the code required loads. The applicant stated that 

these will also need to be replaced due to the fact that they would puncture through new interior floor joists 

which would not be allowed by code.  

 

Detail D/S3.0 shows that the proposed outrigger replacement members would consist of ½” x 5” plate 

steel placed at 16” O.C. Due to the height constraint at the 2nd floor caused by the existing granite lintel, 

the applicant proposes a connection detail that requires the new outriggers to be embedded into the 

perpendicular 4”x3” wood joists. The connection will consist of a ¾” bolt through a ½” thick tab that is 

welded to the new outrigger and recessed into the wood 4x3 joist.  

 

Staff finds the appearance of the proposed detail to be highly atypical when compared to the typical iron 

outrigger detail, and seeks the guidance of the Committee regarding whether or not it may be found 

approvable.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   05/20/2020 

Ms. Vogt read the staff report with Ms. Johnson present on behalf of the application.  Ms. Johnson stated 

that the need for the change in the balcony structure was largely due to the change of use to commercial/ 

restaurant from vacant (previously residential).  She further stated that apparently there was work done 

around 2008 when the balcony was refinished but that it is now unclear how the outriggers are supported.  

Ms. DiMaggio stated that this was a tough call because the underside of French Quarter balconies and 

galleries are highly visible and a very important visual element. She further stated that she understood the 

problem, but that the applicant needed a solution that was less visually aberrant.  Ms. DiMaggio 

suggested perhaps painting them white to match the adjacent surface.  Mr. Bergeron stated that he agreed 

with Ms. DiMaggio on the importance of the overall look.  Mr. Fifield asked the applicant if the purlins 

were recessed into the outriggers.  Ms. Johnson stated that they were.  Mr. Fifield asked the applicant if 

they planned to remove the existing outriggers.  Ms. Johnson replied yes.  Mr. Fifield stated that he 

agreed with Ms. DiMaggio and Mr. Bergeron that the detail should be reconsidered, and noted that the 

relation to the purlin was very unusual.  Ms. Johnson stated that she agreed with the Committee however, 

the problem is that they were limited to 5 ½” where the outrigger could penetrate the brick without cutting 

into the granite.  Mr. Fifield asked what the interior change in elevation was.  Ms. Johnson responded 

about 1 ½”, not much as shown in the detail provided by the engineer.  Mr. Fifield stated the Committee 

would need to review an accurate section showing the relationship between the interior floor level, 

threshold, decking and balcony structure.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that she appreciated the conversation and 

the applicant’s work in trying to minimize alterations to the historic fabric, particularly cutting into the 

granite lintel.  With no other questions, Mr. Fifield moved on to the next agenda item.   

 

Motion:  

Ms. DiMaggio made the motion to defer the proposal in order to give the applicant time to supply the 

corrected details at the Committee’s request.  Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion and the motion passed 

unanimously.   

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      03/10/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     03/10/2020 

Permit #19-36250-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Proposal to renovate building, including modifications to rear service ell, addition of outdoor dining patio, 

and mechanical equipment, in conjunction with a change of use from vacant to commercial (restaurant), 

per application & materials received 11/11/19 & 03/03/2020, respectively. 



524 Esplanade
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ADDRESS: 524 Esplanade Ave.   

OWNER: R. T. Kenny APPLICANT: Lewis Robinson 

ZONING: VCR-2 SQUARE: 17 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 6,144 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 10 Units     REQUIRED: 1,843 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: 1 Unit     EXISTING: 2,607 sq. ft. 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:  

 

Rating:  Blue - of Major Architectural and/or Historical Importance. 

 

A projecting portico with pediment, round columns, and a finely detailed entrance and cornice enhance this 

raised masonry residence, which was constructed in 1845.  The originally detached two-story kitchen building is 

now connected to the main building. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     08/28/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/28/2020 

Permit # 20-34343-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to remove existing masonry stair sidewalls at front entrance stairs and to install new decorative cast 

iron railings, per application & materials received 07/13/2020 & 08/20/2020, respectively.  

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/28/2020 

 

The applicant has submitted three new slightly more simplified railing designs to go along with the proposed 

removal of the masonry sidewalls. The differences between the three submitted options are limited to the metal 

between the medallions near the top of the railing. Option A uses a scroll design while options B and C use a 

more geometric oval and rectangle shape, respectively. The remainder of the rail is the same in all three options 

and features an elongated diamond, medallions, and other cast iron details. 

 

Staff appreciates the more simplified designs but questions if these have been simplified enough to approach 

something approvable. Further, staff still questions if it is appropriate to remove the existing building fabric that 

has been in place for at least 80 years to install something that was never documented as being in place at this 

property. There is good documentation for “open” sides to these stairs, but staff is hesitant to add imagined 

details to such an important building. Although the front of this building has been modified in the past 30 years, 

first with the modification of the front property line fence ca. 1990 and again this year, and the change of the 

previously existing ca. 1900 wood balustrade with the current metal railing ca. 2005, staff questions if these 

small changes should be allowed to continue to compound. Given that this is a blue-rated building, staff is 

concerned that this building continues to be modified in ways that may diminish its significance 

 

During the 08/11/2020 meeting, the applicant mentioned that part of the inspiration for the proposal was to 

increase the safety of the front steps and that installing an inside rail to the existing sidewalls would not be 

feasible as the resulting width would be too small. Staff requests a dimensioned drawing documenting this 

problem as well as any other justification to making the proposed change, other than simply aesthetics. 

 

Staff requests commentary from the Architecture Committee regarding the current proposal as well as if the 

continued exploration of the overall concept of removing the existing masonry sidewalls is worthwhile. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/28/2020 
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Architecture Committee Meeting of     08/11/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/11/2020 

Permit # 20-34343-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to remove existing masonry stair sidewalls at front entrance stairs and to install new decorative cast 

iron railings, per application & materials received 07/13/2020 & 07/16/2020, respectively.  

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/11/2020 

 

Historic photographs appear to indicate that the existing masonry sidewalls were constructed sometime between 

1901 and 1939. A ca. 1901-1902 photograph shows that prior to the masonry sidewalls there were what appears 

to be turned wood balusters with a wood railing. Historic references provided by the applicant  include an 

excerpt from the original 1845 building contract which reads in part, “The outside stairs in front of the House 

will be built as per plan … to be railed … plain turned balusters with 2-1/2 inches round rail.”  

 

The proposed cast iron railing is based on existing ironwork seen on other balconies in the district. Specifically, 

the balcony railings at 730 St. Peter and 327 Bourbon and the entrance stair railing at 828 St. Louis. Although 

well designed and compatible with the iron railing around the porch which was approved and installed in 2005, 

staff is concerned that there is no indication that such an ornate stair railing ever existed on this property.  

Although the existing masonry sidewalls are certainly not original to the building, staff notes that they have 

been in place for approximately 80-120 years. Staff questions the appropriateness of removing what could now 

be considered historic building fabric in order to install a fantasized version of an entrance railing.  

 

On the other hand, the VCC did approve the installation of the ornate railing at the porch level and the proposed 

railing could be considered an extension of this design. However, there is better historic documentation for a 

iron railing at the porch level as the original building contract noted that the front balcony was to be, “protected 

with a good looking iron railing between the columns.” Again, as there is not similar documentation regarding 

the stair rails and on the contrary the contract notes “plain turned balusters”, staff is hesitant regarding the 

current proposal. Staff questions if an alternate proposal that included the removal of the masonry sidewalls and 

the installation of “plain turned balusters” would be more approvable.  

 

Staff requests commentary from the Architecture Committee regarding the proposed removal of the masonry 

sidewalls and installation of a new railing.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/11/2020 

 

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

explained that he had spoken to Mr. Albrecht early on regarding these changes and Mr. Albrecht though it might 

be ok.  He went on to say that he walked the district and examined numerous rails in order to get a feeling for 

what would be right.  He stated that the challenge here was trying to find a stair rail that would be compatible 

with the porch rail.  Both Mr. Fifield and Ms. DiMaggio thanked the applicant for his due diligence.  Ms. 

DiMaggio went on to say this proposal would be a fantasized condition as there is no documentation for the stair 

railing. 

 

Mr. Robinson stated that it was not the original stair and in fact was a third version.  Mr. DiMaggio stated that 

while it was not the original, it had been there for a significant amount of time to have possibly gained 

significance and that an iron rail would be an historic change that would be inappropriate.  Mr. Robinson stated 

that they were trying to return to an open sided stair which was closer to what was there originally.  Mr. Fifield 

asked what the material of the riser and run were currently.  Mr. Robinson stated that the material was brick 

with a stucco covering.  He went on to say that the change would also provide safety as currently there was no 

“grip.”  Mr. Fifield asked if they had explored an inside rail.  Mr. Robinson stated that the space was too small 

and that once the wall was removed there would be an extra 6”.  Mr. Fifield stated that he though the rail was 

simply more ornate than it needed to be.  Mr. Fifield went on to say that the rail had changed so many times that 

there was no longer any historic fabric.  He questioned how to deal with this situation.   

 

No Public Comment 

 

Discussion & Motion: 

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

develop an alternative proposal based on the conversation and commentary in today’s meeting. Mr. Fifield 

seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 



1228 Royal
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ADDRESS: 1228-30 Royal   

OWNER: Eric D Torres, et. al. APPLICANT: Tuong Xuan Nguyen 

ZONING: VCR-2 SQUARE: 51 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 4,702 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 7 units      REQUIRED: 1,410 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: Unknown     EXISTING: 1,402 sq. ft. (approx.) 

    PROPOSED: No change     PROPOSED: No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

Main & detached service building ratings: Green - of local architectural or historical importance 

 

This 4-bay, 2-story masonry residential building is a c. 1830 Creole cottage, which had a second floor and 

balcony added c. 1890.  (The rear facade retains the original 1 1/2 story with a large dormer added later, 

so the building mixes building types, as well as architectural styles.)  The detached kitchen remains from 

the earlier date.  Before its removal, the building had an odd Italianate style side entrance appended to the 

Barracks side of the building. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     08/28/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/28/2020 

Permit # 20-34707-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to remove existing through wall air conditioner and to install new ground mounted mini-split  

condensing unit, per application & materials received 07/16/2020 & 08/11/2020, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/28/2020 

 

Staff notes that the Architectural Committee has reviewed four separate applications for new split units on 

this property dating back to 2014. The most recent application prior to this current one was reviewed in 

2017, with the Committee including in their motion that a comprehensive plan would need to be 

submitted to address the entire condominium complex. To date, no such comprehensive plan has been 

submitted to staff. 

 

The current proposal is to remove the existing thru-wall unit that is located behind the alleyway gate on 

the Barracks side of the main building. The applicant proposes to install the new mini split condensing 

unit either at grade in the same location as the existing unit or further back behind the first door on this 

side elevation. Given that the condensing unit will be freestanding rather than through the wall, the 

proposed new unit will be considerably more exposed than the existing unit. The dimensions of the new 

unit are approximately 30-1/2” wide by 21-1/2” tall and 9-1/2” deep. Given that this unit will not be 

mounted right up against the building wall, staff estimates that it will project out from the building 

approximately 1’ once installed. This unit would be readily visible from the sidewalk. 

 

The proposed alternate location would place the unit further down the alley past the first door. This 

location would be less visible given the increased distance from the street, but only slightly.  

 

For either location, the applicant notes that the line would be run up the side of the building to a height of 

7’ before penetrating the wall into the building. The line is proposed to be boxed in and painted to match 

the building wall. 

 

Given that the existing air conditioner is a thru-wall unit, the fact that no comprehensive plan has ever 

been submitted for the property, and that exterior mechanical units have been slowly multiplying, staff 

questions if the best option may be to replace the thru-wall unit in-kind. Staff notes that the existing unit 

is not particularly visible from the street and the void in the wall already exists for a similarly sized 

replacement. It is unlikely that staff would ever recommend for a brand new installation of this kind of 

mechanical equipment through a historic masonry wall, but given that this unit already exists, staff finds 

that the existing style of equipment would have the least impact on the building as well as the neighboring 

area. 

 

Staff recommends deferral of the application to allow the applicant to submit a comprehensive plan for 

mechanical equipment on this property but requests commentary from the Architecture Committee 

regarding the proposed new equipment or the possibility of replacing in kind. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/28/2020 

 



625 Governor Nicholls
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ADDRESS: 625 Gov. Nicholls   

OWNER: Ajay K Patel APPLICANT: Barbara Guidry 

ZONING: VCR-2 SQUARE: 51 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 2,039 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 2 Units     REQUIRED: 611 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: 1 Unit     EXISTING: 350 sq. ft. 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

This late 19th or early 20th c. townhouse in an eclectic style carries on the tradition of earlier French 

Quarter building traditions, as seen in the front gallery and side carriageway.  The detached rear two-

story service building most likely predates 1876.  In 1979/80, the one-story, shed-roof addition was 

added to the rear facade of the main house; around 1992 glazing was added to infill this addition; and in 

2002, a new two-story addition was done at the rear of the property. In 2004, the owners and architect 

for this property were honored with a Certificate of Merit at the VCC’s architectural awards ceremony.  

 

Rating:  Green:  of Local Architectural or Historical Importance. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     08/28/2020   

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/28/2020 

Permit # 20-35064-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to repair structure of gallery including pouring new foundations under gallery posts, per 

application & materials received 07/21/2020 & 08/06/2020, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/28/2020 

 

Staff has been working with the applicant and owner to develop a more complete scope of work for 

repairs and renovations at this property. Staff is expecting additional materials in the near future but 

notes that the submitted materials for these gallery repairs require Architecture Committee review given 

the structural nature of the work. 

 

The submitted materials indicate five phases of work as follows: 

1. Install temporary shoring under the gallery. 

2. Remove and salvage the existing brick from the sidewalk. 

3. Repair the column capitals if needed and level/plumb the columns. 

4. Install new footings for the columns. 

5. Replace the bricks in the sidewalk. 

 

Staff finds the proposal generally approvable as the finished result will match the existing in appearance 

but staff requests commentary from the Architecture Committee regarding the proposed structural 

elements of the proposal and the proposed phases to accomplish this work. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/28/2020 

 



827 Orleans
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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      08/28/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/28/2020 

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:   08/28/2020 

 

At the hearing on 07/28/2020, the Committee moved to defer the proposal to reinforce the chimneys on 

the following conditions: “that a modified proposal be submitted for the deadline of the next VCC AC 

meeting in two weeks [deadline in 1 week], unless a written statement by the Structural Engineer is 

submitted clarifying the wording of his report does not indicate emergency stabilization. If that is 

submitted, the AC grants a deferral of 30 days for the applicant to propose alternate stabilization 

proposal[s].” On 08/03/2020, the applicant provided a letter from the engineer, Ivan Mandich, stating that: 

 

“[Critical] was not defined as the condition representing ‘an imminent collapse’ of the two 

chimneys, but rather it was defined by the code and technical requirements where the 

chimneys would have to sustain the wind pressure of 150 mph, windward and additional 

negative pressure from the leeward side. These conditions are specified as the design 

parameters in the city codes, FIRM and IRC codes. The events that will cause such ‘critical’ 

conditions are experienced with hurricane winds.  

 

The VCC comments were related to the possible alternative plans to be explored and that this 

point, we checked the plans 619 Royal St. where the inserted brick, functioning to restrain the 

walls of the chimney were shown. This solution we did not find applicable to the structural 

stabilization of the subject chimneys.  

 

A solution that would require rebuilding the full scale of the chimney would in a total rework 

[sic], would be an intrusive work on the roof, which is a subject of the avoidance in this case. 

If the chimney height is cut a 1/3 from the top and the rest raked and repointed, this would 

alter the historic character of the building, and presumed would not be welcomed by the 

VCC. 

 

The solution we proposed is for its constructability a not intrusive concerning the roof and 

the tiles; it can be constructed from the alley side, and it will restrain the forces acting upon 

the chimneys, by the engagement of a wider section of the roof structure, that in turn will 

allow for a lesser impact on the roof. 

 

As per the request from the Owner and VCC confirmed, we will check if there are some other 

solutions that would be useful in this case.” 

 

Staff responded to the applicant that any alternative proposals must be submitted by 8/18/2020 

since Mr. Mandich’s definition of “critical” was based on hurricane force winds and not 

imminent collapse, but noted that we are in the middle of hurricane season and staff could not 

grant any deferrals past the 30 days granted by Committee. Staff contacted the owner on 8/18 and 

was informed that they had explored alternate solutions but found none that met their concerns. 

No revised drawings or proposals were submitted. 

 

Staff notes that the VCC did not recommend any particular methods of stabilizing the chimneys, 

nor did staff suggest rebuilding the chimneys or altering their height. 
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Given the information provided by the applicant and engineer, and the response that no other 

alternatives were found that addressed their concerns, staff recommends approval of the 

stabilization details previously reviewed at the 07/28/2020 hearing. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/28/2020 
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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 

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 

 

Ms. Vogt presented the staff report with Mr. Begue present on behalf of the application. Mr. Begue stated 

that he wanted more time to look at other options with the contractor, and that he was very concerned 

about avoiding roof damaged since Fire Free is not available for replacement. Mr. Fifield asked if he was 

satisfied with the detail as proposed by his engineer; Mr. Begue stated that he was, that he trusts his 

engineer and contractor but needs more time as he would prefer to stabilize the chimneys from the alley 

and avoid the roof entirely. He requested another 30 days, but restated that he considered the proposal to 

be a good plan. Ms. DiMaggio asked the applicant to clarify whether the proposed work would be left in 

place permanently or if it was emergency bracing. Mr. Begue restated that he wanted to explore other 

options. Ms. DiMaggio asked for confirmation that the work in the drawings would be permanent; Mr. 
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Begue agreed that it was and that he did not believe emergency shoring was needed. Mr. Block was 

concerned that the engineer’s report states that two of the chimneys are “critical,” and warned against any 

unnecessary delays if alternatives are to be considered. Mr. Begue stated that the engineer did not seem 

immediately concerned. Mr. Block responded that the Committee had deferred the proposal for 14 days, 

but staff had allowed him to defer for two additional meetings to work on the evaluation and proposal, 

and that it was very important the existing conditions not be allowed to drag. Mr. Begue stated that he 

turned the proposal around as quickly as he was able.  

 

No Public Comment 

 

Discussion and motion: 

 

Ms. DiMaggio agreed with Mr. Block’s emphasis that remediation must not delayed unnecessarily, and 

was wary of the engineer’s use of the word “critical,” since it is not clear how emergent the situation is. 

She stated that if better solutions are possible she wants the Committee to see them, but not if that means 

further delays. Mr. Fifield shared her concerns, stating that this matter has taken a long time to resolve. 

He asked Mr. Block for clarification on procedure; if the violation should be cited again or the application 

denied. Mr. Block answered that, if the Committee is not comfortable with the specific details of the 

proposal, they could deny the appeal to retain the existing unstable conditions but defer approval of an 

exact repair solution for a specific amount of time. Mr. Fifield informed the applicant that the next 

meeting is in two weeks and asked if he could submit for that meeting. Ms. Vogt noted that the deadline 

for submittal for that meeting is in one week, and Mr. Fifield asked if seven days was enough time to 

submit a revised proposal. Mr. Begue stated that he was unsure as he was out of town, and asked if the 

Committee will allow more time if the engineer clarifies his meaning of the word “critical” and the 

urgency of the repairs.  

 

Ms. DiMaggio moved for denial of retention of the existing conditions with the willingness to entertain 

an alternate stabilization proposal, with deferral conditions as follows: that a modified proposal be 

submitted for the deadline of the next VCC AC meeting in two weeks [deadline in 1 week], unless a 

written statement by the Structural Engineer is submitted clarifying the wording of his report does not 

indicate emergency stabilization. If that is submitted, the AC grants a deferral of 30 days for the 

applicant to propose alternate stabilization proposal[s]. Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion, which passed 

unanimously. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      06/10/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     06/10/2020 

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

 

Appeal to retain existing condition of chimneys cited for demolition by neglect, per application & 

materials received 05/20/2020. [Notice of Violation sent 01/24/17] 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   06/10/2020 

 

Staff inspected the property on 11/29/2016 and issued a citation for the condition of the chimneys which 

are in a state of demolition by neglect. Staff is concerned that they may be at risk of structural failure and 

notes that the second chimney is visibly leaning towards Bourbon Street. The applicant is appealing to 

retain the existing condition until the existing roof system requires replacement, as they are worried that 

accessing the chimneys to repair them will damage the discontinued Fire Free Plus roof, permitted in 

2001. If the applicant submits an engineer’s report stating that the chimneys are not currently at risk, the 

Committee may choose to consider a temporary postponement of the repairs. Since most Fire Free roofs 

installed around this time period have failed within the last five years and the roof is likely to require 

replacement in the near future, staff does not find this to be a compelling reason to delay structural repairs 

on irreplaceable historic chimneys that are in an obvious state of disrepair. 

 

Staff recommends denial of the appeal. If the applicant submits an engineer’s report, staff recommends a 

delay of no more than 12 months before the repairs must be completed.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   06/10/2020 

 

Ms. Vogt read the staff report with Mr. Begue present on behalf of the application.  Mr. Begue stated that 

the AC had considered a similar situation down the street at 837 Orleans.  He went on to say that the roof 

at 827 was watertight and that the chimney mortar was not deteriorated.  He then told the Committee that 

there was absolutely no evidence that the chimneys were not structurally sound and that they had been 

leaning for some 30 plus years.  He asked the Committee for a deferral for 12 months at which time they 

could revisit the issue.  Mr. Bergeron stated that this was in no way the same situation as 835-37 as that 
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building had chimneys down the center line. He went on to say that the chimneys at 827 were very tall 

and more structurally at risk.  

 

Ms. DiMaggio agreed with Mr. Bergeron and added that at 827 there was an alley for scaffolding thereby 

avoiding risk of roof damage.  Mr. Begue stated that the roofer told him that rebuilding the chimneys 

would destroy the roof. Ms. Vogt responded that staff never suggested the chimneys should be rebuilt, 

and that maintenance of the chimneys is essential to avoid losing them to deterioration and collapse.  Mr. 

Fifield agreed with staff, stating that perhaps repointing or back bracing would be enough.  He went on to 

say that this was a structural issue that would require an engineer’s report.  Mr. Begue countered stating 

that the chimneys had been leaning for 30 years and that there was nothing wrong with them except that 

the entire building had moved due to the soil.  Mr. Block addressed Mr. Begue’s use of the word 

“movement,” and that any structural movement would require an engineer’s report to prove that they are 

not at risk of failure.  He also addressed Mr. Begue’s contention that this report should not be required as 

it was not required at 837 Orleans. Each building is unique and are always considered on a case-by-case 

basis. These conditions are not the same as at the other location, as there is more concern that these 

chimneys are in danger of failure. Mr. Fifield went on to say that bricks appear to be missing from the 

base of the chimneys where they meet the roof.  Ms. DiMaggio agreed with Mr. Fifield.  She then stated 

that as architects they were to be concerned with the safety and health of the public and that these 

chimneys were located over a walkway.  She concluded by stating that mortar was not the only indicator 

of demolition by neglect, and that it did not indicate that the chimneys could not collapse due to gravity.  

 

With no other items on the agenda, the Committee moved to recess and begin the public comment portion 

of the meeting. 

 

No public comment 

 

Motion and discussion: 

The applicant did not return to the hearing following the public comment portion of the meeting. 

 

Mr. Bergeron moved to deny the appeal. Ms. DiMaggio asked if he would accept an amendment to the 

motion that would allow for temporary deferral if an engineer’s report is submitted to staff stating that the 

chimneys are not currently at risk. Mr. Bergeron accepted the amendment, and Ms. DiMaggio seconded 

the motion. Prior to the vote, Mr. Block asked if the Committee members would consider deferring the 

application for a specific amount of time to allow the applicant to return to the Committee with a report. 

Mr. Fifield called for a vote on Mr. Bergeron’s motion, which failed.  

 

Mr. Bergeron then made the motion to defer the matter until the next meeting on 06/23/2020 in order to 

give the applicant time to obtain an engineer’s report. Ms. DiMaggio seconded the motion, which passed 

unanimously.  

 



1118 Burgundy
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ADDRESS: 1118 Burgundy Street   
OWNER: Kent G Nicaud APPLICANT: Bradley Shaffer 
ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 83 
USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 4,090.7 sq. ft. 
DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 4 units REQUIRED: 1227.2 sq. ft. 
EXISTING: Unknown  EXISTING: Unknown 
PROPOSED: No change PROPOSED: No change 

 
ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCIPTION OF PROPERTY:  
 
Main building & service buildings: Green, of local architectural and/or historic significance. 
 
C. 1832 four-bay brick Creole cottage with two detached two-story service buildings. 
 
Architecture Committee Meeting of      08/28/2020 
 
DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:      08/28/2020 
Permit # 20-32851-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 
 
Proposal to convert courtyard water feature to small swimming pool and review of outdoor kitchen begun 
without benefit of VCC review and approval, per application & materials received 08/18/2020. [STOP 
WORK ORDERS posted 06/19/2020, 08/05/2020, 08/12/2020 & 08/13/2020] 
 
STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:    08/28/2020 
 
Staff inspected the property on 08/17/2020 and photographed the existing conditions of the pool and 
exterior kitchen. The applicant has submitted revised materials, including a scaled site plan and section, 
which shows that the overall size of the pool will be 14�¶-6�  ́x 7�¶-6�  ́to ensure that there will be at least 3�¶-
0�  ́of walkable surface around each side of the pool without requiring modification of the planters. A 
mockup of the final size of the pool was also provided by the applicant, showing that it the excavated pit 
is significantly larger now than it will be when finished. 
 
The site plan calls for modifying the Gov. Nicholls-side planter to install the pool equipment, and a wood 
lattice screen is shown on the Dauphine side. The applicant also provided photographs of a similar 
equipment installation on a concrete pad, which he said could be installed in this corner location without 
modifying the planter. Since the equipment is not very tall and it would be a less invasive method, staff 
recommends installation of an equipment pad, to be screened with landscaping.  
 
The cocktail ledge and water feature have been removed from the scope, and the pool is now proposed as 
a uniform depth (dimension not included; need clarification on depth from applicant). A single Hayward 
CrystaLogic pool light will be installed on the Burgundy side of the pool; the fixture meets the Lighting 
Guidelines and is approvable.  
 
As staff�¶s concerns regarding the size of the pool and circulation around it has been abated and the pool 
otherwise meets the VCC Design Guidelines, staff recommends conceptual approval of the pool. 
 
Staff inspected the partially-constructed outdoor kitchen and the applicant provided manufacturer�¶s spec 
sheets and a description of work, as follows: 
 

1. Frame - Pressure treated wood frame supports all sides of the countertop, the weight of the 
countertop is not supported by the building. The frame was custom built to allow for the BBQ 
Grill,  Under Counter outdoor Fridge, Outdoor Ice Maker and stainless-steel storage drawer 
to fit perfectly into the frame. 

 
2. Stucco Shell of Skirt – Hardie cement paneling was installed to the entire outer shell of the 

frame then waterproofed. Then wire mesh was installed, base coat, scratch coat and then the 
final coat of stucco to match adjoining building was applied. 

 
3. Final Finish of Skirt – We can with install brick or paint around the shell to match brick 

pavers on ground or we can apply paint to the stucco to match same color of adjoining wall. 
 

4. Countertop – Countertop was formed with a 2.5 inch lip around the entire perimeter of the 
frame providing sufficient lip around to account for stucco or brick. The side open to the 
courtyard has a 12” hangover to allow for chair to sit at the countertop. ½” rebar was 
installed inside the form to create 12” x 12” opening in the rebar mesh, then concrete was 
poured inside the form and concrete was smoothly finished. After curing the countertop was 
sanded multiple times and edges refinished and 3 coats of concrete sealer was applied to the 
top to seal the top from moisture or staining. The countertop was not connected to the 
adjoining buildings. 



1014 St Peter
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ADDRESS:    1012-14 St. Peter Street 

OWNER:    Virginie Walker Upton, et. al.     APPLICANT:     Bill Upton    

ZONING:    VCR-1     SQUARE  100 

USE:     Residential    LOT SIZE:     3567.32 sq. ft. 

 

DENSITY      OPEN SPACE  

 Allowed:    3 Units     Required:    1070.2  sq. ft. 

 Existing:    5 Units      Existing:    354 sq. ft. 

 Proposed:   no change    Proposed:   355 sq. ft. (approx.) 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

This is an 1838 2-story double brick building, each side of which has an arched side passageway and an 

attached 2-story service wing. Rather than the characteristic dormer window, this Transitional style 

building has attic frieze windows. 

 

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

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     08/28/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/28/2020 

Permit # 20-36237-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to retain balcony support post in courtyard installed without benefit of VCC review or approval, 

per application & materials received 07/30/2020 & 08/13/2020, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/28/2020 

 

Staff observed unpermitted work in progress on 07/29/2020 and posted a Stop Work Order (SWO). The 

observed work consisted of the installation of a metal pole under the cantilevered wood balcony located 

between the main building and service ell.  

 

The applicant contacted staff following the SWO and provided the following statement, “The rear wall 

brick are too weak to support a bracket. It had a temporary post and we need to put a permanent 

post to save the wall and rear door. The design of the rear balcony and walkways and stair case 

didn’t hold up over time.  

The plan is to place this permanent post at the bottom of staircase then enclose the steel post with 

wood. This will look good and be a safe support.  

Our goal is to preserve the old structures and old brick.” 

 
Staff notes that this property underwent extensive renovations in 2013-2014 which included the complete 

rebuilding of the stairs adjacent to this post. Drawings related to that renovation do not indicate any kind 

of post in this location, previously existing or proposed. Staff notes that there are several balconies with 

wood outriggers on this property and is concerned that approving any post supports would set a bad 

precedent for additional posts in the future. Additionally, no engineer’s reports or other documentation 

has been submitted to staff regarding the structural integrity or lack thereof for this balcony. 

 

Staff recommends that the outriggers near the post be properly repaired or strengthened, if necessary, 

rather than introducing this heavy-handed solution. Staff recommends denial of the proposed metal post, 

with the applicant to revise the proposal if additional structural support is required. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/28/2020 

 


